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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Sydvwey Intermnoadal Tarminal Aliance (SMTA) sacks approval e 2 Slage 1 Slate Sgniicani
Crevelopment (S50} to dewsbap an intermadal leminal faciily with a rail ink b the Southen
Sydney Freight Line {S5FL] at Moorebank, in he Liverpool Local Government Area.

Stage 1 followe the Concept Plan approval by the Planmng Assessmant Commmssion
{Commission} on 29 September 2014 for an intermodal Faclily wehsding ImporExpon (|MEX)
terminal handling up e 250000 TEUs per annum with an option af an addilional 250,000 TELs
siitgect 1o not exceeding the capacity of the ransparl network, warehousing and rail connection lo
tha Southarn Sydney Freight Lina (S5FL} The proposal has a capital invesiment value of $142.5
millicir.

The proposs| would provids a por-shullle freght service between Porl Bolany and the SIMTA
site, whareby containers would be unioaded from ships al Porl Botany, placed an a train and sent
to the SIMTA sile via the exsling SSFL. The tram would b unipaded, with freight edher being
temparanly stored on sile of loaded direcilly on 1o hesyy vahickes [o7 distibulion to markets via e
nearby majer road network. The Irainz would return o Port Botany, ready T furher fresght
shutlhing.

Separately, the Moarebank Inlermodal Company (MIC), on behalf of the Commonwealih
government, recenlty soughl agproval for a slaged State Signikcant Davelopmenl {350)
{including Stage 1 early works) 1o develop an inlermodal Leimninal facility with a rad link 1o the
Soulhem Sydney Fraaghl Line (S5FL) on an adjacent sile. This proposal includes an IMEX
terrminal that would handke vp o 105 milken TEUS and an intersiale lerminsl thal would handie
500,000 TEUs. 300,000m* of warehousing 15 also proposed.

O 4 June 2014, MIC annoynged that it had reached an agreament wilh SIMTA 1o develop the
Moorebank propect on a whoke of pracingd hazis and a combined bwougheot of 1.55 millicn
containers is soughl. In ass3essing MEC's profosal, the Department recommended conditions to
ensura that the mawmum throughput of a combined site is 1.35 nllion TEUs, However, in the
absence of a single application for a combaed facility, the Deparmentl has alzo carefully
considerad the cumulative impacts of both proposats in ts assessment of the 3IMTA agiication.

The SIMTA propesal 15 Slate Significant Develogmenl pursuant to the terms of the Concept
Flan approval, which determined ‘that goproval in carry out [he development the subject of
the Concept Plan s @0 ba subjact to Part 4 Division 4.1 of the Agl. The Minster for Planning s
ther approval authority for the proposal, however, the Commission may dalerming he agplication
under delegaton as Campheliown Cily Councll and Liverpod City Coungil raige ohjaglion 1o tha
praposal and there have been mare than 25 submissions received by way of obecion,

The Environmental Impact Siatement (EIS) was pubdicly exhibited irom 28 May 2015 to 26 June
2015 {30 days). The Department received 226 submissions from the public during ihe
exhibition perigd. A tolal of B submizsions were recaived igm public authornties. 10 response
to thase subrmssions, the Anplicanl revised the alignment of the proposed el ink 10 awed the
read lo enter into the East Hills Passenger Ling corndor.

The Deparment has undedaken @ comprehensive assessmant of the proposal which focuses on
four Kgy argas.

» |raffic {(Saction 3.1}

» air quality {Saction 5.2},

» noige and vibration {Saction 5.33; and

«  gontaminalon [(Section 5.4).

In relation to trafic and transpod, the Ceparment acknowledges the proposal woukd remam within
the ¢apacity of 1he Iranspodt netwark, consistent with Ihe ferms of the Concen! Plan approval and
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not require any interseclion upgrades. Mobwilhstarding, the Cepadment has recommended tha
Applicant pay monetary developer coniribulions of $393,12214 o Liverpodd Councl 1o offset
moreagsed prassures on Council's assels and services as a result of the proposal.

The Depadment notes thal the proposal is predicted to meel relevan EPA crilaria in relation (g air
quality ard the predicied human health impacks are considerad to be low i ihe conbext of the sils.
The Depariment has recommended siingent condiions 1o ensune thal the intermaodal terminal s
desigred and operated 1o achieve besl pracica armission contrl.

The Cepartment conziders that during operation of the facihty some excesdances of relevant
noise aoals may pocor ab sensitive receivers. Impacts would primanly result Iroen wheel
seueal of wagons using the rail connection Lo the S5FL. & number of condilions have been
recommended 1o address wheel squeal, ngluding requirements for track grinding and
lubrcation on the rail link. Conditions raquinng real ime ngise moniloring of @in passby
events an the rail link, imptementation of best prashce container handling aquipmeant and the
preparalion and implemeniation of an Operalional Envirenmental Managemeanl Pian have
also baan recommendad 1o address Concerns.

The Cepadment noles that conlaminaled land axigts on the site and considars the highes
risk of exposure to conmtaminants would Socur when ground or groundwaler disiurbance
during excavation occurs. The Depariment has reviewed the Remedal Achion Plan and in
conjunclion wilh recommended conditions of approval s sahshed that canlamination impacls
can be minimisad and mitigated, including 1hose raised by the EPA.

The proposal is akso consislant walh the KNSYW Government’s ghjective to maxinmse ihe haulage of
freight by rail. In as early as 2005, the Frexght Infraslnucture Adwsory Boand rainforced tha naed
far an inMermaodal feminal at Moorehank o achieve an increass in the ral mode share of pon
container freighl movements, The Depafdmanl acknowledges that the proposal is @ key
component n mesting Sydney's intermodal capagily needs, paricularly as SIMTA has the
capability lo atlmct a sgnificanl proporon of the dreight market thus significantly reducing
trucking demand.

In balancing the potential impacts of Ihe preposal, 1he Department notes thal, if approved, the
proposal woukd reduce the number of heawy wohicles on the M3 Motorway, between Fort Botany
and hMoarebank and contribute to improwving network efficiency by relieving Iraffic congestion in
the Porl Botany area. The proposal would also grow freightl network capacily to meal fufure
frawght requirements.

Tre Cepardmenl has concheded that the proposal is consistent wth 1he Concept Plan approval
and on balance, the proposal’s benefits oubyveigh s polental adverse impacls and is tharefore in
the public interest. Consequendly, the Departrment congiders the Stage 1 proposal should be
approved subjact to the recommended condilions of appeoval,
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1. BACKGROUND

Sydrey Inlermodal Teminal Albance (SIMTA), a consorbem of Gube Holdings and Aurizon, is
saehing appeoval for the construction and Sparglion of Jlage T of the SRATA Moorebank
Intermndal Temnal Facidy and he assocated Rail link as part of 1ha first slage of developmant
under the approved SIMTA Concept Flan (MP 10_HM93) The SIATA Concepl Flan wask
approved by Ihe Plannng Assessment Commission {Ihe Commission} on 28 August 2014, and
allawe tha follorving thres slacas of development:
1. conslreclion of the interrmodal terminal facilily and associated rail link (the subject of this
proposaly;
2. consiruclion of the warehouse and distibulion facibbies; and
3. exension of the intermedal temminal and completion of warehouse and desldbubon
facilies.

The site is kcaled approximately 27 kilcmetres  south-west of e Sydney CBD, and
appraximately 2.5 kilbometres south of Liverpool City Cenlre wathi the Liverpool Lodal
Governrment Area {Figura 1)
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Figure ¥V; Prafect Localion in Gonfert with Sydegy CBD [Bage Image Sourca: Google Maps 3074]

The SIMTA Concep! Plan site s located on the gastamn side of Moorebank Avenue on 15
l[and parcels and is relabwely flat measunng 1,382 metres long by 600 metres wele, The
exislng sile comprises approximately Z3B.000m" of low-nse buldings used lor warehouses
and admirustration offices, an inlemal road network, and large hardstand areas.

Te Re rorh of the site 5 a 200 heclare industral praanct which seppons a8 range of w=es
inzluding freighl and logistcs, heayy and [wght rmanofacluing, ofice and business park
dewvelopments. Gther surrounding land uses nclede: Departrmen of Defence land noldings (kngw'n
as Defence National Storage and Distibution Cenlre [DNSDC), Holsworlty Mililary Reserve,
regidual Cammoraealth land to the gas! and souih (known a5 the Bool Land and Southern Boot
Landy; ard residentszl argas of Meorebank, Waltle Growe and Casula (Figure 2).

Geoiges River runz along the western boundary of the Schoot of Military Engineering {SME) I
the west of tha Stage 1 eite. and Anzac Creek runs alang the eastern boundary of the residual
Commaonwsalth {Defence) Land. The ¢losest residential properties are located in Mocrebank to
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the nortn-east (approsimalely 400 metres), YWaltle Grove 1o the east {(aporanmaley 300 metres )
and Cazila to the west [aogrcmalaly 350 metres).

The area to wnch the Stage 1 applicalion apples & localed apdreamalely 1 300 mejras
soun of the intersection of Moorehank AvenLe and the M5 Motonway and bas a site area of
appros mately 18 nectares. The MS s the main road ink between the Siage 1 sile ard Lhe
key empldyment and industrial areas within the West and Souin Western Sydney Sub-
Regions. The Southern Sydrey Frewgal Ling [S5FL) s ncated one kilomatre (o the wast of
the proposed Stage 1 site.

Mograbank Intenmodal Company (RIC), an cebalf of the Commonwea’th Government, is 3lso
propaesing o canstruct and operale ananleimodal Rty on the SME ate. This propozal is known
as the Moorebark Intermodzl Temmmal (MIT) (S50 5066] The Degartmen has assessed this
procosal a1d nas recommended approval subject 1o condiligns. The MIT proposal mchedfes:

* an imporlfaxoor (IMEX) freighl lerminal with a maarmem gapacily of 1.05 nulgn duanty-foo
equvaleTlumls [TEU) (coniainers] a year;

an inlerstaie freighs terminal designed 1o hand (g up o 500000 TEL par year:

warehorsing faciities;

&n upgrace of Moorebank Avenus; and

a ral access connechon betwveen the main ntarmocdal site and ke 533FL via @ bridge over
the Geonges Rwer.

* & & &

Figura 2; Local Confoat, :h::uwrng E‘mr:n,m P.lan- zifn |’5-|:-un::u- £n wrcmrrmrrrar impact s sessment 018

O d June 2014 MIC released a statement clarilying that an agreemen: Fad been reached
witt SIMTA and that only ong intermadal facehly wauld proceed across ooth s:tes. However,
oolh appiicants have conbhnued to pursue a2porovals for their respechive proposals as stard
along fac:lties. Nolwiihstanding, MIC has vpdated ils propesal by clanfying fhat the
throeegnput of 1.53 mullign contaners sawghl would be shared across bolh siles.
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2. PROPOSED PROJECT

2.1. Project Dascription

SIMTA Stage 1 involes the construclion and cperation of infrasineclure to support 8 cantainer
freighl road wolumg of 250,000 TEU. The Cagitzl Investiment Value (CIV) of the proposed
development is 51425 millign. The proposal includes tnuck procassing, holding and lgading argas;
rail keading and containgr siorage areas; an admimsiraton Ecility and associated car parking; the
Rail link connecting to the 35FL; and associaled ancillary works. The proposal would operate 24
Bours, 7 days a week. The project layout is shown in Figure 3. The key comporenls of the project
are lizled in Tahla 1.
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Table 1: Daeralled descrptian of proposal

Aspeci

LEECRpian

teafemesescuTaar Fewireionl

Tive consligstion and opedalicn of niresiructura 1o supped an inlormodal f2osly wilh
a confAoner Ireghl walyere of 250,003 TEU,

Truck procassing

Hal loadimy and
LONERNGr SIOragE Anins

Truck procassing, holding and leading &qeas. Enbincd and kit Far bhedony wehiclos is
Iocaled off Moorebank, Avenwa b the forhem pand of fhe ade. Thie 2a] indudes o
lanes o facilitale for Lfucks eribtmg cothbousd onlo Moorebank Avenoe. The
eatrange would be conrglled IRrough e uee of ek plocessicrg gales, inciuding
ganiry struciures Lo be lccated over the exlenl ol the onirance ard csit lanes.

[vstallation of four rail sidings would celend egugh e centeal panl of e sile fom
10 Rail fink [& gaable e storage of & drar walh 3 lenglh of approxmatedy 6390
raelirs. Thosoe scdrga wodld proamdo 2n area For leading'unioadng of frains. A
locomobva shifar [to a2ow transfor Bebwasn the @il S5idingst and  ocomotive
refunlling fac lilkes would ba Iocaled ol e rodhern and of she el sidings.

Located on the wasem ard easlam Sidé of ko il sidiogs would SiE o pormaey
loae o, whloadersg and contdinge skarage area Corviamers Wikl e stacked up i
five high, oquallitg a 1olal heght of aporomately 13 matres. Once operabonal,
owerhaasd ganlry cranec (aoprodemaiaky 32 meloes 'n keight] worsld span amees ho
primary coviaiser areas, @il 6idings and lwuck ‘vadisy aeds,

A rori g e F:’il:‘.'.l.l'll'y

Rail ink

Ancillany Works

The garinisradon @ would include a single atoray oFice buildng o' approximately
S0 Aqu-are meires ard 5 5 matres ir heighl, and a garksng area ©o MEr simg Spaces
{w spproximately 24 light vehicles. Tne offcc would accommodals & raceplion,
meskrg rooms, officcs, amardias, lunch e @0l oan oubdoor ases Ties
adminisbalion ara would B acoedsed wia 3 separale endrance and ext off
Merebank Aven s 10 I1e soulh of (e main entranoeesit.

Loceted adjacer! o the Sydrey Trains Ral Comider, indludirg g connection o ke
snlermodal Iorming’, raversing Moorebank Avenue, Angal Cregs v Geones Fiver
and connecl vy o e Souihen Sydney Freaghl Ling. The bridge over tha Ganigas
River wild b v prosintiby o ine existing bridgge For the East Fills Rail Codridor,
bpfare lurming nodn-westerly hrowgh the G'enhed YWaste Facisly. Works within e
Glonfield Wasle Faeciity wouk ircwda he conslcction of Strucleal suggors.
srealmers ard monisonng wells, 3 storrmedlsr and ‘eachate basin, and 3t baresr
L T b

Inzludang:

s« grdhng and wiersechon warks. such as dacommissioning of tha exisling
Mocrebans Averuc Iraffic sigrals at tha eodeermn access 1o tha SEATA site aad
al the CrRapman Syarde inlcrscolon, and imctall2cios ol & b Sigel at ke
mai= truck artranceg and exit b e Stage 1 ile,

Signaqe works:

I|E|!I'|I,:i‘g:

vege'glior removal and landscaping, comprising e memovdd ol exislivg
landscaping on the wuslern boendary donr Moombank Avenug al an 18 melne
selhack:

=  waber managemeal wares, cor prising Pench daEns aed pols icdversing fee sibe
rom rorth g South and @ Bigerglerion Swalednn-aibe 30rage Celenbin Qealed
Aoy the weglern boungary of tha Slage § sda. A ewals would also be
consbraclicd witnin e Wogrebans Avenus mad resanng; and

1 COnPEstinns Lo witor, Sewer edecincify and commnicxlnns uliibies.

AW rarnmgr)
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2.2, Project Need and Justification

2.2 1.fdentificd Need

An imlermoddal terminal al Moorebank was first considered by lthe Commonweallh
Government n 2004 10 promole nafional productivty in the long lerm o assst in the
developrmenl of Sydney, particulady i aliracing employment and invesiment in South-West
Sydney.

In 2005, the Freighl Infrastnichure Advisory Board (FLAB), through its reporl on intermodal frexght

requiremnents for Sydney, reinforoed Moorebank as a onifical element for achieving the MSW

Government's larget af an incréased ral mode share of port gonlainer freaght. The FIAB repod

proposed a staged development of new ntemmadal freighl capacity within malrapahitan Sydnesy,

generally as laliows:

+ development of the Enfield intenmodal terminal by 200910 with a capacily to hardle 300,000
TEUs per annum and sendcing the Porl Botany containgr market. This proec! began
oparations in aarly 2013,

« developmeni of an intemodal tarminal st Moorebank by 2013114 wilh 8 capacity to handle up
o 500,000 TEUs per antnom of gon freaght and additional capacity 1o senvice daomesto
conrlamner irgighl market; and

«  ongoing planning fer a possble intenmodal terminal development within the Eastern Creek
precinet in outer wastern Sydnay wards 2020

In 2007, the Commonwealth Governmenl aliocated {unding lowards detailed planning of an
ntermodal lerminal al Moorebank as part of (he Nation Boiding Frogram and in 2010 the
Giovernment allosated furher Tunding fer 2 Taasibility shedy.

The Mational Forts Stralegy was developed by Inlastruciuie Australia and the MNatignal Transgon
Commission and endorsed by the Council of Australian Govemments in July 2012, The Sirategy
consiters that posts are criical Ig productivity and economic growlh. ard notes thal best praclice
masler planmrg wauld identify kxcalions forinland inlermodals and industrialiwarehousing lands.

Saclion 5 of the Stralegy conskders the increasing fraight dermarned for south Wast Sydnay and the
need for intermodalz to mainiain the rail modal share of sontaines freght from Pod Botany The
Deparment considers thal 1he proposal would assisl in increasing the rail modal share, and
Iherslore increase the efficsency of Port Batany {reight movenents.

The Freight Demand Modeiing Reporf undedaken by Lhe Progonent for e SMTA Concept Plan
Environrmental Assessmenl has wenlifed the ireighi demand for the Western and South-Weslern
Sydney regions. By 2018, dirsct rucking from Pod Bolany 10 the Sydoey region would delver
ower T0% of freeght task. The repon suggests that by 2025, additional intermodal iemminal capacly
will be required to deliver the forecast 4.6 million TELS throwghput at Port Botany, with demand for
containgss m the South-West exceeding the currend capacity al Ihe Minto iniermcdal teirminal.

