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RECOMMENDATION REPORT 

SIMTA Moorebank Intermodal Terminal Facility, Sydney, NSW (EPBC 2011/6229) 

Recommendation 

1. That the proposed action, to construct and operate the SIMTA Moorebank Intermodal 

Terminal Facility and associated rail infrastructure approximately 27 kilometres south west 

of Sydney’s CBD be approved subject to the conditions specified below. 

Conditions Relevant 

paragraph 

in report 

Protection of EPBC flora and fauna & the environment on Commonwealth 

land 

1. For the better protection of the GHFF, the person taking the action must: 

a) not clear more than 11 hectares of GHFF foraging habitat; 

b) engage a suitably qualified expert to undertake a 

pre-clearance survey(s) to confirm the absence of GHFF roosting 

camps within the rail easement, no more than 48 hours prior to the 

clearance of potential GHFF roosting habitat; and 

c) notify the Department in writing of the results of pre-clearance 

surveys.  

If the GHFF is detected roosting on site, all native vegetation clearance 

activities must halt until the person taking the action has complied with 

any directions the Minister may wish to issue regarding timing of 

construction or methods for dispersal of the GHFF. 

100, 101 

 

2. For the better protection of the Macquarie Perch, the person taking the 

action must: 

a) engage a suitably qualified expert to design (or provide input on 

the design of) all crossings which are proposed to be implemented 

across Macquarie Perch habitat. Any such crossings must be of a 

suitable design that provides for the passage requirements of 

Macquarie Perch; and 

b) implement all feasible and practicable measures that ensure 

sedimentation and / or erosion (as a result of the proposed action) do 

not lead to any further reductions in the water quality, or degradation 

of, Macquarie Perch habitat. 

111, 112 

 

3. For the better protection of Hibbertia sp. Bankstown, the person taking 

the action must engage a suitably qualified expert to undertake a 

targeted search for individuals of Hibbertia sp. Bankstown within all 

areas of potential habitat during the species’ flowering period. 

86 

 

4. For the better protection of Bynoe’s Wattle, the person taking the action 

must engage a suitably qualified expert to undertake a field habitat 

131 
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assessment that targets the ecological requirements of Bynoe’s Wattle, 

in all areas of Castlereagh Scribbly Gum Woodland likely to be cleared 

as a result of the proposed action. If the assessment determines there is 

potential for the species to occur on site, then a suitably qualified 

expert must undertake a targeted search for individuals of Bynoe’s 

Wattle within all areas of potential habitat identified by the habitat 

assessment during the species’ flowering period. 

Flora and Fauna Management Plan 

5. For the better protection of EPBC listed flora & the environment on 

Commonwealth land, the person taking the action must engage a 

suitably qualified expert to prepare a Flora and Fauna Management 

Plan (FFMP) for the approval of the Minister. The FFMP must include 

(but need not be limited to): 

a) details on the timing of native vegetation clearance works; 

b) detailed maps of the rail link easement and construction zone 

showing: 

i. permanent infrastructure and temporary works; 

ii. no-go areas; and 

iii. physical barriers used for the protection of native vegetation on 

Commonwealth land, and of EPBC Act listed Nodding Geebung 

and Small-flower Grevillea. 

c) measures to minimise the extent of native vegetation clearing upon 

Commonwealth land and the clearing of Nodding Geebung and 

Small-flower Grevillea; 

d) provisions to ensure no more than 17 individuals of Nodding 

Geebung and 634 stems of Small-flower Grevillea are cleared; 

e) the results of targeted surveys for Hibbertia sp. Bankstown and 

Bynoe’s Wattle (including the number of individuals recorded) and 

what measures will be implemented to avoid, mitigate and manage 

impacts to these species, if individuals are found on site;  

f) measures which allow terrestrial fauna to disperse naturally ahead of 

clearing activities, and minimise the risk of injury to individuals; 

g) actions to maintain or enhance the long-term viability of native 

vegetation adjoining the rail easement in particular, adjoining 

populations of Nodding Geebung and Small-flower Grevillea; 

h) measures to safeguard flora and fauna from the threat of weeds, fire, 

pathogens and unauthorised access, including (but not limited to) the 

commitments outlined in section 7.4.1 of the EIS (and summarised at 

Annexure A);  

i) ongoing monitoring to inform the adaptive management of native 

vegetation adjoining the rail easement. 

39, 40, 59, 

60, 87, 132, 

167 
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Native vegetation clearance must not occur until the FFMP has been 

approved. The FFMP must be implemented once approved. 

Threatened Flora Offset Management Plan 

6. For the better protection of Nodding Geebung, Small-flower Grevillea 

(and potentially, Hibbertia sp. Bankstown and Bynoe’s Wattle) the 

person taking the action must engage a suitably qualified expert to 

prepare a Threatened Flora Offset Management Plan (TFOMP) (or 

plans) for the approval of the Minister. The TFOMP must include (but 

need not be limited to): 

a) details of a direct offset that satisfies the requirements of the 

Department’s offset policy, in accordance with the offset user guide 

(including timeframes for the delivery or acquisition of the direct 

offset); 

b) map(s) and shapefiles that identify the location and boundaries of 

the direct offset; 

c) details of the management actions and performance objectives which 

will maintain and enhance the Nodding Geebung and Small-flower 

Grevillea habitat and/or population covered by the TFOMP 

(including the duration, intensity, and timing of management actions); 

d) an assessment of the baseline population and distribution for 

Nodding Geebung and Small-flower Grevillea within the direct 

offset, including: 

i. the number of plants protected and their location; and 

ii. plant and habitat condition. 

e) measures for regular monitoring of the status of individuals of 

Nodding Geebung and Small-flower Grevillea and their habitat as 

measured against the baseline population and distribution, including:   

i. fluctuations in population size and distribution; and 

ii. response to disturbances and/or management actions. 

f) provisions to revise the approved TFOMP in response to monitoring 

associated with condition 6(e); 

Native vegetation clearance must not occur until the TFOMP has been 

approved. The TFOMP must be implemented once approved. 

Should the action result in, or be likely to result in, residual impacts to 

Hibbertia sp. Bankstown or Bynoe’s Wattle (as determined by the 

Minister), the TFOMP must also demonstrate how it meets the 

standards described in (a) to (f), for these two species. 

 

41, 42, 61, 

62, 87, 132 
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Construction Environment Management Plan 

7. For the better protection of Commonwealth land, the person taking the 

action must engage a suitably qualified expert(s) to prepare a 

Construction Environment Management Plan (CEMP), for the approval 

of the Minister. The CEMP must include in relation to construction of the 

proposed facility: 

a) details on the timing of construction works (accompanied by current 

and detailed maps); 

b) identification and quantification of all potential impacts associated 

with noise, vibration, air quality, traffic, light spill, hydrological 

changes, contamination, and indigenous heritage (including 

cumulative impacts associated with the DoF’s proposed intermodal) 

upon Commonwealth land. Consideration must be given to people 

and communities at SME, DNSDC, Defence housing, and the 

environment more generally in neighbouring bushland areas. Of 

note, the air quality assessment must quantify all emissions arising 

from air pollutant sources for which there are established national air 

quality standards; 

c) the results of further investigations with regard to land contamination 

and indigenous heritage impacts (specifically, PADs two and three). 

If adverse impacts are identified, details on how such matters will be 

managed / mitigated must also be provided. Evidence of ongoing 

consultation with RAPs regarding further investigations for 

indigenous heritage objects/places must be provided; 

d) refined details (including implementation timeframes) for the 

mitigation measures outlined in the EIS (sections 7.4.2, 7.4.3, 7.4.6, 

7.4.7, 7.4.8 and 7.4.9) and summarised at Annexure A;  

e) a commitment to ensure no lights are installed above the height of 40 

metres or, the maximum approved height of the intermodal 

warehouse buildings (whichever is less); 

f) identification of the trigger values and criteria for all matters 

mentioned in condition 7(b) (excluding light spill, land contamination 

and indigenous heritage) that will be adopted for monitoring and 

managing potential impacts to Commonwealth land;  

g) details of a comprehensive monitoring program (including locations, 

frequency and duration) for: 

i. validating the anticipated impacts associated with condition 7(b); 

and 

ii. determining the effectiveness of proposed 

mitigation/management measures; 

h) provisions to revise the approved CEMP in response to monitoring 

associated with condition 7(g) including, details of response / 

contingency mechanisms to address any exceedances of the 

 