In addition, the Departmenl conssders fthat the proposal 5 consislent wath the folloranng
Commonwealth and State pdlicies:

Transport Fannme

v MEW Long Term Transpod Masterpian = the SIMTA proposal has the polenlial bo increase
natyor afficsercy by raleving congestion at boltlenecks on road and rail networks; grow
freightl network capacily (o meel iulure rgighl reguirgimeants: amnd managea the commuenity 3d
envircnmenial imgpacts of freignt 1o promole sustanabilily

»  Raling Port Botany's Conlainers = prepared by the Fresght Infrastructure Adwsory Board in
2005, the report recormimands that 2 40% rail shara target {since revised 1o 2B%) must be met

NE P Gowdstarll &
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ar exceeded and Ihat sufficient intenmadal terminal capagity s provided. The raport notes that
Moorebank is a key componenl in meeting Swdney's intarmodal capacity neads.

»  NSW Freight and Ports Stretegy — the proposal woukd contribute 1o a number of Sirategic
Action Areas ingluding increasing freight movement ard metecrk demand, managng
coregestion, noase and emiseion impacts, and prioilising safety of frexghl Iranspa.

Land Use Flanming

»  NEW 20271 includes targets to enhance rail freighl mevemant and to double the propodicn of
cantainer freighl movement by rail through NSW pors to 28% by 2020, The propdsal wallkl
caniribule o Ihis freaght farget.

» A Pign for Growing Sydney 2014 = the proposal woukd conlibule 15 kg e ampdowment
grosdi in the South West Subregion {Liverpool LGA) and address Ihe priorilies of protecting
infrasineciure of metropaltan sigrificanga {intermodal lerminals) and prolecling land to serve
Sydney's future ranspod neads including intermodal sites.

+  Slale infrastruciure Stratagy 2012-2032 — wientifios |he Mogrebank Intarmodal Temminal as a
key project, improving cost compalitvanass of rail and rad Iranspon and provide for pivate
investment in the rail freighl market. The proposed dewlopment would also meduece haawy
vahicle movements along the M5 and supporl the Stale mwsstmenl in the delivery of The
S5FL.

2 2.2 Moorehank Intermodal Precinct

Whils SIMTA sought Concepl Plan approval for a throwghput of 1 mdion TEUS, the Commission s
approval trmited the imial Inroughpud of the site o 250,000 TEUs. This decision was based on the
uncertainly around predicting the potentel raffic impacts and determmining the appropriateness of
the proposed miligation measures 50 far inte e fulurs.

The Congcapt approval inclydes the provision for 8 fulue applhcation 1 incréass throughpal by a
fudher 250,000 TEUs to be considersd by the consent authority. The Deparmenl, in assessing
such an application, would need 1o b sahished thal SIMTA has demonstraled through maonitoring
and madeliing of the operalional facilily thal mcreased TEUS woutd nol exceed Ihe capacity of the
road netwaork.

The key diffarences between the SIMTA Concept Plan and MIT Concepl praposatks are explained
n Table 2. Both proposals inclede 300,00¢m” of warehousing:

Tabis X Key Differences bebwsén MIT drd SIMTA

N L IMEX TEUs | Interstate TEUs Freight Village*
MIT 1 0% mulean | SO0, W0 Yes, nol publicoy
i Sy accessibe
SIMTA 250,000 [Slage 1) TN 8,000m°
i 500000 (rmasemurm) { Publ:ely atassibhe )

" R rigivacect i SUATA Spage 7

Since the Commission's detemmination of the SIMTA Concepl Plan, SIMTA and MIC have agresd
o tanms to develop tha Moonabank precinct as a single intenmodal facility Wiile e Department
acknywledges and suppons this posthon, bath Applicants have indecaled that thesr raspeclive siles
would nodl be combined in a singke Developrent Application at ths stage. In this regard, theme
remain wo separate apphcalions on w) separate sites (by bwo separale Applicants) that must be
consered on their ments.

In addragsing congerns raised by the Dapatment and the Commistion relatng to 1he hypoihelical
tard uniikely) outcome of b intermedal ierminals operaling independenty, MIC considered the
cumulatve impacts of Both sites by vnderlaking a cumulalive impact assessmenl on a number af
differgnt full build scenaros. Cumulalive impacts were also assegsed in the SIMTA Concepl Flan.
To understand possible kkely scenarios of 3 combined precnct, M develaped the sconands
presented in Table 3 below.

RS Gavgasmen; r
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j‘ql_:n'lai; C_urp_giq_!_-'uc Eﬂnar_{a_s Source: MIC R__ls 2:::1'5,! _

BT T A i S, T e RSN 1 | YAl

|- .“ﬁu’? v 1405 million TELS IMEX  300,000M° wareiusing
e 500000 TEUS eterstat

. 300,000m warehausing

B |« 500000 TEUS mberstate » 1 milian TELs IMEX

i 'w_fﬁ' +  300.000m” warehgusing +  300,000m warehousirg

G2 |+ 550,000 TEUSs IMEX v 500,000 TEUs IMEX

C | 500,000 TEUs inferstate «  300,000m° warsho.sirg
s 300,000m° wareheusng

In the absence of a combined intermgdal Tacitity or gra application 1or a single fagitity, he
Depanment, in s assassmant of tha MIC preposal, has laken into considaration the cumulative
imparcis that may arse shouvkd both sites be devaloped as miernadal Reilites, Winle the MIC E1S
explains a nember of scenanos adopled for cumulative impact assessments, these wene refined
as part of Ihe Responss o Sebmissions (RiS) following successful contractual negotiations with
SIMTA, Thereforg, the sconangs considerad for cumulalive impact assessmenis were bazsed on
migra raalistic possibbe aulcoemes acrss tha o siles. The Depatment supponed the adoption of
these soendnos for assassment puposas.

Mohwithstanding, it was necessary lo carefully stucture the MIC recommended instroment of
approval in a way thal ensures the Commission's intentions and objeclives lor ensuring the
capacity of the franspon mehaark (for any scenanc) & not exceaded.

3. STATUTORY CONTEXT

3.1, State Significant Development

The proposal is State Significant Developmenl vnder Drvision 4.1 of the Emvironmenta’
Flanning and Assessmen Acl T974 (the Acl).

On 9 Novernbar 2040 the Minister fer Planmng declared the SIMTA Project 0 be a Major
Froject under Parl 3A of the EP&A Act because ot was devatopment for the purpose of
railway freight faciies or inter-modal terminals under clause 23 of Schedule 1 of the (now
repealed) Stafe Emdronmental flanming Policy (Major Development) 2305, Although Fant 3A
has since hean rgpazled, the fransitional arangeameants desmed the SIMTA Froject to be a
Iransitional FParl 3A project 1o which the repealed Part 3A provision of the EP&S At
continuas 10 apply,

& Concepl Plan Approval was issued for the SIMTA Project by the Flanning Assessment
Commission on 289 Augusl 2014, The Concept Plan Approval states thal fulure approvals are
gubject 1o Parl 4, Dmasion 4.1 of the EPF&A Acl and lhe environmenlal assessment
requirements specilied in Schedule 3 of the Conditigns of Approval. Therelore, he proposal
i5 State Sigmfican! Development under Division 4.1 af the AL

3.2. Delegatad Autharity

In accordance with the Mirster's delegation daled 14 Saptember 2011, he Planmng
Aszassmenl Commission will determine the imtermodal faciity as Livempool Cily Counal and
Campbeliown GCity Council have objgctad to lhe proposal and more than 25 public
gubmissions hava bean recaived objecting 1o the proposal.

3.3, Permissibility

The sile is located within the Liverpool Lecal Governmant Arga (LGAY Under the Liverpool
Local Enviranmenial Flan {LEF) 2008, the Slage 1 sile is zored [M1 Genreral Industrial and
the Rail nk is zoned SP2 Infrastructure. Thare are zslzo areas of RE1 Public Recreahon

MNad Covavnman g
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zoned land. Freight transport facililies, siorage premizes (other than offensive storage
eslablishmants or hazardous storage establishments) and warehouse znd distribohon
centres are permigsibla in the INT Indusiiial zone, Hawever, rail infrastructure is prahibited ir
RE1 Public Recreakon 2ones In this case, clauze B8E{3} of the EP&A Act eénsures 1hat Slale
Signihcant Development consent may be granled despile the devalopment being parly
prohibiled by an environmantal planning instrumant.

Furher censideration of the Liverpool LEF 15 alst provided in Appandix 8.

3.4. Envirenmental Planning Instruments

The Depardment's cansideration of ralevant EPIs (ncieding SEPPs) i provided in Appandix
B. The Propasal is consistenl wilth the ralevanl requirements of the EPs,

3.5, Objects of the EP&A Act

Daosions made under the EP&A Aci musl have regard o the objects of the Acl, as set outn
Sectian 5 ol tha Act. The relevant objecls are;
{al  toencorage;

{il  the proper managemen!, development and conservalion of ralural and artificial
resources, motuding agriculfural land, natural sreas. forasls, mingrals, walar,
citigs, towns and vilepes far the murpose of promoting e soce! and economme
welfare of the communily and & bettor anvirgnmant,

(i} the promolion and co-ordingtion of the orderdy and econoric use and
dewetopment of fand.

iRl he protechor. pronision amd co-ordination of commumcalion and utiity sanvices,

{iv]l  the provision of i@nd for publc puUrpgses,

(v} the provision and co-ordinatan of community sarvces and fecies, and

{vil Ihe protection of the environmenl, inclyding Ihe profection and conservation of
mative anrmals ang planls including  threstered species, popuwlalions amd
ecoiegical commtunities, amd iheir habitats, and

fwill ecologically suslainable develipmant, and

{wit) [he provision and mairfenance of affordable housing, end

fb) o promote the sharing of the responsibilily for emvironmental pianning belween the
differant levels of governmen! in the Siate, and

fc) fo provide mcreased oppardunity for public involvement and  parlicipabion in
enviranmental pianming and assessrtant.

The Department has given due consideration ta the Ghjacts of the Acl including:

«  how the proposal would impact on lhe managemenl, development and conservation of
the area. with refarence 1o the management of ar quality, noise and vibration, and $oils
and water {refer 19 Section 5;

+ the strategic jwstification of the proposal in lerms of the orderly and econcmic use and
development of land [refer 1o Section 2.2), and how the proposal would affect traffic and
access hroughout he ragicn (refer to Soction 5)

»  protechion of he ermvironment by assessing the effecliveness of proposed management
and miligation measures, In particuiar, the Depardment has considered the impact of the
propasal on traffic, noise, air qually and biodiversity and how the provision of the offsets
{or affacied threalened species and communities would coniribote to the protactian of the
ervironmeni {refar o Section 5
ihe principles of ecologically suslainable development (refer to Soection 3.6} and
public involvement and participabion in the assessment of the proposal ocourred {for the
EIS from May-Juneg 2015) by placing the proposal dacuments on exhibition at cammumty
lncations in 1he local area {Council ofices and libraries} and on the Department's
wahsite.

WEW Coean1swnt 4
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1.6, Ecologically Sustainakle Development

The EP&A Act adopts the definition of Ecologically Sustainable Development (ESD) found in
the Protechon of the Emeronment Agrinisi-ation Act 1991 (PoEA Act}. Seclion 6{2) of the
FoEA Acl states Ihal ESD requires the effective integration of econdmic and environmental
consideralions in decision-making processes and that ESD can be achieved through the
implemeniaticn of:

(gl the precauhonary princine,

(bl infer-generational equily,

(el  consendalion of hiclogical diversity and ecolcgical integrify,

fdl  improved valbalion, prioing and incentive mechamsms.

One of the key objeclives of the progect 1z 10 reduca trafic congastion arcund Forl Botany
ard the MS Moterway betwsen the Port and the Moorebank site. This would occar with 1he
operation of @ porl shuttle seniee which waold mowe containgrs from Pon Botany (o the sile
wia rail.

Tha Applicant has gonsidared the principles of ESD in ils assessment of the proposal. e
partigular, the EIS has consderced the pracautionary principla through the proposed [ayoul of
the site and rail ink which minirmsas impacts on ecolegically sensitive areas. Further, (he
proposal minimises impacts o biodiversily, and where mpacts canngt be avgidad, a
biodiversity offsel wil be prepared to compensate lhese impacls n perpeluity. Al other
consirainis such as traffic, air quality, noise and vibration, soil and waler, urban design,
contamination, hazards and risks, and Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal heritage have beem
laken inle accountl in e Concep! design phase and will be bolh addressed in the
assessmeant of this appheation and all Development Applicalions.

The proposal promoles inler-genaralion equity by way of suppoing ongoing and indeeased
impert and expor through Ponl Botany, while dacraasing the congesiion on the road nelwork.
The wlemmodal facilty would contribule o improving leaffic congestion arcund Pon Botany,
as well as the M5 Matorway betweaen Porl Bolany and the Moorabank site The Department
iz sabisfied thal the proposal would assist in maintaining and enhancing the health, diversity
and produchivity of the environmeant [or future generations.

The proposal also conserves biotogical giversity and ecological integrity by minimising
impacts on flora and (auna spaces Wat nnabit or wsil the Moorebank area. This has besn
achweved through careful projecl layout and consideration of appropriate revegetaliom
strategies. Impacts that cannot be miligated have been addressed in the Biodiversily OHsat
Stratagy.

The proposal promotes wnproved waluation, prcing and incenlive mechanisms by
appropmalely valurmg, mibgating and offsethng emrarcnmantal impacts. The EIS considers the
impacis associaled wilh the proposal, and provides ralevant mitigalkon measuras 1o mininmise
rasidual” impacls Wat are unable to be avoided., Further, the proposal provides Ior a
Bipdivarsily Offiset Sirategy 1o improve or mainlain biodiversity oulcomeas by conservation of
land outside e proposal houngary, Further detatls of how the costs of envirenmental
irmpacls have been consiered are providad in Section 5 of this report.

3.7. Environmantal Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000

Subject to any othar réferance 1o compliancs withen the Raguelation cited in this repor, the
requirements far Motification (Fart &, Chvision §) and Fees (Pan 15, Dhvision 144) have bean
comiplied wilh.
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18, Sacretary’'s Environmental Assessment Requirements

The EIS iz compliant with the Secrelary's Environmental Assessment Reguinements and is
sufficient 10 enable adequate consideration and assessmenl of e preposal for
getarmination purposes,

3.8, Enwlronment Protection and Biodivarsity Conservation Act

On 23 Januvary 2012, the SIMTA Inlermodal projecl was delermined to be a “controlled
action” requiring assessment and approval under the Eovironment Frafection ang'
Biodiversity Consandalion Acl 1988 (EPBC Act) The relevant controlling provisions were
lisled threatened species and communities (18 and 184) and Commanwealth land (Sections
20 and 274 The dacision was based on the likely sigrficant impasl of the proposal on the
Fersoonig nulans (Nodding Geebung) and Grevitea parviffora { Small-flowered Grevillaa)y and
he sile being on parl Cammaonwealth land. Approval under the EFBC Act was granted on B
March 2014 subject (o condilions.

While the Commonwealth hinister fer 1 Environmenl mamlains an  independanl

assassmeant and approval role, the Depardmenl has consulled wilh the Commonweaalth
Cepadment of the Environment [Do€) al cerlain stages of the assessmenl process.

4. CONSULTATION AND SUBMISSIONS

4.1. Exhibition

UInder section 39F of tha EP&A Act and clause B3 of the EF&A Regulation, the Deparment
is required 1o make the EIS publicly availagle for at least 30 days. Tha Departrmant exhibiled
the proposal from Thursday 28 May 2015 o Frday 26 June 2015 (a 1otal of 30 days) on ils
website and al the fallowing exhimtion Iocations:

Ceparimeant of Plannirg and Enwmenment: Information Centre;

MNature Consenvation Counal of NSYW;

Liverpos! City Coundil;

Leverpoal City Libiany;

Campbeligwn City Counc; and

Glenquarne Branch Library,

The Departmenl also advertised the public exhibition in the Sydney Morning Herald, Caily
Telegraph, the Liverpool Leader and the Campbelllown Macarthur Advertizer on 27 May

2013

A lotal of 234 sobmissions were received duricg the exbibation penod, comprising &
subrmissions from public aulhorilies, 2 submissiong froen [ocal government sulhorities, and
228 subrmisstons from the general public.

A summary of the issues raised in submissions is provided below.