75, 77, 117, 

203, 206, 

207, 208, 

213, 215, 

216, 218, 

219, 220, 

242 to 245, 

259, 260, 

262, 264, 

266, 282, 

284, 306, 

307, 318, 

319, 320, 

358 



EPBC 2011/6229    Attachment A 

Page 5 of 66 

relevant trigger values; 

i) evidence of consultation with Defence regarding the adequacy of 

proposed mitigation measures in particular, those measures to 

mitigate potential light spill impacts upon residential dwellings within 

SME outside of standard construction hours; and 

j) details of a complaints handling procedure; 

Commencement of the action may not occur until the CEMP has been 

approved. The CEMP must be implemented once approved. 

Operation Environment Management Plan 

8. For the better protection of Commonwealth land, the person taking the 

action must engage a suitably qualified expert(s) to prepare an 

Operation Environment Management Plan (OEMP) for the approval of 

the Minister. The OEMP must include in relation to operation of the 

proposed facility: 

a) identification and quantification of all potential impacts associated 

with noise, vibration, air quality, traffic and light spill (including 

cumulative impacts associated with the DoF’s proposed intermodal) 

upon Commonwealth land. Consideration must be given to people 

and communities at SME, DNSDC, Defence housing, and the 

environment more generally in neighbouring bushland areas. Of 

note, the air quality assessment must quantify all emissions arising 

from air pollutant sources for which there are established national air 

quality standards; 

b) refined details (including implementation timeframes) for the 

mitigation measures outlined in the EIS (sections 7.4.2, 7.4.6, 7.4.7, 

7.4.8 and 7.4.9) and summarised at Annexure A;  

c) refined details of how heavy vehicles entering and exiting the site will 

be processed, including information on access and circulation both 

into, and within, the intermodal facility grounds;  

d) measures to ensure no heavy vehicles entering or exiting the 

intermodal facility park, or wait, on Moorebank Avenue;  

e) identification of the trigger values and criteria for all matters 

mentioned in condition 8(b) (excluding light spill) that will be adopted 

for monitoring and managing potential impacts to those 

Commonwealth land;  

f) details of a comprehensive monitoring program (including locations, 

frequency and duration) for: 

i. validating the anticipated impacts associated with condition 8(b); 

and 

ii. determining the effectiveness of mitigation/management 

measures (including the success of public transport incentives); 

g) provisions to revise the approved OEMP in response to monitoring 

203, 206, 

207, 208, 

213, 215, 

216, 218, 

219, 220, 

242 to 245, 

259, 260, 

262, 264, 

266,  
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associated with condition 8(f) including, details of response / 

contingency mechanisms to address any exceedances of the 

relevant trigger values; 

h) evidence of consultation with Defence regarding the adequacy of 

proposed mitigation measures;  

i) details of a complaints handling procedure; 

Commencement of operations may not occur until the OEMP has 

been approved. The OEMP must be implemented once approved. 

9. For the better protection of Commonwealth land, the person taking the 

action must enter into a written agreement with Defence that specifies 

the use and ongoing maintenance of Moorebank Avenue. Prior to 

commencement of the action the person taking the action must 

provide a copy of that agreement to the Department.  

263 

Administrative conditions 

10. Within one month after the commencement of the action, the person 

taking the action must advise the Department in writing of the actual 

date of commencement.  

11. The person taking the action must maintain accurate records 

substantiating all activities associated with or relevant to the conditions 

of approval, including measures taken to implement any management 

plan, strategy, or agreement required by this approval, and make them 

available upon request to the Department. Such records may be subject 

to audit by the Department or an independent auditor in accordance 

with section 458 of the EPBC Act, or used to verify compliance with the 

conditions of approval. Summaries of audits will be posted on the 

Department’s website. The results of audits may also be publicised 

through the general media.   

12. Within three months of every 12 month anniversary of the 

commencement of the action, the person taking the action must 

publish a report on their website addressing compliance with each of the 

conditions of this approval, including implementation of any management 

plans or agreements as specified in the conditions. Documentary 

evidence providing proof of the date of publication and non-compliance 

with any of the conditions of this approval must be provided to the 

Department at the same time as the compliance report is published. 

13. Upon the direction of the Minister, the person taking the action must 

ensure that an independent audit of compliance with the conditions of 

approval is conducted and a report submitted to the Minister. The 

independent auditor must be approved by the Minister prior to the 

commencement of the audit. Audit criteria must be agreed to by the 

Minister and the audit report must address the criteria to the satisfaction 

of the Minister.  

14. If the person taking the action wishes to carry out any activity otherwise 

than in accordance with any management plan specified in the 
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conditions, the person taking the action must submit to the Department 

for the Minister’s written approval a revised version of that management 

plan. The varied activity shall not commence until the Minister has 

approved the varied management plan in writing. The Minister will not 

approve a varied management plan unless the revised management 

plan would result in an equivalent or improved environmental outcome 

over time.  If the Minister approves the revised management plan, then 

that management plan must be implemented in place of the 

management plan originally approved.  

15. If the Minister believes that it is necessary or convenient for the better 

protection of Listed Threatened species or the environment on 

Commonwealth land to do so, the Minister may request that the person 

taking the action make specified revisions to any management plan, as 

specified in the conditions and submit the revised management plan for 

the Minister’s written approval. The person taking the action must 

comply with any such request. The revised approved management plan 

must be implemented. Unless the Minister has approved the revised 

management plan, then the person taking the action must continue to 

implement the management plan originally approved, as specified in the 

conditions.  

16. If, at any time after five years from the date of this approval, the person 

taking the action has not substantially commenced the action, then 

the person taking the action must not substantially commence the 

action without the written agreement of the Minister. 

17. Unless otherwise agreed to in writing by the Minister, the person taking 

the action must publish all management plans referred to in these 

conditions of approval on their website.  Each management plan must be 

published on the website within one month of being approved.  

Notes: 

Management plans referred to in conditions 5 to 8 may be reorganised for administrative 

efficiency provided that all specified requirements are addressed and that each document is 

submitted with a clear description of the condition(s) it is intended to satisfy. For example, 

management plans may be further aggregated or disaggregated by construction stage, 

geographic area or management theme (including by ‘species’ in the case of condition 6). 

Where a plan is used to satisfy the requirements of both the State and the Commonwealth, that 

plan must clearly articulate where each of the Commonwealth’s conditional criteria have been 

addressed within that plan. 

Definitions: 

Bynoe’s Wattle means Acacia bynoeana as listed under the EPBC Act. 

Commencement of the action means the construction of any infrastructure (excluding fences 

and signage) associated with the proposed action. 

Commencement of operations means the handling / transportation / distribution of any freight 

associated with the proposed action. 

Defence means the Department of Defence. 
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Direct offset is an area of habitat, individuals of a species, or some other tangible asset, that is 

protected in compensation for the loss of a corresponding area of habitat or individuals of a 

species with identified conservation value. 

DNSDC means the Defence National Storage Distribution Centre. 

DoF means the Department of Finance (formerly known as the Department of Finance and 

Deregulation). 

EIS means the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the action (dated October 2013). 

GHFF means the Grey-headed Flying-fox (Pteropus poliocephalus) as listed under the EPBC 

Act. 

GHFF foraging habitat includes Corymbia maculate, Eucalyptus crebra, and Eucalyptus 

longifolia. 

GHFF roosting habitat includes Castlereagh Swamp Woodland. 

Hibbertia sp. Bankstown means Hibbertia puberula subsp. glabrescens as listed under the 

EPBC Act. 

Macquarie Perch means Macquaria australasica as listed under the EPBC Act. 

Native vegetation clearance includes the cutting down, felling, thinning, logging, removing, 

killing, destroying, poisoning, ringbarking, uprooting or burning of any native vegetation.  

Nodding Geebung means Persoonia nutans, as listed under the EPBC Act. 

PADs two and three mean the potential archaeological deposits as illustrated at Annexure C. 

RAP means registered Aboriginal party. 