4.2, Public Authorities

A total of & submissions were rageived from Slate agancies and local gevernment entibes.
Livenpogl City Concil and Campbelltown City Council objecled to Ihe proposal, Mo Slate
agencies ohjecled to the proposal; however some raised key issues for consideration. The
key issues raised in publc aulhority submissions, nol ncleding Liverpool City Council, are
listed in Table 4. The key iszues raised by Liverpool Cily Council are discussed in Section
4.3

S GEvernEnt I
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Tablo 4: Koy Issues ralsed by gubliic gUMRQITtes

Authordiy

Key Issumas Ralsed

Teanppet fy WEA

-

advises ikal the proposed rail frcigh? oy oo thy E250 H O5 Rail Ling Corricar o
nol suppartad. and hal the aligraans of the feeighs ealiing shoudd Be mdifed L
gwoid thia Easl Hillg Rl Line:

recucsia that he SAoolicant be cordilicred for worss Lhat well #-loyw bus seryices
to ihe precinct 10 be providad;

recyAsis Ihal 8 comprerencive vah cle markiasng regune be daveloped and
impemaied 1o clearly undevstand he relationship tobvoen shizping conlawrers
racawvad oy the SIMTA inmarmodal aeed brafic gederalod cn e eodd eeben-k:
g

dees aol consides ihe mitigation meoasures progposed in the drafl Stgluernan of
Commriimans as sepporting the axpamGicn of he [adilly fore 2300000 Lo
00,000 TEUs, Advises thal hrher wirh is nendod and RMS 8 currenlly
deveaping @ traMie moetel to e used o nform fulure devalopmoent applicat ons
o the S1NTA e,

Cp of Envgirommord
el Favrage [QEH)

recovnrmends Ihal A final deciseon regacding e kg term marcagamand of
Abariginal cbjecis ba made 35 5000 a5 poss bla;

resuiress @ gk af changes 1o data in the bBeedicersly ceedit calouolatos, n
ordrr 1o Fnd offzats in accordanca wih the MSW Blopieereity Chifsms Siralegy for
Major Prorecls;

recowrirnends adddgeal nlaremakoan be provided an preliminary sizing, undardyrg
sl and managoement arrangemen| or propoced sad mant basins 13 ba wsed
dud=rg Cors'ruchon;

reapzals pher  aformalkon regarding ke 2izng ard kecalon o grainago
syRtama for *he ra. way codndor; and

advises thal dala wvadable to OFH suggests bollom sedimes of Ik Goonges
Friviet vtz Tiggh fisie Acil Sa phial 50009,

Depaiment af Pnimary
InouEeE (rclwding
Fighgriges MERS Rl
NSV LI0e of Wak]

Enarenmmant Pradacion
Auitioriby

Farenes menammetts Mal ke =laging of in-waber works cenng  bridge
conslruction worke 3cross tha Gacigos Rivar conssdars dyvodarcy ol migralin
=cason of Australizn Bans {Jwne Lo Januasy):

F srenes ady seq that tha conslaection of any nes sionmaalar outles o tho
Gacrgas River we | reed to inclece scour proigckon woks:

advises gt works wlhn IRE Genres Feser sioald ba slaged =o 1hal thare g
oy ang lemsaary pAatdenm n ke fvor at 3 lkme, and 1hal vsual nseecticn of
e rivar for dead or dislessad fish shouw'd ba wrdetaken diily during wiorks:
and

S CHfee of Water cove'ders tat only ore Sndge over tha Geomges River
should & covstructed for ool tha 5'WTA Siage 1 and Moombank Injermodal
Torminal praojecls. Adwvsas of pesferrcd bogee s 0 ardsr 00 Arinimise
Impacts on liFe crgak, rpgnds sooedar and rermnanl wegrkal-on,

adwiscs hat all fazasib'e ard redgsonzble oo fikgakon medsunts Should 1a
irmplermerded o thie rdil lin'e, and linal getfiled desqn shoeid maximise curde
rAeln WG poasi )

racommEencs that more rpikkgabion measures shoold e commeied 1o, Ao tha
whiere nige lewel codeda cannnt B maet, measuses such as pose walls or
archifecioral reaimenis shewld bo mplemented,

hold's concem abaut the pregosed ruting of ke Cortral and Sauthern Ral L
UErayegh she Gleeafeeld Laneghl , unbil the Sophicant can cleary domanstrate thatl tne
ronsirertion a~d oparabon of 1he kpk will nod com promizc e efachvaross of
Ine zndfll polluticn contrel and men fonnyg sy Eems: and

recomnmEnds & number of condilons of approval relalirg Booar guaiy, tho
rouding of the raul lenk Brough Goen‘ield Laschd, and noiso.

NI Huaih — Spoih
Maigsiors Syulvny Lol
Heelph Mgl

recnmmends Bpprcpriata mitigation moasures &8 o pace o mingm 58 any
potential heatn risks or impacts feom tha lemmnal,

noios Shad ealllh ask is condcered 0w, howevar e mplamas'atlon of Beal
Prachwe Sedspres a3 cull~ad 0 ke EIS will redfuce potent al rizk to lbe
20T by

holds corcem regorficd  emodels o Agse ncludieg slecp disbhehanen,
interterence wilh cogative Lases Tor childeen o A¥ecled dasarconts, and

recor mends a corgil.on mauinng 2l feas-bly poise misigativr of the southem
rail "nk, includimeg lubricalen and ma nlarancy of edil ared no g baseers 19
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b

reparmen of Fussreng & Environmess



SIMTA dibortaly’ Torryie' Sl Socralary s Frvedsnmstal Axsossnien)! Sepan

Authonty Nuy fssuds Raised
m nirrise affested raceivers in Caswyla and Glandie'd.

Rprgl Fing Binaog v pdvizes Ihal, Al the commencement al workd 303 o ponseiuly, he enore
property (eleding 9 rad corndoe) shall he managed As &noannes proteckon
amd as oulred within the E-S ard RFS doowrmarl Branodsrds for acsafl
oroypilion zonas,

4.3. Liverpoo! City Council

Livenpoal City Council engaged Cardno Pty Lid 1o prepare a8 submizzian on the proposal. The
Cepartmenl notes that Council objected to the proposal and has raised ongoing cONCems
reqarding the use of he Modrabank sile lor an inlermodgal termingl,

Council is concerned that the Slage 1 proposal would caose traffic congeslion and
assorigled impacts to 1he existing amenity as a resull of the increase in vehicles on the road
networkl. [t also anticipates that these impacts will ba greater ihan those predicted in tha EIS
due 1o arrors in the trafhc dala agsumplions Lged. Council adwises that, as 2 result of 1he
traffic data inadcuracies used in the EIS. noise and air gquality impacls on human health
during bolb construction and operation of the inemadal are likely 10 be graatar than those
predicted.

The submission alsc raised concern regarding polential negatvie impacis on the functioning
of e 53FL az a result of the rail alignment connaching with e inlermodal site. Council is
concerned that the design of the rail link appears 10 be mainly focussed on the northem entry
and designed 1o acoommodate €50 m long traing, in contrast 1o the ARTC request that the
link be able to accommodale trains up to 1800 m in ength. Council arues thal the loop
should be conztructed to provide a clear distance lo hald an 1500 m Iran.

Council alen raises concem (hat the Yagetation Management Flan provided within 1he EIS is
madegquale, as il does not nclude detalad plans or dagrams and lacks datail regarding
ripgrian wvegetalbon types, condibon, proposed areas of disturbance and proposed
rehabilitalion measures.

Cheerall, Councll considers that olher land uses would better suit the Moorebank sile. N
argues thal the EIS does not demonsiate conclosively thatl an intermadal facilily s he
highest and best use of the sile, nohing that an allermative vse of e site could result n lower
envirgnmenial impaclz and be betler intagrated with the surownding area.

4.4. Campbelitown City Council

While Campbelitown City Council mainlaing an objection te the proposal, it's submission
slatas that Council is engouragad that co-ordinated gonstruchon and operalion of 1the 5IMTA
and Moarebank [ntermodal termmnals apeaars 0 e contemplated, and adwvises thar a
salisfactery joint devalopmenl and operakon amangement should b2 pul mle place as a
conditicn of approval for the SIMTA Slage 1 proposal

Council requests that no heavy wehicles be sllowed to approach the sile 1o and from
Cambridge Avenye, and thal (ke Applicant be requirad to enter into a Volunlary Planmng
Agraement with the Stale to address off gita 1raffic impacts in consultation with Couneil.

Council a0 recommends that condilions be imposed on any appreval requiring that lammmat
operalions cannol commence unhl appropriate rail access has been consbrucled and s

operalignal.

4.5, FPublic Submissions

226 sudmissions werd received from the pullic, This included submissions from the foliowing
specidl interest groups:

MG Gornmenl 13
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Georges River Envaronimental Aliance; and
+  RAIQ Moarebank

Of the 226 public submissions, 223 (98%) objectad o the projact and 3 (1% ) gid not od2cl
but raicad concerns. Thera were No submisswons received in support of the propgosal. The
key isapes raised in public supmissions are lisled in Tatla 5.

Teble 5: Summery of Issups Ralsed in Public Submissions

[aEL4 Proportion of
submissions (%)

Trafic empacts to lhe surraweding mad natwork i)
Pri.wlicen 2 fir cupliby = incuding eevirgrmenlal degradaion and d esel axhaust lumes 54

Humezn health and safely — including phiysical and menta! el and road salehy 44
Alborpative Siles congidessgd o Japropnale — roremery Badoen/s Cresk = K
Land Use Candlict — saiq of 1he inlommod A e clzse to resdontial araas - o
Erwirorarignlal irmpacts 1o Georges Rover = including waber pollutban and impacls 1o 19

T2k A Parklan:ds

Flore and Fauna impacls 1%
Lonssderangn |hat inermoddl irgig s capar 1y 5 almeady adequate 12
Celrimewa impacts Lo propery valuas 10
Impacks b non-ALorgingl healge = includ my e Cagula Posnmouse [4]
Curwahed iImpacts af koih e S0ATA propasa’ and the Moorebaek Ielemecdal Tam wl a
propesal

Lack ol comrunily consultleon ]

W ospml mpaEcts Thom e irlamedal and rail link — ircledeng mpacls mm gh spil ]

The Cepartmenl has considerad the ssues raised in submissions in s assessment of the
project.

4.56. Applicani's Response to Submizsions Raport

The Applicant provided a rezponse lo the issues raised n submissions [see Appendix A).
The response included a progosal to amend the alignment of the rail ink b avoid the use of
Ihe Easl Hills Passenger Ling (EHPL) corridor. This change was made N responze o
requesis from Sydney Trains thal the rail ink, be ralocaled culsida of the ERFPL to ansure that
lhere was no impacl on eoasting infrasirucluore and 1o ol inhibit fulare improvemaniz or
axpanszicn of the passenger line. The amendmenl would aler Ihe alignment 1o the soulh of
Anzac Creek Crossing, at the inlersection wilh Moorebank Avenus and also on the MIC sile,
The rail alignmenl would remain within the rail coridor approved under the Concepl Plan.

Two submussions were regeived rom Liverpool City Council and the EPA on the R15. These
submissions are discussed below,

Liverpool City Council
Liverpogl Cily Council engaged Cardno Py Lid lo prepare 3 submission ta the RIS, Coundil

5 cancarned that many of the impagls previcusly identified its review of lhe EIS and wider
subrniszion commeants are yel 1@ be adequalaly addressed and miligated to an acceptatble
lewel.

Council 13 concerned Inal the lgcal amenily would be impacled by traflic congestian and
associated addikonal vehicles on the road network. | alsg anticipates thal these impacls will
be grealer than those predicted i the EIS dus to errors in the Iraflic data assumplions used.
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Further, Council pradicle thal noise and air qualty impacls dunng constroction and aparation
of e facility would be greater [han idenbfied in the EIS dug 10 the iraflic assumplions uged.

The submission also raiged concern regaiding impacls of the rail link Lo the function of the
S3FL. Council alsg believes that the rail link would have a detrimental impact on local
Bigdivarsity, visual amenily, hentage and axishing urban developmenl.

Council is concemed (hal overall risks, both within the site and beyand (ke site boundany
associated with the fransport and distnbution netwark, have not adequately been addressed.
It advises thal the Applicant be required 1o commil to rigorous ongoing air quahty and
neisghabralion impast manilaring programs far boln construclion and oparalional phagses of
e praject, o ensure the environmenl and sommunily are protectad from potential impacls
lhal have nol yet been addressed. Forlber, Council beheyes thal ihe EPS would Be the mosl
approgriale regulatory authority for the proposed development and assaciated activities, as
council 15 not equipped with the rescurces to overses and regulate 3 facilily of this size and
oparalional capacity.

Owerall. Liverposl City Council believes {kat the RIS has nol adequately addressed the
issuEs raised dunng exhibition of the proposal, and recommends thal the SIMTA Stage 1
proposal should nol proceed in ils current stale.

nvronment Protection Aullorit
The EPA netes thatl the RIS did not provide signiicanl information relating (o noige and
inconsislentes arg evidenl belween tha EIS and RIS, The EPA maintains ils concerns and
stales thal its previous recommendations still apply.

The EFA alzg noles that where impactzs on tha Glanfield YWasle Services Licensed Premises
have nol been investigated and quantified. i3 not in a position (o assess or support that part
of the propesal, however saly on previously recommenged condiions 1o addrass thasa
CONoErns.

.  ASSESSMENT

The Departmenl considers tha key environmental assessment issues for the application to
inglude traffic, air gualty, noise and contaminalion.

The Departmenl’s consideration of lhese key issues s provided below. The Degartment hag
also constfered other matlers as parl of ils assassment including: bodiversity: {looding, soil
and waler; hazards and risks; non-indigenous herlage; Aboriginal hentage; wsual amemty;
gresnhouse gas, developer contnbutions; and pubhc interest.

5.1. Traffic

Methodaiogy
The Apphcant s assessment considerad 1he frafic impacts assooaled with additional vehicle

moverments lo and from the site. This included the collection of trafle data and modeiing of
likely future wraffic agrowth {with and without the proposal) to 2016, An assessmeni of
cumulative impacis, ingluding the neighbouring MIC sile, was also incloded.

ACcorg area’ and wmner ared were identiied in the Traffic impac Assessmeant of the Concept
Fian, corresponding lo he polential level of mpact a5 & resull of the proposal, The core arsa
includes Moorebank Avenue betwaen Cambridge Avenue and Newbrndge Raad, and the M3
Motorway betwean Heathoole Read and the Home Highway. The inner area includes the
area ganerally bounded by Cambridge Avenue to the south, Heathcote Road 19 the eas],
Mewbridge Road between Copelsnd Streat and Muwarra Road, the MS Molorway 1o the
norh-west and ihe Hume Highway I the wesl {refer Figure 5).

NEW Govarnmant =
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Tha Applicant has rahined the core area for the porposes of the Stage 1 assessment hased
on mare racant raffic surveys. This refinemant includes the Cambridgs Avenue ! Camerbury
Raad / Sterlield Road intersaction 10 the south west of lhe sita and Ihe MS Maotorway !
Healhcote Road interchange 1o the nonh east of Ihe sile,

Exrati M k Perfrmance

Surveys {rem both 2010 and 2014 ingicate (hat:
o Moorabank Avenue in the viginity of the sile camies between approximalely 16,800 and

17.500 vehicles par day;

Anzac Road caries approcamately 9,500 to 10,230 vehiclas per day; and
»  the M5 Molonway, ovar the Georges River, carries approximately 128 500 vetncles per

day.

The Applicant undertook surveys al eighl key intarsschons i the wicinily of the site,

inclding:

»  Moorebank Avenue f Anzac Road;
Moorebank Averue [ MS Molorway;
Moorebank Avenue [ Newbridge Road;
toorebank Avenue [ Heatheole Road;
S Motorway F Hume Highway,;

M5 Motonway ! Heathoote Road;
Cambndge Avenue ! Glenhstd Roadg; and
Cambndge Avaerue ! Canterbury Poad

..........
""""""""""

‘\ g i
A
= é'f ..... )
&

ot

#Wv*

o { §
. ﬂ'lnthaj;‘”.
Gaofisang 000 | Eo

------
o

.
i

hars A u Colirts
Wealr ook Cordy
Soage 1 Pipgosmd

LCtirss Arfid

Figure 5: Corm area and key inlersaciions (Source: Epviconmental impact Statement 2015)
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Predicted Metwark Parformance

Models were developed to undersignd the base' and Tuture year' fraffic issues. Dunng the
Concapt Plan gtage. background Iraffic growth assumptlions of belwesn 1-1.4% per annum
up o 2031 werg agreed with TINSW and RMS. The average pesk hour background growlh
of key intersechkons s betwesn 1-1,9%. The Apglicant has ysed 2016 as ils forecast year
given that the terminal wauld be operahonal i late 20146 7 aarly 2017

ntarsaction performance withoot the proposal shows only a small differance in efficrendcy,
The Mogrebank Avanue ¢ Newbridge Road intersection would worsen from LoS Cle LeS E
in the Al peak. The Moorebank Avenue f Heathcole Road interseclion would also worsen
from LoS C to LeS Do the AM peak. In the PM peak the M3 Motorway / Hume Highway
inlerseckon would worsen rom LoS © o LoS D, and the hoorebank Avenve ! Healhoote
Rcad intersection would worsen from LoS D to LoS E.

In assessing the ulure case with the proposal, the Applicant assumes Lhal e terminsl
wauld generate 670 lreck movemeats per day, or approxmately 25% of the movements
assumed under ihe Concept Plan (at Tull buld]). A maximoem addilional &0 employse car
movements per day are anticipated or the [ocal road network dening operation, or 2% of the
rmovemcnls assumed under the Concept Flan, The diffarence in this numbaer is due o 1here
being ng warehousing progosed as parl of this stage.

The assumed traffic diglribulon (0 the site for both frucks and emplovee cars are similar lo
lhe assumptions used i ke Copcept Plan, The majarily of inbound Iruck movemenis in the
AM peak occur along the M3 Motorway (eastbound). Hume Highway {scuthbound] and
Moorebank Avenue [scuthbound] {refer Figure 6}, Inound car movemenis in the Al peak
uea the M5 Molonwvay (both directions}, Hume Highway (bolh direchons) and Moorebank,
Avanue (southbound). The proposal is predicled to increase Iraffic on Moorebank Avernue
soulh of Anzac Road by approdimately 4,5%.
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Modeling of interseclion performance was undertaken for the key inlersections (refer Tablo
6 for AM peak and Table 7 for FM peak) The [Bllowng intarsections iat would expericnce
officiency issues even withocu! the proposal include the MS% Molanvay T Hume Highway
imersection worsening fram LoS C 1o LoS D in the &AM peak and Moorebank Avenue ! Anzac
Road intersechen worsening from Las B 4w Los C in the PR peak.