Shapefiles mean an ESRI ArcGIS Shapefile, containing ‘.shp’, ‘.shx.’ and ‘.dbf’ files and other 

files. Shapefiles must include appropriate metadata capturing attributes including but not limited 

to the EPBC reference number of the approved action and details of the EPBC protected 

matters present within the offset, covenant or legal protection details, including type and 

identification. The Department prefers shapefiles using the Geocentric Datum of Australia 

(GDA) 94.  

Small-flower Grevillea means Grevillea parviflora subsp. parviflora as listed under the EPBC 

Act. 

SME means the School of Military Engineering. 

Standard construction hours occur between 07:00 to 18:00 Monday to Friday and 08:00 to 

13:00 Saturday. 

Stems include however many stems are attached to an individual plant, or rhizome. 

Substantially commence(d) the action means the erection of any permanent infrastructure 

excluding signage and fences, associated with the action. 

Suitably qualified expert means any individual with tertiary qualifications and/or a minimum of 

five years demonstrated experience relevant to the task in question.  

The Department means the Australian Government Department responsibility for administering 

the EPBC Act. 
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The EPBC Act is the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. 

The Minister means the Minister administering the EPBC Act and includes a delegate of the 

Minister. 

Background 

Description of the project and location 

2. The Sydney Intermodal Terminal Alliance (SIMTA), a consortium of Qube Holdings and 

Aurizon is proposing to build and operate an intermodal terminal facility in Moorebank,  

New South Wales (NSW) to facilitate improved freight movement between Port Botany 

and Moorebank, and to meet Sydney’s future freight needs (the EIS, Figures 2 and 8). 

3. The proposed action will result in a new intermodal terminal with a capacity to handle up 

to 1 million twenty foot containers / equivalent units (TEUs) per annum, warehousing and 

distribution facilities, a freight village (providing offices, driver facilities and retail / business 

services), and a 3.5 kilometre rail link connecting the site to the newly developed Southern 

Sydney Freight Line (SSFL).  

4. The proposed action will be constructed in three stages staggered over a period of 

approximately 8 years. These include: Stage 1 – construction of the intermodal terminal 

and rail link; Stage 2 – construction of warehouses and distribution facilities; and Stage 3 

– extension of the intermodal terminal and completion of warehouses and distribution 

facilities (the EIS, Figures 19 and 20). 

5. The proposed action is located within the Liverpool Local Government Area approximately 

27 kilometres west of Sydney’s central business district.  

6. Of the proposed 123 hectare development footprint, 83 hectares is owned by SIMTA and 

currently occupied under lease by the Department of Defence (Defence) and the 

remaining 40 hectares (the proposed rail corridor) is owned by a combination of parties 

including Defence, Railcorp NSW, and various private land owners (the EIS, Table 13 and 

Figure 32). 

7. While the precise alignment of rail infrastructure is not available at this stage, an indicative 

route has been provided (the EIS, Figure 1). According to the proponent, it is anticipated 

that the rail easement will have a width of approximately 20 metres (spreading to 

30 metres, where it approaches the intermodal) and a length of approximately 

3.5 kilometres. 

8. The proposed action will remove approximately 88 hectares of fauna habitat, comprising 

1.48 hectares of remnant forest, woodland and riparian habitat and approximately 

86.74 hectares of landscaped, cleared and disturbed habitat. The proposed action sits 

within the Georges River catchment and will require crossings over two watercourses: the 

Georges River and Anzac Creek (the EIS, Figure 35). 

9. The portion of land owned by SIMTA is currently used by the Defence National Storage 

and Distribution Centre (DNSDC). The DNSDC is planned to relocate to an adjoining 

property by the end of 2014. Relocation of the DNSDC was referred to the Department in 

2012, and determined ‘not a controlled action, if undertaken in a particular manner’ (EPBC 

2012/6462). 

10. The proposed action is surrounded on all boundaries by land owned by Defence. This 

includes the School of Military Engineering (SME) to the west, the Holsworthy Military 
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Reserve (to the south), residual bushland (to the east), and the DNSDC relocation site to 

the north (north-east) of the proposed intermodal site.  

11. A separate freight handling intermodal facility has also been proposed west of the project 

site on land currently occupied by the SME (depicted as the ‘MPO proposed action’ in the 

EIS, Figure 28). The proposed action was referred under the EPBC Act by the 

Department of Finance and Deregulation (now the Department of Finance (DoF)) and was 

determined to be a controlled action on 20 September 2011 (EPBC 2011/6086). At the 

time of writing this report, an Environment Impact Statement (EIS) for this proposed action 

was yet to be published. 

12. Although the Department is concurrently considering both proposed intermodal facilities 

on their own merits and without prejudice, it seems unlikely that circumstances will 

support the actual development of both. For the purposes of considering cumulative 

impacts in its EIS, SIMTA has generally assumed that either or both intermodal facilities 

will proceed with a total capacity of 1 million TEUs. 

Controlling provisions, assessment approach and public consultation 

13. The proposed action was referred on 21 December 2011 and determined to be a 

controlled action on 23 January 2012 due to likely significant impacts on: 

 listed threatened species and communities; and 

 the environment on Commonwealth land. 

On the same day, it was decided the proposed action would be assessed by EIS. 

14. The proposed action received 204 public submissions (from 54 people) plus one 

submission from Mr Craig Kelly MP, Federal Member for Hughes during the referral stage. 

Most of these submissions (including Mr Kelly’s) either opposed the proposed action 

and / or questioned the integrity of the assessment documentation. 

15. On 19 June 2013, the proponent published the draft EIS for public comment, for a period 

of 40 business days in accordance with section 103 of the EPBC Act. During this period a 

total of 38 public submissions were received. While a large portion of these submissions 

were received from local residents, comments were also received from Defence, DoF, 

Liverpool City Council, Bankstown Council, the Cumberland Conservation Network, 

Western Sydney Wildlife, Mr Craig Kelly MP, and the Liverpool Community Independent 

Team.  

16. The nature of the submissions received on the draft EIS suggests that the proposed 

action has a high level of opposition within the local community. Additional submissions 

including a petition containing more than 1700 signatures of residents who oppose the 

proposed action have also been submitted to the Department outside of formal public 

consultation periods. 

17. On 27 September 2013, the proponent provided the final EIS to the Department which 

included a summary of public comments and a response to the issues raised (the EIS, 

Appendix S), along with the 38 public submissions. 

18. A notice for the publication of SIMTA’s finalised EIS including its response to submissions 

was placed in The Telegraph, Liverpool Leader, The Australian, and the Liverpool 

Champion in the week commencing the 7 October 2013, and hard copies made available 

in two locations: Liverpool City Library, and the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage 

in Sydney’s central business district. 
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State/Territory Assessment and Approval 

19. The proposed action is currently under assessment by the NSW Department of Planning 

and Infrastructure in accordance with the Environmental Planning and Assessment 

Act 1979 (EPA Act). An administrative oversight meant that the state assessment 

documentation (the Environment Assessment) had to be published twice, with the final 

publication period closing in late October 2013. At the time of writing this report, as part of 

their assessment process, the NSW Government is awaiting a response from the 

proponent to the issues raised in submissions on the proposed action. 

20. Given the timing, it is unlikely that the outcome of the state’s approval process will 

precede the Department’s statutory deadline for a final decision on approval 

(28 February 2014). 

Assessment 

Mandatory Considerations – section 136(1)(a) Part 3 controlling provisions 

21. The proposed action was determined a controlled action under the following controlling 

provisions of the EPBC Act:  

 Listed threatened species and ecological communities (sections 18 and 18A); and 

 Commonwealth land (sections 26 and 27A). 

Listed threatened species and ecological communities (sections 18 and 18A) 

Nodding Geebung (Persoonia nutans) – endangered 

Background 

22. The Nodding Geebung is an erect to spreading shrub with yellow and reddish stems and 

branches. The species is endemic to NSW occurring only in the Cumberland Plain, 

western Sydney (specifically, between Richmond and Macquarie Fields). The majority of 

known populations (99 percent) occur in the northern areas of this range, with smaller 

more isolated populations occurring in the south. While a large portion of known 

populations are contained within conservation reserves, none of these populations occur 

within the southern range of the species.  