Yahle &: Lave! of Servica (LoS) and Average Delay For key inforsociions with proposal — AM Foak

AM Peak 2016 AM Paak 2016
Intersectlan T:00am — E:00am E:00am - 5:00am
LoS Averagea La% Avarage
Delay Dalay
2l {saconds} {soconds}
Moorebank Avenua ! Anrac Road C {B} a0 25y cie) 30 {25}
Moorabank Avenus ! M5 Motorway Ei{B} 26 (24} B (B 28 {26)
M5 Motorway ! Hume Highway {0 41 {413 D) 43 {42}
Moorabank Avanus ! Newbridge CiC) a1 (a0} E(E} fia {63
Road
Moorabank Avenus ! Heathcote E{E} 62 {51} E{E} 7O {6
Read
M5 Motorway ! Heatheote Road Ci{ 28 {3&) LD} 47 [47)
Cambridge Avenue f Glenfleld Road | B ({E) 20 {158} B (8} 16 [15)
Cambridge Avenus f Cantariury E{B) 17 {18} B (B} 159 (19
Road

Mote: Withoul the propoesal sn brackels

Table 7- Leval af Sarvica (LoS) and Average Delay for key inter$gciions with proposal — PM Poak

PM Fean 2016 PM Peak 2016
Intersection 4:00pm - 5:00pm | 5:00p — 8:00pm
LaS | Average Lo | Awverage
Dalay Defay
i [zaconds) (eetonds)
Moorabani Avenua f Anrac Road EI[B) 28 [23) (8] 29 (25)
Moorsbank Avenus | MS Motorway =) 28 [27) CI(B) 291(27]
M5 Moterway f Hume Highway O i} 46 [45) < [C) 40 (39
Mocrabank Avanua [ Newhridge O [Dd 48 [45) Cr (D} 5352}
Road
Maocrabank Avenua ! Heathcots E (E) FO 6 EIE) 54 (58}
Road
M5 Motorway { Haathcote Road < [C) d1 [42) O (T 56 (96}
Cambridge Avenue [ Glerfield Road | A (A) 13 (13) A A 14 (13}
Cambridge Avenua f Cantarbury 8B 22 (22) BB 21 (22}
Road

Male: Withowt the proposal in brackets

Fropgsed Miigalion Measures

The Applicanl s assesamen’ concludes that whi'e 1he proposal woyld have an mpact on 1he
Moorebank Avenge ¢ Mewdridge Road ard Moorebank Avenue [ Heathoole Road
inlersections. mMprovermenls wou'd be required regardlez= of the proposal due to background
traHic growth beyond 20162017, The wenlifed upgrades by TINSWIRRMS would improve the
LoZ at these intersections and it has been acknowladged n the Concept Plan ihal further
upgrades would be required beyond 250,000 TEUs should the develdpment procead.

A mancrenant -
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Dapartmant's Consideration

The Departmant recegnised Thal iraffic is 1he key issue for the proposal, pariculady given a
petential second inlermodal on the ad@cent MIC site and the subsequenl cemuolative
impacls.

For the Depadment's assessmenl of the Concepl Plan, Aurecon Australia Py Lid [Aureson)
was engaged 10 asssl in its asgessment of raffic and transport related mallers for the
progosal. Ab the time of this assassment, the Deparmant and Adrecon acknowledgad that
increases in background trafic growth withoot the proposal would result in @ number of
intersections {and individual moverments) operaling at Lo3 F by 2031, Bath (ke Department
angd Auragon were however salisfied 1hat the Applicant had adopled a reasanable approach
o address traffic impacts al a Concept level, which included staging intersection upgradeas
depending on TEU throegheul.

The Concepl Flan agproval included future assessment requirements requinng Ihe Applicant
to consult with TINSW/RMS prior to the submssion of any Development Apnhcation [or
subsequent slages. Since the Commussion granted Concept Approval in Seplember 2014,
TIMSYW and RMS have bgen developing a mesoscopic and micrasimulation Irans por model
for the combined MIC/SIMTA intarmedal faciliy. On 10 December 2015, the Department
confimned with RMS thal thes work 15 eepected (0 ha completad by the and of December
2015 and will farm the basis lor Trafc Impact Assessments for each subsequent siage of
devalopment {for both the SIMTA and MIC projects}). The Depadment 15 adwvised that this
model will allow the nalure and timing of proposed mlersechon upgrades 1o be more
aggurately calcuraled fpr subsequent Development Applications.

totwithstanding, Stage 1 proposes o handgle up o 260,000 TEUS per annum, which aparl
rom a new signalised entrance to the terminal site ram Moorebank Avenue would not trigger
the need for any infraztructure/road upgrades. The Deparlment acsepls this posion given
Inal the predicted impacis on the efiiciency of key interseclions are not consmdeared 1o be
sigroficant for thes stage The Ceparment understands that through consultation with
TINSWRMS in developing the EIS lor Slage 1, spacihic opgrades o intersections were
identified, however these upgrades are not proposed a5 parl of Stage 1.

The Department alen acknowledges thal Slage 1 is consislenl wiath Lhe Commission’'s
deterrnination of the Congept Plan, ac the inglryment requires Stage 1 lo be operational {so
Ihal Iraffic impacts can be monilored) pror to seeking agproval of subsequent Develocpment
Applicatian for Stage 2 {for an additional 250,030 TEUs]. Inthis regard, lhe Departrment has
recommended a condikon of approval requiring the Applicant to monitor wehicle and
conlainer movemeants once the sile is operational. This will provide the Applicant. TINSW and
RMS with an opporunity 19 monilor the netwerk performance and prowde more cerlamnty for
subsequent Traffic Impact Aseacsments.

The Departmenl has also consdered the gumulative impacls of the proposal wilh the
neighbouring MIC sile. The Departmenl 5 salisfied thal impacts would not exceed those
pradicted. This was based on the total throughput baing shared acnss bath siles due 10 rail
capacity constraints. Further, given the intended tming of devalopment of both siles, il is
anticipalad that Stage 1 would be under conztruchon/operational dunng the Early Works
phase of the MIC sile The Department considers thal the cumulative impacts of Slage 1 and
the MIC sile woutd nol resull in an unacceptable impact on the road network.

Hait

Al the wme of the Concepl Plan assessment, tha Department, in consultalion with ARTE
noled that upgrades o the existing SSFL network would be required to ensure sufficeent
capacity is available for when operational throughput capacily of 1 milicn TEUs is reached.
The Dgpariment alsc consulted with ARTC dunng ils assessment of the MIC Staged S50
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and was advised thal the intermodal termmals bhave besn included n 12 assumptions for
aslimang available train paths in draft strategic documents. Given Lhat the subject Stage 1
proposal proposes o handle 250,000 TEUs annoally, the S5FL iz considered o have
sufficient capacity 10 accommadate the proposal.

Tha aligrment of the rail link between the site and the Glenfield Waste Facilily has beemn
revised in the RS due to objeclions raised by TINSW with regards to the sharing of the East
Hillz Fassenger Line {EHPL}. As a resylt, the Department acknowledoes the new alignmenit
would not imgact on the EHPL corador.

Pubiic Transport
The Departmenl acknowledges TINSW's requesl for the provision of a fulure bus stop on

tdoorehank Avenue adjacent lo the terminal site, which would accommodata an axlended
Foule 801 bes senice. While Ihe Depanment acknowledges the benefits of this raquest, dua
1z the limited number of employeas at the sile il wolld be unreasonabla i reconmend s
be a condition at thes stage. Howsaser, the Departmenl has recommended a condition
requifing the dasign of the sile 1o not preciude he future provision of a bus stop (including
turi-around facity) for fulure stages.

Conclusion

The Department 15 salisfiad thal the construction and gpacation of Stage 1 would nol resolt in
an unreasanable impadct on the eficiency of the ocal and regional road network. The design
of the access ponts rom Moorebank Avenue would operale at an gcceptable LoS, ensure
heawy vehicles are unable to use Moorebank Avenue (south) and prevent queuing of heawy
yvehicles onlo Moorebank Avenue would be prevented.

Further, the Depadment considers construction related Iraffic impacte ¢an be adequalaly
managad suljec! to recommended conditions requinng the praparalon and implementation
of reflevanl construction management plans.

5.2. Air Quality

Air gquahty imgacts guring consbruclon and aperation of the proposal was 3 key Ssue rased
by local Councils, govemment agences and in public submissions In ils assessment, the
Depariment has 1aken into account both the potential impacts ansing from the proposal, and
the cumulative impacls shauld SIMTA and MIC operale concumently.

The Apglicanl praparad an Air Cvalily mpact Assassmeant which the EPA considers to have
been conducted n acoordance with Aporoved Melbods for Modefling and Assessmant of Ar
Folfutants in MSW (DEC 2005). Sansilve receptors are shown in Flgure T

Consirchion

Construchion ar quality impacts relaie to sicborne dust which would be managed under 1he
Prolection of the Environmen! Operations Act 1987 (adminisiered by the EPA) and through a
Construckon Environmental Management Plan.

The EPA raised concern over the polanhal impacts on the Glenhetd Waste Faciity during
constreclion, parlicularly e possible release of odours and oncontrolled aEedlil gas
grmssions during construection of the rail link. In response, conditions of conzenl have been
recammended requiring: a delailed impact aszessment for the Glenfield Wasta Facility;
construciion drawings (o be raviewed by the EPA; and ihe preparation and implementation of
a construchion and operational Air Cuality Mtanagemant Plan.

NS Sarsarnemanr 20
Sepsidment af Basaing & Eramnmen!



BRI T P RID Y G JHALETE
12 Ml i 45y

CLOE 818 Ul ES1e usyiadouysiu
BUYl Ul auBM ]EY] SaNUsng o pHNQuie suem SSduepaeaxs asayl wybrpg o jeob
aberzae Inoy 7 2u} 1suPEe papioTal ArEM SEOUEDSSTES JOUNL JSASMOY g 10) 16 SEM
I;||.J.|||.'|3r1{;|g 1 Agenh ye eag o) 2ol Bupodas sBeisag |ENULE £ Y43 2y} 'ElEp B4} LUC PESEQ

USLUSSESSE ayl 1 550 J0) JESRIER AAeAIESUOD S|QR1INS ¢ apanid O] BEEapHSUnT SEM LDEIS
B} B Iy PUE “Hyad “ON 10 USRS ([DodrEn 30 Y] Wy pAUIRIgU SEM BIER BuUI55eH

o) SN0 uaballu pue {4« ) 1eq1eW SN Ed ALIGONE

SRAPpW SAeYxs auiBug [Eselp U peseata siueinind ay) wewdinbka Jaye puE Spyas
AAEaL SEMIOWOD] JESEID PO a5 SU) WoJl SWer pinos sppedun Aenk se Evonessdo
UERTD

5100 5IF 'BUNOE) NCsIeY SARITUBS [0 LDIRI0T (¢ aurrl)4
g —

ey el | aEig [ ]

By s [
Ny ol imen [
oty | o vy GnFudg Mﬂﬁ a

uinya omam.-uuwhn
A
...ﬂf o

ul#"‘

LUy JuHarS i Sty e u iy S Ll Bt i EEE:SJE'UIMJ: 1EDHA W B



SMATA Inlarmaeis! Tarsona Srage 1 fecrplan s Faergnranial Azzessmenf R

In eonsidering the anfual average and 24 hour average congentralons for PR, ., minor
exceedances of 1he Mational Envirenment Proteclion Measure (NEPM) were recarded. This
was also attribulable to bushfires in the region. However, laking into acoount the annual
average readings betwesn 2005 and 2014, the aduwisory goal was mel. [t should be noled
1hat the PM: ¢ is an adwsory goal and not a repaning goal.

The EIS reparts that an asseszment of the local air quality impacls far residents n Wallls

Grove, Mogrehank, Casula and Glenfield reveals the following:

. therg would be no exceadances of the repaning goal or advisory goal lor the PMy, or
PM; . congantraticons, congistenl with the Approved Mathods for Modelling (OEH 2005);

. magimum hourly NG comcenirations at the nearest rasidential receptors are predicted
o he op 12 1D2.3pgg'm*‘, which compares [avpurably 1o an ambient zir quakty standard
in the area of 246pgm” {1 hour maxmom). and _

L] annual average NO; concentrahons are predictad (o be vp lo 27 .Bugfm’, which
compares favourably lo an ambienl i qualily standard of §2pgm™.

In summary, the Acplican! predicts the overall impact on aif quality 1o e mingr congwdenng
e predichions are well below the impact assessment cnténa. While Lhe EPA considers [he
putcomes of lhe azsessmant to be plausible, a nuomber of conditions have been
recommendad ralating o fhe implementation of best pracice container kandling eguipment.

Cepartment's Consideration

The Deparment acknowledges Ihe EPA'S concems regarding 1he conztruction of ha rail link
across the Glenfield Waste Facity and considers the recommended conditions that raquirg
besi praclice operalkonz, which would also conlibule o improving ar quahty, o be
anprophale in 1his case. Additignally, the Depantment considers that (he proposed mitigaticn
measurgs 1o be ermployaed during construction are reasonable.

Dunng operalion, a number of miligation measures are propesed, ingluding implementaticn
of a3 vehicle booking system and anti-idle policy, use ol an electric lstomotive shilter, reach
stackers (when procured) fo mest US EPA Tier J/Euwre Stage (1A standards and use of
glectric gantry cranes {wilhin 7 years or 250000 TEUs whoever comes first). The
Departmentl notes that propesed maasores [0 mitigale noise impacts would also have a3
positive effect on air quality such as the possitle use of electric molgre rather than diesed
poweared equipment on sile.

The Deparmeant understands current keallh advice that there is no eslabhshed threshold for
fing particlas balow which there are no health efgcls. It 2 noted thal relevant reporling
enteria for Pa. would be mel for Slage 1. The Deparment's recommanded conditions
reflect the NSW Heallh submission and require the mglemeantation of Bagt practice conlaingr
handhng equipment &nd locomatives.

Tha Crepartment algo concludes that the cumulative impact for bolh the SIMTA and MIE sites
i3 ynlikely 12 resull in additional impact when compared to only one of the proposals
pracesding

5.3. Noise

A Mpize and Vibration Impact Assessment was conducted by the Applicant. The assassment
considered polential impacts of all onsile noise and vibration sources on the closest
residential areas and other sensitive land yses. The assessment was conducted in
accordance with the NSW indusicial Novse Paolicy (EPA), Aszeszing Vibralion: A Technicaf
Guidetine (DEC), WNSW Rosd Moise Folicy (EPA), the Rail Infragtructirg Nodse Guideing
(EPA} and Interim Conslruclion Moise Guidelines (DECC). The assessment wdantified naise
angd wibration impacls due to consiruction and operation of the project and included
consderation of read trafic neise and rail ngise. Cumlative impacts associated with the MIC
sile have been alsg included in Inis assessment,
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The closest residential proparties (racaivers) were idenlified to b lecated within faur main

areas, as shown in Figure 8, ag (oligws:

v MCAT = belween 600 matres and 770 malrgs to the east in Wallle Grove {(soulh ol
Anzrac Road},

» MNCAZ = bahween S0 metres and 1.9 Yilamatres 1o tha eazt in Wattle Grove (north of
Anzag Road},

= MNCA3Z - betwesan 200 metres and 960 melras to tha west in Casula; and

»  MCA 4 = hetwean 750 metres and 1.7 kitametras to the seuth-west in Glenlield.

Three athar sensilive land uses were idenliked, including All Sainls Senigr College {danotad
8% 51), Casula Powarhause {demated as 52} and the DNSDC re-localion sile {doroled as
1.

The noise and vibration criteria were established vnder the Industrial Noise Folicy {INP) as
part of tha EIS for the Congept Plan. The INP racommends two sels of crileria, being
intrusiveness’ and ‘amenily’ for Ihe assessment of operational ngisa, Refer Table 1 and
Table 2 of Appendix €. Additionally, slaap dislurbance noise goals arg provided in Table 4
ol Appendix C.

N i

[ -

:‘Lﬁ-/’ : .i.:'-l; i < } ‘H I’ - ¥
Receivar Locations (Source Envirvnmuntal Imgast Statement 2015)

Consiruction Nofse

The madelling underaken congiders 5 kay consirugtion phases: site preparation; earfhwaorks,
drainage and wiilities installations; engineenng Ol sencrale constrection and rail alignment
construclion;  and miscellaneows  structural  constroction,  ulilities, crana  inslallalion,
commissionirg and finishng,

Moise emission levels fram the typica!l aquipment that iz likely 1o be usad in each phase have
bagn conswiered to detarmine the most noisa intensiva plant and machinery sound power
tevels (SWL)Y These noise levals have been refined rom the Concept Plan assesamenl 25
more detailed infarmation is now available regarding the planl and egquigment I ba usad,
Modelling was conducted to determine the predicted SWls at each sensiive recaner
tocation angd a comparison against the relevand noise goals. The results of this comparison

PSS Grerarnmant M
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indicale 1hal conslruction nose levels ace predicted 1o comply with the noise maragement
levels at al' locations.

In relation to construction sbraton, no human comfon impacls were wdentified. A program of
construclion nmse and wbratwn momtanng wogld be developed for the proiect and included
in 1he Construction Moise and Mibrawon Managemert Plan

Chperatinnal Noige

Curng operalion of the proposal. noise sources are expecled to include the use of
equipment for mowving confamers an-5ile, warehoUeing aclivikes and noise Qenerated by
yuck and Irain movemen's on-site and wittun the ral Gorridor. 11 is noted Lhal the sile would
npperale 24 hours par day. The predicted operabonal noise sources and leve!s are provided in
Table 8.

Tabie & Operational Nolse Saurces

Source SWL [dBA)
Ruaach stackar - dlansl 1006
Truck - ldling 03
Truck = 10kmth 103
Locomative = id|Ing 1410
Lovcomabve = 10kmlh 1045
Locomatlive ahlfter a5

Modaling was undertaken to Zelermire recerver noise levals famenily and infrusive] during
aoperalon of the proposal wnder the INF. The rasults in Tatla § and Tatble 10 demonsirate
Inat gperalional noise leve's are predicted o comply with the estabhshed worsi-case crlara
al all sensibive receivers al all hmes.

Tabla § Predicted Amenity Operaticnal Moiso Lavels

Racaiver Predicted Ly, i Criterla Complies?
HNoise Lavel (dBA) [dBA)
NC AT 33 44 Yes
NCAZ - 20 _ 45 Yes
NMCA3 L 40 Yes
KNG AL 25 40 T
&1 32 45 Yes
52 NS 29 45 Yes
I 26 60 Yag
Tatyle 10 Proaciicted Infrugiva Operational Nolse Lavels S B
Recaivar Pradictes Laag, 14min Criterla Complies?
Noise Lavel (dBA)"
NCA1 K1) 4z s
NCAZ 24 41 V&S
NCA3 48 29 Yes
NCAS 31 42 LE

* Adverse neteorological conditions

In @ssessing sleep disturgance impacts. the Applicant has determined that the mos: likely
roise source from operations would be banging' noises aseociated wilh 1the handing ol
conlginegrs which has 8 predicied SWL of up to 118 dBA, The predictions indicate Lyq,. ntice
levels at all reeivarg 1o be lecs ihan 1he 5'sep disturbance screening levals and as such, no
further assessmanrt has been wndenakan (Table 11}
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Table 11 Pradicled Sleep Disturhance Screening Levols

Racalvar Predicted Leval due | Sleep Disturbanca Complles?
to Tranzfent Events | Screaning Lavel
(ABA - Lamad {dBA - Lina)
NCA1 48 52 e
NCAZ 38 51 Yes
MCA3 48 45 ik
NC A4 &1 52 ¥es

The Apphcanl aso provided an assessment of road raffic nose against the MSW Réad
Mmse Policy [RMP)} (DECCW 2011), and rail roise 203inst ine Rail Infrasinuciore Moise
Guideling [RING) [EFA 2013). The assessment found thal any increaze in road traffic noise
along the MS Motorway and Moorebank Avenug wou be lese than 2 dBA and as such, ra
rmutigation measures waould be required.