23. According to the ‘Persoonia nutans Recovery Plan’, there are 27 known populations of the 

Nodding Geebung (2006). The majority of these populations are thought to support fewer 

than 50 individuals. Throughout its entire distribution, it is estimated there are 

approximately 5500 individuals of Nodding Geebung in total. 

24. Vegetation communities in which the species has been found include Agnes Banks 

Woodland, Castlereagh Scribbly Gum Woodland, Cooks River / Castlereagh Ironbark 

Forest and Shale Sandstone Transition Forest. 

25. According to the ‘Persoonia nutans Recovery Plan’, the Nodding Geebung is primarily 

threatened by habitat loss / fragmentation and inappropriate fire regimes. The species is 

also threatened by habitat degradation in areas of unrestricted access to Nodding 

Geebung habitat (for example, trampling by vehicles or smothering by the dumping of 

rubbish). Conservation of in-situ populations within the natural range of the Nodding 

Geebung has been identified as the main pathway to ensuring the continued and long-

term survival of the species. 

26. No conservation advice for the Nodding Geebung has been approved.  
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Impacts 

27. To assess the proposed action’s potential for impacts upon threatened flora, the 

proponent commissioned Hyder to prepare a ‘Flora and Fauna Assessment’ (FFA). The 

FFA comprised a desktop and literature research component, and a field assessment. 

Field surveys generally meeting the standards expected by the Department were 

undertaken in late Autumn of 2011 and 2012, and included random meanders, targeted 

searches, plot based surveys, vegetation condition assessments, a tree survey, terrestrial 

fauna surveys and an assessment of the aquatic environment. The FFA study area is 

depicted at Figure 35 of the EIS. 

28. The FFA identified 126 individuals of Nodding Geebung (the EIS, Figure 64), 110 of which 

occur within the proposed rail easement (the EIS, Figures 6 & 64). The affected 

population falls within the southern range of the species.  

29. The proposed action is likely to result in: 

 loss of at least 17 individuals of the Nodding Geebung; 

 fragmentation of the remaining population of, and potential habitat for, the Nodding 

Geebung; and 

 an increased risk of the soil borne fungi Phytophthora cinnamomi (to which the FFA 

has identified Nodding Geebung as a species that may be susceptible) entering the 

site. 

Mitigation 

30. To avoid and / or mitigate impacts to the Nodding Geebung the FFA proposes several 

measures including: 

 collection of seed or other genetic material for propagation / revegetation purposes 

in suitable areas of retained habitat; 

 translocation of affected individuals from the construction footprint (note that under 

the EPBC Act Environmental Offsets Policy (the offsets policy), translocation is 

generally considered to be compensation (offset) rather than mitigation); 

 retention of topsoil and seedbank from impacted areas of Nodding Geebung habitat 

for use in habitat restoration works post construction; 

 exclusion zones and / or fencing around retained Nodding Geebung habitat to 

manage the risk of indirect impacts associated with edge-effects;  

 preparation of a land management plan that addresses the fire (and other 

disturbance) mechanisms that could be used to manage potential Nodding Geebung 

habitat on site to remain productive and viable in the long term; and 

 preparation of a threatened species management plan that incorporates the above 

measures. 

Offsets 

31. To offset residual impacts to the Nodding Geebung the proponent is proposing to 

implement one of three options.  

Option one: secure a parcel of land containing a population of Nodding Geebung, and 

manage that land for the long term conservation and protection of the species. This would 

involve acquisition of at least 0.74 hectares of land within the known range of Nodding 
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Geebung, protecting that land in perpetuity through a conservation convent, and then 

managing that land for the better protection of Nodding Geebung. 

Option two: purchase biodiversity credits under the NSW Biobanking scheme, preferably 

for credits that would yield conservation benefits specific to Nodding Geebung. 

Option three: one the above options plus investing in research and / or education 

programs that yield conservation benefits for Nodding Geebung.  

Further details can be found in the ‘Preliminary Biodiversity Offset Strategy’ prepared by 

Hyder (the EIS, Appendix L). 

Conclusion 

32. According to the FFA, the population of Nodding Geebung onsite is the largest known 

population within the southern range of the species. Given the restricted distribution of the 

species (particularly, throughout its southern range) and given the size of the population 

onsite, the Department considers that the affected population is potentially important for 

the species’ long-term survival and recovery. 