In relaion 1o ral agise, exceedances of the recommended noise criveria were predicled with
and without ‘curve gar, which is applied to capiure 'squealing and flanging' noises
associated wilh wagons negolizling Lght curves Exceadences were predicted up lo SdBA
{withoul curve gain) and op to 11dBA taking curve gain o accouwnl {

Table 1rand Table 13).

Tatle 1T Fragichid L oym,r Rall Naise Lavals

FPredicted Laved (dBA)

Excluding Curve Gain including Curve Gain Criteria Complies¥
Receiver | Mortham Sertham Morthem Southern | [Recommended}
Conneclion | Connection | Canaection | Connectlon

NCA1l 7] B 67 a7 Ed iz
NCA2 49 oy bi |2 56 2l Yeg
NG AL [if] T 6 £1 ) (o)
NCA4 G0 cq 67 67 L YEs
51 67 (7% Th T a0 Yoy
52 G0 &7 83 64 Al Yes
" i} i 67 | G2 =]l e

Table 13 Predicted L g, porios il Naigo Levels

 Predictod Level {dBA)

:  Excluding Curve Gain Including Curve Galn Crilaria Compliaa?
Recaivar | Mortharn Southamn MNarthern Southern | (Racommandad)
Connaclicn | Connection | Connection | Connachion

HCA1 g 38 45 44 40 Mo
NCAZ 24 20 34 34 15 Tes
MHCAT -F 45 a6 Y| 40 ¢ [4
NCA4 Ja 3a 44 a4 40 Mo
51 X 41 £5 47 45 [y [4}
32 az 36 (14| d1 45 s
" 4 54 L. 35 o Yes

The 1able above indicate whal ral noise, more soecifically wheel squeal ard Manging rose
fedge of wheel againsi rail). parbculady al the southern connection 1o the S5FL which
proposed the tightesl curve, would occur dunng gperalion. The Applicant has recommended
that Frichion modifiers (type of greasing system) be mslalled. with gpeaific details docemented
in & Ral Kaise Managemen! Plan pricr to the commencement of Stage 1 aparations,

A delailed cumulalive impact assessment was conducled. coverng both the SIMTA and MIC
sites. The Applicant also provided an updated assasemen cased on an aQreemeni Deing
reached between MIC and SIMTA Lo operate a single combited facihty across boln sites.
Given thal Slage 1 is seeking to handle 250,000 TEUs arnually (wheoh g 230% of what was
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soughl under the Concept Pland, this has concleded thal bath consiruciion and gperational
noise levelz comply with the relevant amenily crilena.

Submissions received from TIMSWY, EFA, and Liverpool City Cooncil raisad the [bilawing

is5sues relating 1o operalional noise;

s«  gnly modem rolling sick that ingorgorate low noisa locomohves, steenng bogies and
permanently coupled wagons should be allowed acoess to the sile;

o pesd o address slesp disturbancs impacts;

= ral curve should be designed to avoid curve rachi of less than 500 metras \o prevant
wheel squeal,
use of rail lwbrication and tap-of-rail faction modifiers 1 mikgate whaet squeal;
lhe need to use best practice plant and equipment including aulomated conlainear
handling equipment and non-tonal reversing alanms;

» noise relating lo the S5FL should be quantiled;

Dapartmeni's Caonsidaration

The Momse and Vieration Impacl Assessmant damonsirates that no excesdances of noise
management levals in the sonstruckon phase would accur. Noebwithstanding, the Depardment
considers ihal approprigle mitigation measuras arg Alse availalle 1o address any palenhal
conziruction noise impacls such as the use of lemparany noisa barriars, vse of silencers on
machingry and prowision of respite pericds. The Departmenl also noles thal these
ConStruction wirks walld ke of a tempaorary natura.

In relation to the operational phase, he Deparment acknowledges (hat noise imeacs may
originale from: the IMEX lerminal; and the rail link conneclion 1o 1he SSFL. IV is noled that the
Applicani gredicts that the operation of the terminal would comply with ralevant noisse goals,
Wilh regard 1o the rail link, excesdances have been predicled by vp lo 11 dBA [including
cure gaink. Based on modelling resolls, these exceedances would generally ocour at Wattle
Grove, Glenfield and Casula.

The Depanment vnderstands that wheel squeal is known o occur whers curva radii is <300
mgtres. Howavar it is also highly likely to occur with a curve radii of bebweern 300 and S0
melrgs, particulady for alder ralling slock withoul cross braced bogies {wheel sels). The
Cepartmenl bas been adnsed that the smallest curva radiug of the he in to the existing S5FL
iz agproximately 160 metres and as such, there s potential for wheal squeal [0 ocour.

Tha Dagarmenl notes the operalional noise miligation measures praposed by the Appheant,
mcluding the uge of frighign madifiers and Irack grinding (te mitigate wheel squeal}, and ihe
preparation and mplementation of 3 Rail Noise Management Plan and Operalional
Envirenmental Management Flan {includmg reguinng contaiter handling equipmeant 1o be
fitled wilh broadband reversing alarms ralher Whan tradilional ‘quacker’ type alarms}) The
Dapartment glso notes 8 number of other measures Wentified in lhe Bast Practice Rewview,
cch as 'Gen-sel’ lbcomolves, parmanently coupled wagons with braced bogies, real hime
ngise monitgring and hybrid conlainer handling equipment, were eilher not considerod
apprapriate for Slage 1 operations or ot considered appropriate for any stage by the
Applicant.

Tha Department considers 1hal il would be desirabie o implement hybridislectric conlainer
handling equipment for Stage 1, however the Applicant has argueed that i1 is not warranted for
lhis slage dog (o the relatively imited throughput of conlainers and lengthy procurement
process for new eguigment. While this position is acknowledged, the Department has
recommended 4 condikton requiring all new contmer handhing equipmant purchased aler
20t% to mesl US EFA Tier 4 or EU Stage 1Y emission standards, Additionally, 1his maller will
atso nead to be considered in subsequent Development Applcations [ ensure s can be
reviewed or fulurs stages, consistent with the Applicant's Basl Fractice Review.
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However, given the proxrmty of this féw rad conpeclon o resdents al Casula and Glenfeld .
the Degartment has also considered the predicled impeacts fram the rail dink ire the context of
feasible and reasonable best practice mikgalion measures such 85 locomaotives and wagons
amploying  available best practice technglggies, and real time noise mentioring. The
Dapardmeant considers hal with e mplementation of appropnate measweres, imMpacts ¢an ba
miligaied.

A congem raiged by CouncHls, agencies and recidents ralaled to the nose impacls
associated with ineraased raffic on the SSFL. The Depanman] considers thal any increase
in rail raffie would come under the easting approval (includimg neise limits) for the 35FL.
ARTC haye indicaled thal the proposed mnlermodal terrmnals bave bean incduded in s
assumgptions for eslimating available train paths on the S5FL and noise concérns as a resull
of theea additional movermanis have not been raisad az 3 Key concern.

The Department also concludes Ikat the cumuialive impact for bofh the SIMTA and MIC siles
15 unlikely to result in additional impact when compared to only one of tha proposgls
proceading.

The Department is satsfied that with e implementation of recommended mitigation
megasyres and condilions, the construction and gperation af Siags 1 would ol delbrimeantally
impact upon the amemty of residanls in Wallle Grove, Casula and Glenfield.

5.4. Contamination

Conlamination concerns have been raized as an issue during e demalition, construction
and gperational slages of the proposal.

The Proponent preparad a Preliminary Enviconmenlal Sile Assessmant (Preliminary E34A) of
Ihe SIMTA sile and rail corridor land and a Phase 1 Emaronmeantal Sile Assessment (ESA) ol
the rail cormdor land in addition of a raview of previous site investigalions o support the
Concept Plan for tha site and 1the rail corridor. Whiles, the Preliminary ESa concluded that
conlamination concems would nol preclude the proposed development, further Phase 2
intrusive investigations of 1ke areas identified as Areas of Environmental Congern (ARC) wac
underaken.

Cperatignal Arga
The Sage 1 Operakonal area currenlly comprises roads, anclosed warehouses, an open

storage area, a refueling station, administation bulgings and ¢ar parking. Fuel slorage and
dispensing facilities are also ncated on the sitg and comprise five undenground storage tanks
{USTs). A canopied fuel dispensing service wilh several fugl bowsers 15 alss located on the
site, along with remota fill points for the USTs, additional bowsers, builtings used lor storage
of Dangeroys Goods and a building previously used for meal slorage.

Contarmmnations of potenbal concerns thal have been idenlified on site nclode: melals,
asbeslos, organo-chlore pesticides, herbicedes, 1olal petroleum hydrocarbong  (TPH),
Benzene, loluene, ethylbenzens, and xylengs (BTEX), polysyohc aromahc hydrocarbaons
{PAH=}, volalile arganic compounds {MOCs), sami-yolatile arganic compounds {SWACs) and
Fhens.

Rail Corndor

Frive areas within the rail corridor have bean wenhfied as containing contaminaled material

are described below and shown in Figure %.

» Araa 1 = Defence Mational Storage and Distibution Cenlee - s3uth
This arga is currenlly grassed and sparsely treed. It 15 reporled through hisloric
information notes hal landfilling may have occurred in this srea and illegally dumped
builting wasle maternals have been ohserved. In addition, it has atsc been dentified as
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an areg wherg polenhal onasploded erdnance (UXO), asseciatad with the formar
grenade range may exisl.

«  Araa 2 - Southernn Boot Land
Thig land g largely bushland, with a namow cleared area for @ fire trail and overhead
powerine corridor.  Evidence has besn identiied of mingr wasta matariale, including
rusling drums wilhin the area.

» Arga 3 = Railcorp land
Thiz land 15 [pcated (o the sculh of Ihe Soulhern Boot Land and adjoins the East Hills
Rail Corridor. A& shipping container and demguniable office axist an the sile. Evidence
of dumping of construction wasle and illegal dumping of household wagle axists. |t is
reported that al leasl one {fragment of suspaciad ashesios conlaining matenal [(ACK)
was cbhserved in the area during Ihe preliminary inspaction.

» Area 4 = Galf Course (Soulhern part of the MIC site)
The sguthern pan of 1he goll course comprises an apen, grassed area with scallered
Irees. The arsa was idantiliad as an AEC in the 2013 investigatons due lg ils previous
uge for defence purposes ingiuding devalopment of a mock Wiet Cong village.

The ludher Fhase 2 ESA noled that adefact linds with the [g2nd wane gxplosive grdnancea
wasle [EOW)Y. Al detected items have since been confimmed as ined &nd based on
specialis] advice bolh the MIC site and the golf course 1and has a very low potential 1o
cohlain ramnant LG or EOQW containing high explosive or other energetic malerial.

»  Area § - Glenhetd \Waste Facilily
It is proposed that the raol ok through the Gleafield Wasta Facilily will follow the
constructed levee that follows the eastern boundary of the silg, and passing the east of
the leachate dam. Tha rail link waold when proceed over figh ground which has been
formed from natyural in sl material and excavated and lipped spoil malerigl. The rail
link weutd then divde and pass an active guarry section to the weasl and o the north
pass adjgcent o g slommayater basin.

Conlgminants of polential congern in these araas thal have been identiied include: UXO,
Explasive ordnance waste (ECWY), Explosive remidues, Metals, TPH, BTEX, PAHsz,
Fhenolics, Organo-chiora pesheides QOGP Polychlonnated bupheanyls (FCE), Asbesios,
WCs, herbicides and Landfill Gases.
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Figure %: Lecation of contantnated mabterial (Source Environmental impact Siatement S0T5}

Fhaze /! Resulls

Phase 2 intrusive invesligations were undaraken (o characierise 1he nature and exleni of
conlamirgon at the sile and 1o determme ke suilabilty of the proposed rail ink. This
mvalved & tolal of 41 tesl pils, five soils bores a&nd four qroundwater bores aoross the
cperational land and proposed rail corrider. The results detected the following contaminanis
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» Bonded Asbestos Conlaining Material
ACM was idenlified on the ground surface of Buitding B11 [which iz located in
operabonal arsa of e site), which was assumed lo be related Lo degrading o festorical
building malenals. ACM detectad in Ml a1 a test pit on the ga¥f course site was possibly
rafatad lo hislanc budials ar filings acliviies

»  Hydrocarbon impacts soils and Lighl Non-Agueous Phase Liguid (LNAPL)
LNAPLS weare detactad in gropndwater surrounding the WUSTs and 15 most ikely o resull
of hisloncal laaks during refuelling aclivities. These impacls on groondwaler indicats
that it is ikely thal the soil surrounding the fugl slorage and distribution infrastruclure has
also been impacted by hydrocarbons

»  Heawy matal impacted soils
Several samples in the Operalional site and the goll courea conlained concentrahons of
gxteeding the adopted heavy metal scological cntera lor commerciall ingustnal land.

¢+ Ralcop Land
s repored that access 19 the Railcorp land was nol available and a5 such Ihere may
be polential lar vnidentilied contamination rsks. Typical rail-related contaminants of
potential concern (COPS) in [l materals includa heavy metalz, asbestos, TRH, FaHs,
phenols and OCPs.

The results, although detecting conlaminants, were found to be at levels generally below the
adopled assesament crileria. As such, Ihe mveskgations determinad thal Whe sile is suilable
for gngoing commercial! induestrial use, subject i Ihe imglamentation of a3 Remedial Action
Plan {RAP), The findings alsc concluded that lhere was no nated gross of widespread
cantamination Ihat would unreasanably restrict development and use of the site,

Since the Phaze 2 investigations, the alignment of the rail link nas been amended. Intrusive
investigations have not been underlaken within this amendad araa, which is Commonwealth
awned land. The Applicanl has staled thal the area i3 likely 1o Ben a similar condition 1o he
Soulhern Bool Land, The Applicant has proposed and the Department bas included inlg the
recommended conditions of appraval that appropniale soil and groundwater rvesligalons
ara undertaken in this area prior o commencemant of any development warks.

Wilth regard t¢ 1he alignment of the rail link through the Glenfield Wasta Facility, the EFPA has
raised concern that it has nol been clearly demonstrated that ke construchion and Speration
of this rail Ink will ol compramise the effectivensss of the landhll pollubion contral,
maniloring systems, gas and laachale contlz.

Specilic concems raised by the EFA nclude:

»  Asbestos - il is likely that Glenlsld Waste Facilily has bunied asbestos witbn the landfill
cells.  The locations of asbestos are not recerded and polential excavation could
engountar and liberale this conlaminanl.

» Leachate = if a landfill cap is compromised and leachale volumes rise (b can impact on
surrpunding groundwaler and gas preduchon.

s G3as - the impacts of movement, accumulation or release of tandfill gases have not been
adequalely addressad.

Exhumed Wasle — waste exhumation is profbiled under the existing langhll icence.
Contaminated Stockpilas = stockpiing of contamnated water piles would not be
supported.

+  Konitoring Points — 1he integrity of and access lo monilering poinls on the landhll site
needs o be maintainad.
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Ag such, the EPA has recommended a sengs of condilions {9 ansura thal consiruclion and
cperalon of he rarl link would ol impact on the axisting landfill e, The Deparmenl has
included these condibons in the recommended condilions of approval.

Departmant’s Congideration

The Depariment notes hat e highest risk of sxposure o canlaminants would gogur whan
grourd or groundwater disturbance dunng excavation eoours | particular, it 15 noted that e
EPA raize concem over Ihe routing of the rail link over the Glenfield WWaste Facility, and
sought assurancas (hat the constroclion and operation of this raif link will not compronise te
effachivenass of the Anghll pollutign control, menitoring Sysfems, gas and Ieachate controls.

It is noted thal the disturbance to contaminated material assooaled wilh excavalion for
construction would provide opponuenities for the release and movemeants of comlammates,
poging a potential risk lo human and ecological health. Construction activilies may also
cause conlaminalion risks if not managed appropriately.

A5 ACM has bean weantified as exsting on sile. the Apphcant has proposad thal the soils
impacied, specifically at the goll couorse, be extavaled and disposed of prior o lhe
commencement aof consiruction and development warks i 1his area, This woukd be
underaken by appropnately qualified experts and should any of e materials excavaled
axcead the relgvant chteria, they would be required to be disposed of as “Special (asbestos)
Wasta'

Cperational nsks would come from e use of ols, Tuels, liricanls and other chemical
substances required for the operaion of vehiclas, plant and machinery during operation of
the intermodal.

Measures 10 manage he excavation, construclion and gparation of [he site 1o nuniniga
contaminakon risks and identify remeadial actions are ncluded in the Remadial Action Pian
(RAF} thal has been prepared lor the proposal. The RAP includes spedcific methods
proposed (o address known site contamination, and delails proposed remediation
apprpaches and technglogias 1hat would be uzed to manage conlamination on 1he site.

The Dapadment has raviewad the RAP and in conunctian with regommendad condilions of
appraval and 15 sansfied thal contaminalion impacls can be minirmsed and mitigated

5.8, Cther Matters

Biodiversity

Stage 1 wouold require cleadng of approximalely 123 hedlares of natiee vegatahon,
predominantly 1o enable rail line construction. The area affecled compnses foor lhrealensd
ecological communifies baing:

» Castlereaqh Serbbly Gum YWaoodland in the Sydney Basin Bioregion;

» Casllereagh Swamp Woodland;

» River-flat Eucalypt Farest; and

+  Freshwater Wetlands.

Two threatened {lora spacies will be alfacted. These arg;
s Persoaniy agtans — removal of 11 individueals; and
= Greviflea parvillors — approsamately 20 stems will be removed.

In addifion (o the 1.23 hegtares of native wvagetation remowval which also provtdes fauna
habital, an addikonal 43 haclares of landscaped, cleared and dislurbed habilal will be subject
lo development of the terminal and any habilat features this provides would e losl. No
Ihrealened fauna species would be directly affected.
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The proposed Bindiversily Offsel Sirategy identihas an offsel which includes credits for four
Endangered Ecotogical Communities (EECs) fwo threatened Rora species {Fersoonis
nutans and Greviltea parviflora subsp. parwiiorg) and two threatanad fauna species (Eastern
Pyamy Possum and Southem Myolis]. The oifsel comprses five [and parcsls in bwe Iocations
being the Southern Bool Land and the Georges River oifsets. These are adpacent to the rail
mver Grossing and the terminal sita (Figure 10).

Department's Consideration

The Cepartmenl acknowledges that the changes to the: propased il aligrment 1o the SIMTA
site have reduced impacts 1o native vegelahon generally and threalensd ecslogical
communities spacifically to the greatest extent practicable. Further, the Deparment is
satisfed that measures o avoid or reduse impacts have been appropriately considered.

Fracinct-wide Cfsels

The offsat (both the Georges River and the Southern Baol land sites) proposed by SIMTA I3
a subset of the offsat put forward by MIC 1o support its concept applicalmn, I3 ot Slear how
lhe tw proposals have 1zkan each other inlo accouni in developing the offsel packages.
There would alse appear 10 be discrepancies Bebvagn @ assessments which may be based
on ihe inputs to the credil calculator (such as addilional acliong (o incraase the value of the
credils). however il is difficult to identify the credits awailabte acress the anlire precinct and
how 1hese would or could be allocaled between the projecls,

As cumantly proposed, il appears that thera are insufficien] credils across the precinct far all
affecied communiies and species for both projects and both have assumed use of the
available credits for their projacts. The Depatment gueriad SIMTA's authorisation to offer the
offsel for ils impacts given lhal ihe land is owned by the Commonwaalth and ng agreameant
g progeed with a single intermodal facility has been finalised. SIMTA advised thal Ihe in-
principle agreement between SIMTA and MIC made on 5 December 2014 addresses this
malter, however | dees nol specfically congider allecation of surplus fands for the purposes
of cifselting and therefore the afisel will nol be secured ynlil the agreameant between he wo
parkes ara finahsed.

White the Departmenl acknowladoes 1hal the offset for Stage 1 a5 a stand-atone projecl
would Ikely address the mpacls of that projact {see discussion below), given the agreement
belween the MIC and SIMTA o progress a single inlermodal Tacility, fudher clariflication of
the commitment of the available credils is necessary. in ke of a consclidalad sirategy 1o
address impacts across the precincl.

As The mpacts o threatened spacies and ecological communities is largely confined to those
associalad wath the rail ling gast of Moorabank Avenus 1o the development site boundary, the
Departmenl recommends 3 condilion requirng that this area not commance consiruction
unlil a Biodiversily Offset Package is approved, unless the agplicant provides evidence that
the proposed offsel locations bave been securad. In thes instance, the Applicant has 12
monthe 1o prepare and implement the offsel package. If, following agresment belwesn
SIMTA and MIC 12 prograss a single intermodal facility, il is decided 1o submil & consalidated
Biodiversity Offsel Package for 1ha gnlire precinct, this must be submilled witbin 12 months
of the Package for the sland along Slage 1 projact.

SIMTA Offset Strategy

The appicant 5 praferred slrateqy is 1o 2ecure the additional land 1o be prolecied through the
gslablishment of an offsa! cite under a8 Bicbanking Agreement which rmay indludes the
relirerment of brodwersity credits under the Govemmeant's Biobanking scheme. The value of
Ina credils has been increased through the proposal (o underake addikonal weed remowval,
Iree planting and fallen log replacement.

HEKW Govermen) ar
Mparmes of Bnanag £ Envrcerser



SuATA wlermoz! Tarmeng! Slage | Leorerany’s Erwronmanral Azzgszmanl Hepot

It is agcepted that the peoposed offset stralegy describad in the Hesponses o Submissigns
provides sufficient credils 1o offsel the impactls of afl commurties and specss 1o be affected
wilh lhe exceplion of minar shortfalls for:

« Casllereagh Scribbly Gum Woodland {4 cradils) ; and

s Fersponia nulans (58 credits).

The Depanmenl 15 awara thal the Applicant has scught addinonal credits on the ~Credits
Wanted® registar and that fhe six menth perod has axpired and no cradils have begome
availagble The Depadmenl suppods the approach 10 consoll {utther with the Ofice of
Ervironmeant and Herilage on lhis matter.

The Applicant has identified the credit point shortfall for Castlersagh Scrbbly Gum YWoodtand
may be scurced from adjacent areas within the Bool Land. This would be subject 1o
avarlabilily, consullation and agreement with Moorebank Intermedal Company (nate the
Commonwealth Governmenl is the landowner), O the bacis thal the MIC proposal has
identihed a shorlfall in credits for this communily and the olisel for the SIMTA proposal is a8
subsel of that pot fenvard for the BIC proposal, il is @ssumed thal there are nd surplus
credits available for all impacts of both proposals withoul identificalion of other offsets for
fulure impacts. This would he a matier for the panies 12 the agreement [0 resolve how credits
or offsals would be allpcated for a comipined facility and would need 10 be included in any
precincl-wide ofset package as referrad 10 above.

Conservabon hManagemen! of \he Proposed Offsel Sites

The proposed offsel for the SIMTA developmenl compnses five separale parcels of land
wlentified as wo offsat sites Baing the Soulhern Bool land {bemwvean the SIMTA development
site and e East Hill Rail Corrider) and the Gaomes River offsel 1o the rorth of the proposal
ranl comidor and bBelwveen the river and the proposed Moorebank Intermodal Teminal
develspment site (Figure 10).

The Georges River offsal ¢omprises ong land parcel of approximately 2.8 hectares and a
small land sliver, estimated to be approamately 1 melre widgth al 15 broadest, [ocated
belwean the exishng EHFL comidor and Ihe proposed rail cornidor @ senvice The SIMTA
develupment. The Depardment considers hal as a stand-aglone land parce! 1his small sliver
has extremely limited ecological wvalua. Its location between bwo operational rail corridors
would at basl senve o provide a8 slepming slone for any [@una movament beteween the offzet
(o the narth and wegeataled land south of the EHPL. 1T s considerad that white Ihere may be
some limited walue as a srossing paint and that i could be ncluded as part of the offset for
this purpose, 1t shauld be rotl used for e purpose of calculating Bodiversity credils. Given
il5 siza, this iz not expected to signilhicanily alier the applicant's cafoulations.

The proposed Southern Bool Land offsel compnses three distinc bul adiacent parcels of
tand supporting thrae of the four affactad Endangered Ecological Communiligs separatad by
tha rail alignment and a ‘fulure infrasiructuee” casemenl running from the rail ahgnment in a
north-sasterly direction This is in addtion ta the axisting rail access easement from 1be
EHPL which fudher fragments these land parcels. The Departmenl s concerned thal
fragmenlation caused by these comidors and the resultant shape of the offset is nol
conducive to maximrising afficient and sustainable biodrversity outcomes.
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Tha barreer caused by the rail line is largely unavoidable and the application has cormitied
13 lirmiling the clearing widih to 20 metras. It is considered Ihat this will pesa challengss for
orgaing wead management, light spill and gther indirect edpe effacls caused by breaks in
vegelation. The future inrastnecture easament is of grealer concern due to Ihe uncentainlies
surraunding it and the fulure decqeass in valua of the hindivergity offsat If and when it is

cleared.

While the future infrastructure corridor does not appear to have bean incheded in calculation
of credits for tha offsal, it is nol clear that the calowlations have considered whelher lhe Tuture
dacreass in value of the offsel dus to indlrec! impacts of addiionzl fragmentalion, ght spifl
and adge effects amangst clthers. Nohwilhstanding, thess are mailers that ¢an be addraszed
n rafining the bigdiversity offset in consultalion with OEH &nd in linalising the Biodivarsily

Offsel Packags,
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Owerall, the Depardment is salisfied thatl ke impacts of the proposed devalopment can be
offset as nominated by the applicant but thal there are a number of further =leps that need 1
be resulved to ensure the security and long term viahilily of the offset. The Deparment
supperts 3 precincl-wida approach to prepanng the offset package but recagmisas that this is
canlingenl gn 1ha ralavant parties Inahging the agresrmenl lo proceed to a single inlermadal
facilily.

MNon-Indigenous Heritage

A Non-Indigencues Harntage Assassment (NIHA), dated Apnl 2015, was undedaken as part of

lhe Stage 1 ElS. The assessment found that Mon-ledipenous hentage listings for the site or

adjacenl langds inghude:;

» Tha Defance Mational Storage and Custributions Centre (DNS0OC) site, is included on the
Commonweallh Herage (isf, The Stage 1 site contains ihree Wil timber post and
team glore buldings {Buldings no. 5, 10, and 11) and bwvo WWI crane service composibe
limber and steel slore buildings (Buildings no. 7 and 9). Each building was constructed
wilh & concrete slat onto which tha imber and sleet suppons wera et The ramainder of
he struchures within the 3lage 1 cite are modern, constructed i the 19905,

+ Ihe School of Mililary Engineering {SME) sita, 10 the west of the SIMTA aite, i3 hsted on
Ihe Stale Haritage Register and the Lwerpool [EP. This land is subject to the MIC
pigposal and includes the Royal Awvstralian Engineers (RAE) Memorial Chapel, RAE
Manument, Major General Sic Clive Stesl Memonal Gates, and The CUST Hul. The
proposed Rail nk lor SIMTA Stage 1 works passes through a amall part of the sile and
alongside the southern boundary of the SME complex; and

= Slenfield Farm, located on the western side of the Georges River, i listed on the Slate
Heritage Heqister, Stata Hertage Inventory and the Liverpop! LEF, The site s one of the
faw surviving rural farm gomplexes in MSYW dahng from e onginal land grant of 1310.
Tha farm contang 3 14 raam homestead, a dairy, coach hovse and privy. The curtilage of
the item 15 localed approximalely 30 m from the soulh-westam exien! of the proposed
Fail link.

The demahticn of e easting hve W stors buildings would be undertaken as part of the
stage 1 proposal, The assessment indicates thal hese buildings form the only known group
of WWH Delence buildings in NSW, and ihal the demolition would rezult in significant
impacts 1o the collective significance of the DSMDC =sita. In addition, {he onginal read, rait
and open drain alignments running through the Stage 1 site would also be mpacts by the
proposal. Construckon and landecape modfication Ihreugh the installation of water lanks,
sewerage, Irada waste and power infrastructude 15 likely & have an impacl on the herilage
significange of the underground water mains and sewerage hne, which likely date back Lo the
1940s

The MIHA found that thers is bow potendial for archasological deposie dahng I the pre-ywyy),
Wil and interwar penods to be uncowvergd on the Stage 1 site.

Constiuchon of the Proposal ¢ould lemporanly impact the visual, naise and air amenily of the
Glanfield Famn sile, due to the location and operation of plant and equipment and vehicla
maovernents, Conslruclion of the rail link would impact a limiled panion of ke SME sile,
howeyer would not have any impacl on tha hartage significance aof the sita.

Ouring operation, the Propesal would have a wsual impacl on the remaining hentage
alerments of the SIMTA site, The view and setbng of the Glenfield Farm sile may alzo be
mpacied. To miligale hentage impacts, the Fropenent proposes to:

»  undertake a full phatograghic record of lhe entire SIMTA sile:

*  prepare 3 hentage interpretation sirategy, including intergretive itemsa such as plaquas,

«  prepare 3 Hentage Management Flan as pan of a wider CEMF; and
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s« monitor archaedlogral deposits during construchon for representative sampla sites of
former slructures which have been azsessed as having potential local herilage
significance.

Cunng operatign of the Proposal, the remaining buildings on the SIMTA site would be
segregated from the Stage 1 =ile and not be impaciad.

Denartment's Considaralion

The Depardment notes that tha NIHA considered the conservation andior adaptive reuse of at
leasi ona of the fve WYY stroclures on the Stage 1 site. However, the report dalemmined
that the structures are not suitable for reuse as they would need to have major conversions
Lz meel safety and engineenng reguirernents. The Deparment coneurs wilh this agsessment,

The Department coneiders thal the glher measures proposaed would adequately mitigate
impacts o 1he heftage ilems on site, and has recommended a condition of approval
raquiring Whe Proponent & prepare a Henlage Management Plan in adgherence io MSW
Hentage Council guidelines as parl of the CEMP. The Department considers that
implementation of a hesitage interpretation stralegy and the preparation of a Tull phetographe
record, would help manage lhese impacis by esltablishing mathods of interpreting the larmer
use of the sile [o Tuture users i an ellechive mandter,

Whilst the constructian and operabon of the Stage 1 intermodal would impact the herilage
sigmficance of Glenfield Farm, the Deparment noles that the site has previously bean
impacted by the construckon of the Southem Sydney Freight Line, quarrying and landfll
cperalions. As a resull, the proposad Rail ink wauld not significantly urthes impacl upon lhe
herilage ilem. The Cepanment considers that the indirect impacts from the proposal on
heritage imgacts outside of the site boundany would be negligible,

abariginal Heritage

An Abonginal Heritage Impact Assesemenl was completed as part of the Stage 1 EIS and

found that:

= 28 Aboriginal objecls wera recoverad from 1251 pils assodiated with the Georges River, in
an area known as A4 These objects suggested a low level of past achvily on the
maximum upper slope and ridge of the area, with undislurbed areas containing deep
strabfied deposits with al least two pericds of past aclivity. The site iz congiderad 10 hawve
fgh research polential, mesting the thresholds of Iocal sigrificance, and

« lwo siles of archaeplogical concern were idenlified within the rigarian comdgr aleng the
waslem bank of the Georges River. Ong of the silas was idanlified through the Abonginal
consultation process as an area of cultural yvalue, Tha seoond site is eansidered lo relain
high rezaarch potential. since sxcavations lailed to reach the base of deposits. Bolh of
these siles are sulside of Ihe Stage 1 proposal sile boundary.

The prapused Rail link would directly impact Ma14, with the alignrnant traversing thraugh the
southern porlion of he site (impacting approximalely 20%, or 2,000 m?®, of the tolal sile ares
of MaA14). Construction of tha rail link i5 not expected (o impac ugon the archaeological siles
on the western bank of the Georges River,

The repor idenhfied mo impacls o Abonginal herilage from operalion of the Proposal.

To milkgale consinuction impacts on Abariginal hertage items, 1ha Proponent proposss 1o

» continue to consult with Aboriginal stakeholders in order (o idenlify 13ng-lerm suration and
management of Aborigingzl afecls recovered through the archaeological program;

» implemant managemant measures through the CEMP for the Progosal;

» should works impact on MAT4d, mitgation measeres to be mplementad include cpen area
salvage exsavation vp 1o 100 m’: and
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» inform all econtracters and relevanl personnel of relevant haritage considerations,
lagislaliva requirements and recommendations in Ihe AHIA,

Depatiment's Consideration

The Depariment considars that the proposed miligalon siralegies lo manage impacts 1o
Aborginal hentage items are appropriate, and has recommended a condiien of approval
raquining that ihese be incorporated inlo the CEMP for the Slage 1 proposal. Whilst the
rigrarian comedor aleng the Gegreas Rivar has been aszessed as being of gh cultural value,
the Cepadment notes that e proygects man gengiruction feolpnnt is culside the corridor
boundary. The Proponent would use temporary lencing along the Proposal boundary in this
area. In the unlikely event that conslruction works impact thase nparian gitas, the Proponont
has commilled 1o undertaking appropriale hentage nvestigakons n order 16 project the
cornidgr from inadvedenl impact.

Hydrology

As parl of the Concepl Plan EIS, the Preponent grepared 8 Stormwaler and Flooding
Environmental Assessment, 8 Flood Sludy and a Starmwaler Managemen! assessment,
These repons idenlited the =outharn portion of the sile and Glenligld Wasle Facility land as
flond affacied by Liverpool Council. It alzo identified that the SIMTA sile compnses thres
catchments and Ihree discharge cullels. As the discharge oullels ulbmately end vp in gither
the Georges River ar Anzac Creek, Ihe downairgam enwronmental impacls associgled wilh
stormwater and Mooding 0 regard t© waler quanhty and water qualily for fizh passage and
haktilal were alzo addressed.

With reqard to stormwaler, water qualily and flood management, | was identilied al the
Concapt lsvel hal impadls may oocur dunng both constroclion and operational phases of the
project. As such, milgalon measures werg required o be stipulated in a Consliuction
Environmental Management Flan (SEMP) 1o be prapared at the hirgl stages of development,
and would include a Soil and Waler Management Flan, an Ergsion and Sediment Conlrgl
Plan and a spill and amergangy responze procedures plan for the site.

In regard to lhis Slage 1 apohcation, a Sigrmwater and Flooding Impacl Assessment was
prepared. This addressed the recommendations of the gulgomas feam Ihe assessment of lhe
Concept Plan approval, which included commitrment o tha fallywing actions,

= Water qualily issues to be managed through a CEMP;
«  Incgrporalion of stormwaler quantity and gualily management measures through;
ri  Praparation of a Seil and Water Management Plan and an Erosion and Sediment
Control Plan;
= Implementation of management strategies prior o commencemen! of the slaged
constructon phase; and
Monitoring and review of measures during consttuclon and operation.
» Designing all llood and stormwater managemenl and mitigation of pollution mMeasuras
and walarway crogsings lo protect fish passage and habital; and
» The preparation and update of a flosd emergency rasponse plan as necessary 1o each
slage of develocpment on the sile.

Surace and Starmwaler

As preveously identilied, there are three existing lprmal slormwaler discharge oullets from the
SIMTA site. Two points discharge sastward into Anzac Creek and cross under the Greenhills
Rd formation via pipes and headwalls. The third discharge point draing surfaca walgr Irgm
both the site and the eastern side of Moorebank Ave and s collecied in a formal oonorele
lined channest which runs wilthin the site parallel to Moorebank Ave and drains to the Georges
Fwer.
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The EIS slates that the Stage 1 site sils within the catchmenl that drains 1o the Geonges
River. The inihal modelling vndertaken assomed lhal the catchment is currently S0%
impervicus and that the sailz have a stow rale of infiltration, therefors ganerating & modarate
runaff potential, Thesa exisling cendition assumphons werng than adjusted to regresent posl-
dgavelopment [operational) site conditiong

Azzomptions far the oparationzl conditions included a 100% impervicus sudace, raducad
flow Iravel times, changes lo sub-catchments and the proposed walerway and detention
slorages o mi!igal& Mo INcreace.

The Stormwater and Flooding Report compared Ihe exsting and operational peak flgws and
identified strategies to mikgale increased Mlows through an sile delentisn (OSD) storage
measures. The repor funber idenliies design parameters o miligalte stommwater mpacls
comprising the design of Ihe OSD structures, incorporaton of swales and culverts and
inGluston of clanmwaler reatmenl devices such as rainwaler lanks, gross-pollulant fraps,
Bufler sinps, big-retention and bio-swales. The reporing concludes thal sudace and
slommwaler wnpacts, incleding water quably, can be minimigad and managed by Ine
implementation of permanent and lemporary slormwater management struclures being
installed during the early stages of construction. The recommended conditions of approval
require these works.

Flocding
Floodplain mapping provided by Liverpogl iy Coundil indicated that the Gaorges River Mood

prone areas exlend to the west of the overbank of the Gearges River 1hrough 19 the existing
Glenfield Waszte Facility which the proposed Rail link would lraverse,

A floodplain risk management sludy and plan was commssionad by Liverpool Council far
Anzac Creek in 2008, The associated modeling dentified impacts on ke SIMTA gile and rail
corridar following a 100 year AR and larger events atong Anzac Croek, However, the
modeling also confirmed that the exishng culverts beneslh e M5 Motorsay could
adequataly convey flond waters lo the downsiream reaches of the catchment withoul
signihicant refention and/or backwatar acoumutalion.

Further, the Applican! would design the sections of Ihe rail link along he western bank of lhe
Georges River to allow exireme event llood llows Lo spread westward 300085 (the Noodalain.

Ground Waler
[t 15 repored that regional groundwater lows withio tha shale and slluvial deposils in north
and weslerly direclions towands the Geonges River. Forther, both a shallow and deep aquifar
has been reported within the vicinily of Lhe site.

Groundwater Nows within the Glenheld Waste Facility site are idenbfied as hawng besn
influenced by e extraction and flling activities underaken on the sile. The llows however
have een identiied 1o be generally in an gasterly direclion towards Ine Georges Fiver.

Other Than the Light Non-Aqueows Phase Liquids (LMAPL) contaminalion, he groundwaler
samples laken an the =ite and within the ral cornder were balgw e recognition for all
analysls. Heavy melals concenlrations in lhese samples are an exception as they were
apove Ine ecotogical investigalion araas. This was considered however to be representalive
of backgraond concantrabon in groundgwaler across urban areaz of Sydney.

I iz nol expecied ihat graondwaler impacts would occur during the consiruction phases as
ganerally the site and rail link will require raising of the site, therélore minmal excavabion, [t
has been idgentified however that groundwater may be encountered during piling acivaties
associated with consiruction of the Georges River bridge. Tha E1S slales ihal the lemporany
nature of these works and the limiled extent of potential disturbance 10 groundwater during
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this pericd maans that prolonged imgacts on groundwater are not predicted a3 a resull of the
propasal

Glenfiold \Wasle Facilily

Within the Glenfliald Wasle Facilily slormwater is captured and managed within the site’s
stommwaler managemant systam. Préewous quarying within the site means that stormwaler
within the site generally stays wilkin the {acility and doss ngl flgw 1o the Georges River.
Largar catchment areas lo the west of the Glenkeld Waste Facility are cul-off and directed
northward 1o the Gegrges River.

The Glenfield Wasts Facility is logaled within the Georges River floodphain flood planning”
and Mood prong’ areas as dehned by Liverpool City Council. Ground surveys undartaken for
the Stammwaler and Flooding Reparl conlirm thal the 1000 year AR maingtream flood Aows
would not rise over tha banks of the Georges River to (low inla the Glenfield YWasle Facgility or
ac far weel as the proposed Rail ink alignment. &s previowsly identfied, the Agplicant
proposes o design the sections of the rail link along the westem bank of the Georges River
1o allow extreme avant food fows 1@ spraad weslward across Ine lloodplain.

Kail Corridor and Bridge

The Rail corridor is located within the mid-Georges River calchmant. The Rail link would
eress bolh Anzac Creek and 1he Georges River, therefore having potential impacls on waleq
gualily and the flogd regime particulady of the Georges River.

A flond assessment was underdaken with regand I potantial flooding of the proposed new
railway bridge crossing of the Georges River, Tha madeling ultimalely indicated thal the key
to minimiging hydraulic impacts of the proposed rail bridge on the Georges River 15 e
design of slreamilingd bridge piers. The repon conlinues that wilh streamiined piers there
would be lirmted difference in logd wnpacts of a 3 or § span bridge. It will be required at the
delsiled design stage that e future Bridge ncorporalgs cplimum pier alignmenlts lo reduce
flood impacls.

NSW Fisheries also provided commenls with regard to polenbal impacts rom the bridge
constructien, Speciically their scomments fecused on measures to prolect fish slock and
habilat. Issues raised by NSW Fisheries inglude congsidenng the slaging of works 1o avaid the:
migralion of Australian Bass, inclusion of s¢our protecticn works and maintaining hsh
passage by slaging the works lo limil in waler plaorms 19 one ala ime and 12 place gulvans
wilhin thesa lemporary platforms to mainiain lish passage.

NSVY Fishenes 3150 requesled 19 be consulied during the detailed design of the platforms
and that visual inspections ba undertaken r dead or distressad fish. These precauotionary
mieasures are included in the recommended condiions of approwval.

Qepartment's Consideration

The Depariment {¢nsiders thal suitable measwres have been desigred 1o ensure any
impacls ansing frem an increase in surface waler volume and velaoity can be miligated. The
ElS oullines the OS50 measuces, which the Dapartmenl considers adequele o ensure lhal
water guahty and quantily does rol impact on adjoining properes or the downstream aquatic
EMVInnments.

In terms of operabongl wrpacts, although 1he proposal would result in changes 1& lhe
calchmenl boundaries angd increase e impentous areas on site, suitable OS50 measures
have been designed to mimmise and miligate any adverse impacts.

Impacts associated with the rail comidar and ils ahgnmenl threegh Glenkeld Yaste Faolily
have also been addressed, and subject 1o lurher delailed design the Departmenl considers
Ihal any water guality or food risks can ba managed,
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Harards and Rishs
A Preliminary Risk Screening was prépared (o delemnine the hazard and nsk ompheatons
azsociated wilh the Proposal.

Ashestos s present in three buildings and priorily ralings assigned 10 each asbeslos hazard

included.

«  Condiben Priorty AT: Immediate Elevaled Risk Leval; friable malenal prasenls an
immediale health risk. Immediate control measures would be required and the area
containing asbestos should be isolated from personnel. Abatement recommended al the
garkast possibla ime; and

« Condition A4: Negligible Risk Under Presenl Conditions: nen-friable or stabla matarial,
unhkely 1o presant a nsk vnless damaged, todded, cul, sanded, abradad gr machinad.

Oemaoition of the slructures has the potential to release asbestos fibres inlo he almosphers,
polentially causing harm to heman health.

Curing opperation of the Proposal, dangergus goods may be transported by road or rail
Thega potential dangerous goods would be classified in accordance with the Australian Code
lor Ihe Transoort of Dangercus Goods by Road and Rail (the Australian Dangerous Goods
(ADGY Code) These prodocts must be handled corractly, as thay may be explosie
MMlammable, combushble, sponlanecusly combushble, oxidisng, water-reaclive, toxic or
COMO3ivE.

Conlainers wanld only be siered for 8 maximum of Ihrea days on tha Stage 1 sile, in the
conlainer storage area prior 1o berng wanspodad from the site The nsk of exposure ta
dangerous good would be minimised as uppacking [desluffing) of conlainers would not be
undaraken. Howaver, dala taken from Porl Bolany from 20711 to 2012 suggests that 96 per
cenl of comaingrs did not conlain dangercus goods. The Fraponeni has decided that the
Slage 1 Propesal would nol receive of store gangerous qeods in quantilies greater than the
sereerng thresholds determined by SEPF No. 330 Harardows angd Offanave Develogment
Therefore, as identilied in Apphing SEAF 33, a Preliminary Hazard Analysis {FHA) would not
be required.

= dangerous goods that are permissible on the S5FL;

» dangerous goods that cannot be transported on contamners;

» slorage on site; and

+ decisions lo restricl goods by lhe operalor.

The Proposal also seeks 1o locale an atove grovnd momle refuelling tank adjacent to thea
Ipcomgtive siuflar The tank wouold storg digse! fuel {Class ©1 combusghble liqued), with 2
maAximum capacily of approximately 60,000 lires. This would be slored away from oiher
flammaktie malenals of class ARSI, 1 or 1) The refueling of Incomaotives would ooowr on Ghe
Iocomolive shfter, which would catch any spills during the refusling process.

Emergency response and incident managameant grotocals would also be developed to cover
workplace health and safety, on-site spills or leaks, off-site discharges, hazardouz
matenalsidangerous gogds, flooding, bushhre, daragilmeant, conlainer {all and any read
incidents on Moorebank Avenue.

Department’s Consideration
Tha Degartment’s considers 1hal the identified asbesios wauld be managed through the

implementation ¢f the miligation measures proposed m the EIS. The Propongnl has
commitlied 1o developing an Asbeslos Management Pilan proor 10 sonstroction works. Further,
the demaolition of the structures would be carned out by an approprialaly wensed asbeslos
ramovalist, and undenaken in accordance with Code of Praclice How lo Safely Remowve
Asbestos WokCover NSW, 20116). The Depanment has recommendad a condilion of
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approval raquinng (he praparation of the Ashesics Managemenl Plan as part of the
Construction Envronmental Managemeant Plan for the Proposal.

The Depadmani notas thal the Proponent has esiablished a set of parameters to restrict the
carriaga and slorage of goods thal would require the preparation of 8 FHA. As a result of this
restriction, the Depantment considers thal eperational nsks could adeguately be managed
throwgh Lhe implementation of the mikgation measurss propesed in the EIS, The Pioponent
has committed to developing and implementing an oparatonal Hazard and  Risk
Managemert Plan prior 1o operalions. The Operalional Envronmental Management Plan
(QEMPE) for Slage 1 would alsg include procedures to momtor the quantily of dangarous
guets o ensure thal thay rarmain Below the threshold requiring a PHA,.

The Degartment also noles 1hat the Proponent bas cammilled 1@ handle all dangerous goods
enlering and leaving tha site in accordance with Maritime Qrganisation {IMO) and reguiations
penaining to the Inlemational Convention for the Safety of Life at Sea (SOLAS). Fudher, all
trangport of geods woauld be in accordance wilh the Dangercws Goods (Road and Aol
Trangpot] Act 2008 and the Dangerous Goeds (Road and Transport) Raguiation 2012,

To further strengthen the Froponent's commitmenl in the EIS, the Depanment Ras
recommended 8 condition of approval requiring the preparabon of & Hazard and Risk
Managemen{ Plan as parl of the OEMP for the Froposal.

Bushfire

The sile adjoing Yegelation Category 1 bushiire prong land to the easl, soulth and wesl.
However, due to the class of the buildings propasad on e sile being Class 5-8 and Class 10
tidentilied in the Eviiding Code of Ausfralig), ihe praposal s only required to comply wilth the
aims and objeclives of Planning for Bushfire Prolection 2006 (ralher than salisfying the

praISIONS ),

The site layout has considered bushiire nsk with a particular focus on habilable buldings Al
sile office locations have been located wilhin construclion compounds Ral are well gulside
bushfire prone land. The Ral Easi Compound a2 the only exception &5 Lhe wegelation
mechalely (o the westl is bushfire prone land "Category 17, This vegetation howaver is nol
conliguous with a large area of bushiire prone vegelaticn.

The Rail link does not fall wilthin land thal is required o comply with any bushfire spesific
performance requirgments.

Department’'s Consideration

The Oepariment has assessed the submilled bushfiee risk assessment and laken into
consideration the comments received from the Rural Firg Service (RFS)L  In this respact,
subject 1o the RFS's recommendation lo maintain 1he oparational areas a5 mnsr proteshon
areas, which is included in the recommended conditions, it is considered thal bushfire
impacts can be minimised.

Visual Amenity

The EIS includes an assessment of the visual amenity #mplications, ocluding hight sl
associgled with the Proposal. This assessmenl look mle sonsderation the exsting
vegetation and the proposed landscaping and urkan design measuras that would be included
in the construction and operation of the Proposal.

Overall, visuahmpacts were assessed agansl the followang critena:
= isusl Adaplalkon — descnibes any significant changes (o the landscane angd visual
armerity.
v Visual Sensitivily = refers ta the likely duration of views and nomber of obserans lmm
a given viewpoini.

NS G enmgr) dl
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« Vs Imgact — the resull of the visual adaplaion and ike wisual sensilealy and is
surmmarisad o a gqualktalive hasis

The v-ewpoinls assessed are shown in Figure 11 2nd arg 2!l lpcated wilhn 2km of the sita.
The anatysis found What no significant v ews TLrther from the site 2xsts.

Figurg 11 Assessed viewpaints (Sovrea Eavirormenital impact Sratement 20435)

Visua! irpacls were identified dur:ng the consiruchion phases of the Proposal, however hese
rpAss wonnld pe lemgoraty in nalore The most like'y impacis arg wenified 1o rasui o
eLagriert such as cranes and piling rigs and predominanily vsigle from publc areas such
as Maarebank Awve zre the passenger ral lings  Limited vis-bilily from the residectial aress
of Casula ard Wattle Grove may also goour

Algo dunng the consingeton phase, 1he establishment of hoardings and construchizn fencing
Fas the polenizl o craate 0saised vispal impacts along Moorebank Ave

HEA Derenan! 1
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Departrnent's Consideration

The Depardmenl considers thal the impacis from construction activities are acoeptable,
especially given the temporary nalure and also the relative limited vigibility, especially from
residenhal areas.

With respect to the pernanent visual changes Juring operation of the site, it is expected thal
minimal visual impacl will ocour given ihe general industnal type developments adjacant (o
the progosal to ihe nonh and wesl, and the significant vegetalon (o the 2ast and seuth which
acts as a puffer behweon Ihe site and residential arsas.

The rail link and comdor will be located n moslly a heavily vegelated area, adjacent o
exigting rail lines or through the Glenfield Wasts Faciity site and as such is not anticipated (o
cause any signiiicanlimpacts 1o views.

Light spill has been considered in accordance with AS44282-1997 ‘Conlrol of Oblrusive
Effect of Quidonr Lighbing’, and in these slandards the proposal 18 considered @ ‘commerncial
area’. The EIS statas the kght sourse ype, the lumindire make and model, luminaire aiming.
pole positions and heights proposed for the Proposal woeutd ensure minimal diregl kgl spil
from the slatic site hghting. Further, Ihe EIS confirms that ight spall frem fhe Proposal would
not extgnd to any nearby residentisl areas.

Gresnhouse Gas
& Gresnhowse Gas and Chrmate Change Impagst Assessment was prepared by Hyder
Consulting a8 par of Lhe Stage 1 EIS.

Civer an 18 month perod, construction aclivines would generale approximalsly 4 262 1CLCH-2
of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Further, embedded GHG from key constucdion
materials would generale dd 638 1CCq-& during construchion, howewver this figure represents
a full life cycle emission generation acrass the entirg operation of the proposal.

A number of alternahve materials may be used o reduce the embodied amissions
associaled wilh e concrale pavemant construcled dunng Stage 1 works. These may
include asphall, pavars or post-lension concreta. Furthermore, emissions higures are bazed
an 3 ‘worst case’ scanario thal assumeas 1hal the concrale used has a higher embeddad
anar]y content than alternative concrete mixes.

COuring construction. the Prgponent proposes to implemenl the fallowing measores La

miligate impacts o GHG emissiong

s Ssourcing local construgtion matenals and recyching demaolition wasle where possible;

o gelecting construction equipment wilh the highest fuel efficienty;

« undarake reqular maintenance of equipment; and

« ansyring fhal, 1o the highest degree possible, delivery 1rucks are filled 1o the maximum
amount allowabile,

The assessment considerad bwo operational seenarios for the Praposal: Scenario One where

rains and trucks would be lcadedivnicaded wiing forkhifls and reach stackars, generaling

7,723 tC0 -efyear; and Scenario Two, where gantry crangs would be operalional, genarating

&,221 tCOe-efyear "worst case scenann). During aperation, mibigalon measure woultd ba

implemanted to reduce impagts on GHG. Thase would include the:

s incorparation of energy efficiency designs and equiprmeant;

o rggular maintanance of equipment to maniain good operations;

s inwestigation of abaterment opponunities once the facility moves fram the wse of fekhfls L
the ageration of Gantry crangs, and

s revigw and considerabion of mitigalion measures where approprigte.

NEW Goveiiner! 4=
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The warst case’ conslruclion and operaticonal GHG emissions from the Proposal would
represent approximataly 0.0017 per cent of Austraha's tlal annual GHG emigsions. The
repor concledes that dhis figure is not considered to be significant, n lamms of both the
canstruction and eperational phases of the davalopmant.

Qepartment’s Consdaratian
The Cwepartmont considers that impacts from the GHG emissions generaled by the

sonstruction and cperation of the Proposal would be negligitle. |t is also noled the Proposal
would facilitate a modal skaft, from truck Io train, in Ihe Iransparation of freight to the
Moarebank Ireight catchment. The EIS conclodes that lhis woyld see a nat reduction of
3,807 \CO-alyvear in GHG emissions.

Davelopar Contributians

Iny seeoardance with Section 948 of the Acl, the Department can levy developer conbribulions.,
Liverpool Council dees nol cumently have a developer conlributions plan in place for the
iMoorebank precinct, howewver has requestsd thal moneglary developer conlributionz be
sought based on similar industrial developments in the Liverpool Local Governmenl Area
(LGAY Liverpool Covncil has alsa indicaled that Council has recenlly unanimously passed a
motion 1o seek Ministarial approval to develop and implement a Sechon 944 scheme lor
‘Established Areas' of the Liverpogl LGA [0 caplure developments such as the proposed
intermcHdal terminal, The proposed devatoper conlibuhons are shown in Table 14,

Yal'e 14 Proposed Sect'on %44 Developer Coniribwntions

l Capital Investment Value Levy
0 - <§100,000 0%

$100,000 - <$200.000 0.5%
=5200,000 2%

Applying the ahove table 12 the proposal, the Applicanl would be required & pay monetary
contribulons of $2.85 million, Should tha Minister allow only 8 maximum 1% of the CIV lo be
levied, e Applicant would be raquired o pay monalary contributions of $1.425 million.
Council arguas thal these contributions would a5si51 10 Suppoiing tha fulune provision of
rainlenange of local infrastrecture in the Liverpool LGA.

The Applicant has calculated an altgrmative conlribution using the formula from the Liverpool
Conibutions Plan 2008 {Hoxton Park Slage 2 Industrial Relaasae Araas District Facilities):

Cosl of capital works and land identified lor the
calchmenl area

- SISNINONESRIRII, | Yehde trips per day (6.7
Mumber of equivalent lols in the catchmant
area
$64.302 727
= TR S X (BO+EF0YF 6.7}
18,210
£3.511.89 X 11104

= $383,122,14

The calculations above have been based on the GV of the IMEX laminal {excluding rail
conneclion} and bolh heavy vehicte and light vehicle trips per day. Other figures were based
on Whose fiqueres found in the Contribulions Plan,

M5 Govgrnmend 44
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The Department acknowledges Council's posilan and agrees hal the Applicant should be
raguired 10 pay monetary contribulions 1o offsel ineteased pressures on Counal's assats and
services as a resull of Ihe proposal. However, the amount soughl by Council doas not 1ake
into consderation the scale of the development, predicled traffic generation and proposed
numiker of employees far this stage.

N is understood that while the tolal employment numbers generated iom the agaration of the
lerminal are forecasl o be approwimately 150, this is based on ali jobs crealed by tha
proposal fie heavy vehicle drivers} rather than the fetal nember of permanent full Ume
gmployees on-sile. The Depanment has been advised that the number of on-sile container
handlers and office workers would be betveen 20-25 full ime gquivalent staff for Stage 1,
with greater numbers proposed lor sybsequent warehousing Developmeant Apglications.

Council have argued that the conlribulions seught would cater for shor-term upgrades 16 the
local transpan netwark, such as the mplementalkon of measeres 1o preclude heavy vehicles
rpm using Muwarra Rozad and Governor Macquarie Drive. Howavar, the Commission's
approval of the Concept Plan permitted a Cevelopment Apphication for Staga 1 1o be pursued
as it was demongiraled that trafic generalion resulling from the operatan of the tarminal
would not excead Ihe capacily of the transpor network.

While the Deparment acknowledges Coungil's milenlkons 1o prepare a 5844 Condribulions
Plan o caplere developments in estatbshed areas such as this, in Lhe absence of a
Develaper Contnbutions Plan for the site, the Depadment concurg with the calculations made
by the Apphcant and congidears the monelary contnbutions offared 1o bo fair and reasonable.
Furlher, given the ratalively imited number of employees working on-site, mpadcls on Council
servicas and infrastructure are not considered 19 be significant for Stage 1.

The Ceparimeant therelore recommends thal a condibon be in¢iuded requiring the Applicant
pay developer contributions iotalling 3393,122.00 1o Livepool Counal to offsel increased
pressures on Soundls assels and services as a resull of the proposal

56. Section 79C Evaluation

Tabta 15 idenlilies the maters for consideraton onder section 7AC thal apply o S50, in
gocardance with section 89H of lhe EP&A Act. The table represents a summary for which
additional mfermation and consideraton ia prowided lor in Section & and relevant appendicas
or olher sections of ths repar and the EIS, ralerencad in the table.

The EIS has been prepared by the applicand to consider thase malers and those required to
ke considered in the SEARs and in accordance with the reguirgments of =eclion 78{BA) of
the EF&A Act and Schadulg 2 of the ERS A Requlalion.

Tehle T4 Soction 78C(1) Marters for Conmsfderaiion

Section T8C{1} Evaluation Congideration

{alli} ary envranmetal plannmng ngirumerl Reler Appandix B

(alin) ay proposed instrment Mat apphicable.

faltii) any develdpment conliol plan M appicable”

salii-a) any plann -] agreemen’ Thare % cutrantly no Yolunlary Plann.ng Agreement

(WPA) In Mace, however 3 VPA may ba enlered mila
lor subsacuent developmert applicaiipns . depending
araulearies of congultation with TIRNSW/RERS .n
relat:on o infragirucluraiioad UpGrages
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(alfiv} the requialnns

Thea develapmenl application meets the relevanl
requirenrents of the Begulation, ircluding tne
pracacufes ralating to development apalcat:ons (Farl
6 of the Regulakans), pubhc partocigation proceduras
far 850 ¢ and schedule 2 of the Regulation relating
W envirsremeanla’ impacl slatements Referlo
Sections 3 and £

taliv] any opasial 2ane manatarm ans plan

{b) the lhely impacls of thal deveoprent

Mol applicable

Appropriately mitigated or canditianed §rafer 1o
Sectian 5

fc) the suilabcity of Ine sile for the
developrent

Suilable {refer 1o Sectron 2 and Soction 3)

1d] any sulrnissns

Refer to Sectlon 4

(] the public inleres]

The Deapa<tment conscders the proposal will have
signdicant economic beneils o the 3iate of NZW,
with a 5142, 5 rmullion direcl capilal inyvestment inta the
south-westarn Sydney region and generation of up 1o
250 jobs during constryction and 180 jobs dunng
azefation. Furlher, the proposal is considered 1o be
congistan: with the MSW Government's objective 1o
maxn:se the hawlage of freight by rail. A range of
strategc documenls have over the las! decacde
conlmued [ suppor  the cevelppmeant o an
iarmodal term:ng at Moerebank nowdirg the need
o achusve an icrease in the ral mode skare of part
contamet fre ght mivements

Cr: balance, e Deparimen: acknow.gdges thal ine
proposal wauld contr.bule to the local economy and
gal-sfy thi long identfed need whilg minimising
gnveranmental impact throwgh the implementation of
appropr-aie mitigation measures. As such, the
Department consicers the proposal o be inthe pulillic
irlerest.

Biadivarsily valuss exemps !
(a) On brodivarsity cerlifed [and
(3 Biphanking Stalemant exists

Mot applcable

" Under clauss 11 ol the AL SEPF, development control plans do not gy to atale gign fican] gawatopment.

AW Soammaent
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€. RECOMMENDATION

The Deparment considers the propasal will have significant aconomic benefits to the Stale
of WNSYW, with @ $142.5 million direct capilal inyvestment inlo the south-westarm Fydney regen
and generation ¢f up to 250 jobs during construckon and 150 jobs dunng speration. Furthgr,
the proposal is considered to ba consislent with the MSW Govemmenl's obpactive o
maximise the baulage of Treight by rail. & range ¢f sirateqic documents have over lhe [ast
decade continued lo suppod the development ¢f an intermodal terminal at ffoorebank
ingluding the need to achieve an increase in the raill mode shara of port conlaingr fraight
Movements.

The key environmenlal impacts a5so6ialed with this proposal campnse Iraffic and ranspor,
air qualily and operational rose. These issues have been addrassed in the Applicant's EIS
and FtS. The Depanmenl has assessed this mlarmabon and also carefully considared all
submissions raceived from public authonties and the community ¢n the proposal. Based on
it assessment, the Departmeant is satisfied thal the impacts of e propasal, Both in igolation
and cumulatively with the MIC Facility, can be managed andior miligated to an acceptable
level

The Depattment cansiders the Siage 1 proposal is congisten] with the lerms of the Concept
Plan and should be approved subject to the recommended condilions. Thesa recommeanded
drafl condilions would ensure that the mitigation measures included in the RIS ara
implemanted 3% well 35 slrengthening the ranagement and mitigation of denbfied impacls
ihal the Department, other governmentl agencies, Councilz and We genaral public have
raizad.

On balanca, tne Depardmen! acknowledges that the propssal would conlributa 1o tha peal
ecanamy and salisly the long idantikad nesd while minimising envirenmental impact through
ihe implementation of appropnate miligation maasures. As such, the Depariment consiars
1he propasal o be in the public interasl,

[tis RECOMMEMDED ihal the Commssion:

« gonsider Ihe findings and recommendations of this repon,

= apprave Iha SIMTA Stage 1 S50 subjes! to the conditions of approval; and
« wign e attached instrument of approval {Appendix C).

2Ap A

\ B2 David Gainsford 1 &7 2 /¢ 5™
Director Executive Diractor
Transpart Asspssmants Priority Projects Assassmants
MM Gosarmymard 47
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APPENDIX A  RELEVANT SUPPORTING INFORMATION

The lzlowing supperting documents and supporting infemmalian to this assessmenl repon
can be found an the Depariment of Planning and Infrastructure’s website as follows.

1. Envirgnmantal Impact Statement

http://majorprojects.planning.nsw.gov.au/index.pl?action=view job&job id=6766

2. Submissions [E13)

http://majorprojects.planning.nsw.gov.au/index.pl?action=view job&job id=6766

3. Applicant's Response to Submissmns

http://maijorprojects.planning.nsw.gov.au/index.pl?action=view job&job id=6766




APPENDIX B  CONSIDERATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING
INSTRUMENTS

The primary controls guiding the assezsment of the proposal are:
a) Slate Crvirgrimenial Planmng Policy (State and Regional Developrment} 2017
bl Slate Environmenta' Planming Policy Mo, 18 — Qrshfand in Urban Areas
c) Sfglte Environmenlat Planning Fobey Mo 33 - Hazardows and Offensive Developrmant
d] Slate Emvironmental Planning Policy No.55 — Remedatran of Langd
a] Siate Emironmental Planning Policy No. B4 — Adverising and Sonagse
i Slate Emvrorimental Planming Policy (Infrastructure) 2007
gl Liverpool Loca! Ervaronmenial Plan 2008

State Environmontal Planning Policy (State and Regional Devalopmant) 2011 (5RD
SEPP)

Tha aims of the Slare Envirormental Flanming Polficy (State and Regional Develommantt
2011 (SRD SEPP) are to identily Slate significant development and State sgnilicant
infrasruciure and provide he negessary funclions to joint regional planning panels Lo
detammine developmenl applications.

The proposal is Siale swgnifican develcpment gren b s developmant for the pupose ol an
imermodal facilily with a capifal investmenl value {1V} in excass of 530 million under dause 19
tRail and related trangsport faciikes) of Schedule 1 of Siale Environmenidal Planning Policy {Stale
and Regional Ceveluprment) 204 1. Tharefore the Minister [or Planning is the consent aulharily.

State Environmontal Planning Policy Na. 19 — Bushland In Urban Areas

Stale Envirnmental Planning Palicy No. 19 — Bushland i Lirban Argas (SEPP 19) aimg 1o
protect bushlang within urban argas bacause of its value to the community, 3ssthetic valua
and ils value a5 a recreational, adusalionzgl and scientilic rasource.

An aszezsment of biodiversily impacls was provided as part of tha EIS. Tha Deparment
accapts that wegetalion clearing is inevilable for the praposal ko procesd and thal the clearing
of some threataned ecological communilies will occocur. & bodwersily offset package 1§
required lo be prepared prior o any works on ihe ecolpgically signficant areas.  This
requiremeant has bean addressed in the assessment regort recommended conditions. The
Deparment conziders that wilh appropriale mitigation measures, e sims and ghjectives of
SEPP 19 have been mel.

State Environmental Planning Policy No_13 - Hazardous and Offensive Development
Stale Environrnental Planning Palicy No. 33 - Hazardous and Offensive Development {SEPP
33) provides clear definitions of hazardoeus and offensive indusiies and aims Lo facihtate
development defined as such and to ensure thal in delerminig developments of this nalure,
appropnale measures are employed to redoce tha impacl of the developmeant and require
adverisement of apphcalions proposed to carry cul such developmeanl.

The Depardment acknowledges that Ihe intermaodal {acility may handle conlainers that contain
hazardous and offensive materials. However, the apalication does nol seek approval for
development involving potentially hazardous and offensive development. The recommended
condilions of consent require that any dangerous goods, as delined by the Ausiralian
Dangerous Gonds Code, shall be stored and handled sinetly in accordance with; all relevant
Australian Standards; bund yolume requirements and the Environment Frotection Manuws! for
Authorised Offcers: Bundng amd Spdl Maragemen!, technical bufletin (Enwaronment
Protection Authorniry, 1937

The Degardmant is salisfied that the proposed develagpment 5 nol a hazardous or offansive
devalopmenl under SEPP 33, and that if required all necessary assessments under the
SEPF 33 will be underaken lor fulure developrment applicalions.



State Environmental Planning Palicy Mo, 55 - Remediation of Land

Siata Enviranmental Flanning Policy flo 55 — Remedration of Lard {SEPP 53} is the primary

gnvirgnmental planning ingiroment guiding ihe remedigtion of contaminated land in N3W.

SEPF 55 aims 1o

» provide a stale-wide planning gpproach 1o the remediation of conlammated randg;

v idenlify when consent is required or nol requirad for a remediation work;

v specily certan considgeralions that arg relevant to apphéalons for consenl L carty Gul
remedialion works; and

» require that remedialion work meel gerlain standards and notification reguirement.

Clayse 7 of SEPP 55 identilies that a consenl aulhorily must nel consant to tha carrying oul

of any dewvelopment on land unless:

a it has considered whathar the land is contaminalad;

a if the land is contaminated, it 15 satisfied that 1he land is suilable inits contaminatad stale
for will he syvilable, after remedialion) lor the purpase Tor which the development is
praposed to be carried oul; and

o if the [and requiras remedialion o be made suitable {or the purposa for which the
developmenl is proposed to be caried oul, il is satisfied that the land will be remediated
before the land 15 used for thal purpose.

The Depariment considers thal the contaminaled Yands can be appropriately remedialed in
accordance wilh The measures identifisd in the EIS. As such, 1he Dapartmeant is salisfied that
the sile would be suilable for its future intended vse as an nlermadal fagibty subject 1o the
implementation of e RAP measures and managament controls.

State Envirenmental Planning Policy No. 64 — Advertising and Signage

The aim of Slate Emvironmental Planning Folicy Mo §4 - Atvertising and Signage is 1o
ensure Ihat any signage and advertising: is compatible wilh 1he desired amenity and visual
character of an arga; provides effeclive communication in suitable [scatiens; and is of high
quality dasign and hrish. The proposed signage has heen assassed by the Depariment and
it constdered 1o be appropnale lar the sign and consisien! with Ihe raquirements of SEPP 84,

State Enwvironmantal Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007

The aim of State Environmental Planning Policy finfrasireciure) 2007 {Infrastruciure SEPP) 15
to improve reqgulatony certanty, faciitate the effaclive stale wide delwvery of infrasiruciure by
providing greater fexibibty in the locakon of infrasiructure and zarvice faciliies, allowing the
gevelnpmeant of surplus government land, wentifipng relevam gnvironmental assessment
calegories lor development, wdenlifying relevant matters & be considered and providing for
consullabion with relevant public auihanties.

Clause &1 Developmenl Penritted with Consen! includes rail freighl terminzls. rail freight
sidings or rail intermedal facilities. The propasal 1g for a rail inermadal erminal and would
requirg a connection inlg the 55FL which 15 an ARTC swhgdigperated line. The proposal is
sonsislen] with this clauze as it is considered 1o be develpment reguired with consent.

Clause 104 Traffic-gensrating devalopment applies 1o the proposed developmenl as the
proposal involves more [Fan g 000m” in Aoor space. In this regard, and in accordance with
clause 104(3) of the Infrasiructure SEPP, TINSW (including RAS) were given wrilten nolice
of the S50 application and due consideration was given 10 ke commeants.

Liverpoo! Local Enviranmental Plan 2008
Consideration of the relevarl conbrsls contained within Liverpool LEP is prowded below.
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APPENDIX C

NOISE TABLES

Operational Neise

Tanle 1: dparatienal Nolse Criteria - Intrusiveness

o AdBA = Lseq, 15 min
Racolvar Daytime Evanlng Night
(Tam-6pm) [Spm-10pm) HOpm-Tam}
NCA1 d7 42 52
NCAZ ER 41 FE
MNCAS a4 42 34
NEA i) b)) 12
Tahle ¥ Operafional Noiea Crlterla - dmanity
dBA = L, 15 min
Recalver Daytime Evenling Might
{Tam-6pm) (Bpm-T0pm) [(1Gpm-Fam]
MCA1 (i) 45 di
MNCAZ =11 &0 45
MCAZ ) 45 q0
MC A4 55 45 40
51, 52 P sieest 1-Four period whenn wee - 45
DHIDG Wren i use - 7D
Tatla }: Sleep Blsturbance Screanlng Levels
Recelver Sleep Bisturbance Sereening Lavel (Lyjmind Eamped
HCAY a2
NCAZ &1
NIZAI 4
NCA4 Yy
Tatle 4. Rail Hoise Crileria
RING Criteris (Lag ceriga)
Recelvar Tirma Parlod Acceptable Recommerded L
Maximum
Day 33 G0 2D
NCAT {7arm-Bam)
NCAZ Evsning 45 0 a0
NC A4 (6o -10pm)
Nlght 40 45 &0
H Opar-Tam}
Cay Bh 65 &0
(Fam-Epm})
NCAZ Evenaing b it B0
(Spm-10pm)
Nght 45 a0 L]
[10pm-Tam}
Molalast 1-hour 45 B0 -
51, 5¥ pericd when in
LES
" When in uss TO 75 =




APPENDIX D [INSTRUMENT OF APPROVAL