33. While the direct impacts as a result of the proposed action are relatively well understood, 

potential impacts from fragmentation upon the long-term viability of the remaining 

population are less clear. According to the FFA, the areas supporting Nodding Geebung 

appear already disturbed ‘with mounded earth bunds running roughly east-west’. The 

population is also geographically restricted by various barriers bordering the area 

including Anzac Creek, Moorebank Avenue, a transmission line and the proposed 

intermodal (the EIS, Figures 6 & 64). The proposed rail link is likely to reduce, and restrict 

the population’s area of occupancy further, as well as, modify habitat that lies adjacent to 

the proposed rail link as a result of edge effects. 

34. Trains (and their cargo) using the proposed rail link have the potential to carry weed 

propagules, soil pathogens and / or pests that might not otherwise have been introduced 

to site. While the habitat in which Nodding Geebung grows (or is usually associated with) 

is not considered highly susceptible to extensive weed invasion (according to the ‘Nodding 

Geebung National Recovery Plan’), the FFA identified a number of weed species on site. 

The potential threat of weed invasion should therefore, be considered and managed 

accordingly. 

35. Construction vehicles and / or equipment associated with construction of the rail link (and 

its ongoing maintenance) also have the potential to introduce soil borne pathogens to site 

such as P. cinnamomi, if appropriate hygiene measures are not implemented. 

36. A public submission received on the draft EIS also raised concern over potential impacts 

associated with leachate from igneous base used for the proposed rail link. According to 

this submission, a species of the same genus as Nodding Geebung was adversely 

impacted as a result of ‘road sealing’ works that used an igneous base. Neither the 

proponent, nor the Department is aware of any published scientific material, (or any 

further anecdotal evidence) available regarding the above matter. 

37. Several other public submissions also raised concerns over the presence of an existing 

disused rail link that connects the DNSDC (the proposed intermodal site) to the East Hills 

Railway line (the EIS, Figure 30). 

38. According the EIS, while the use (and / or upgrading) of the existing rail link (in lieu of the 

proposed rail link route) is likely to result in a lesser impact to the Nodding Geebung, such 
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a proposal would also reduce the availability of storage space for container warehouses to 

the east of the site. As a consequence (according to the EIS), the proposal ‘would reduce 

commercial return to the operator’ (due to constraints on warehouse sizing); it would ‘pose 

a safety hazard to the site by reducing the separation between truck container transfer 

points and warehouse container storage areas’; and it would ‘result in rail, freight handling 

and truck movements occurring closer to the residences at Wattle Grove and Moorebank, 

with reduced opportunities for constructed warehouses to effectively attenuate noise and 

air emissions generated by the terminal operations, or provide visual screening of the 

operation’. 

39. In light of the above, the Department recommends that the proponent be required to 

prepare a flora management plan for the approval of the Minister. The plan should build 

upon the commitments outlined at section 5.2.1 of the FFA (and summarised at paragraph 

30 of this report) and address those impacts outlined in paragraphs 29 and 33 to 35. The 

plan should also provide for the ongoing monitoring of Nodding Geebung onsite to 

effectively inform the adaptive management of the affected population and to ensure its 

long-term viability. 

40. To ensure all efforts are made to avoid the removal of any additional Nodding Geebung 

habitat (to that described in the EIS) the Department considers that the proponent should 

not be permitted to clear more than 17 individuals. 

41. To compensate for the loss of those individuals (representing 14 percent of the affected 

population) it is further recommended that the proponent be required provide a Nodding 

Geebung offset. The offset should deliver an outcome that improves the protection of, and 

long-term conservation of Nodding Geebung, building upon the commitments outlined at 

Appendix L to the EIS (and summarised at paragraph 31 of this report).  

42. To deliver the offset, the Department recommends that the proponent be required to 

provide a Nodding Geebung offset management plan for the approval of the Minister. The 

plan should demonstrate how it meets the requirements of the EPBC Act environmental 

offsets policy (the offset policy).The plan should also detail: the objectives of the plan; the 

management actions to be undertaken; and benchmarks along with monitoring and 

response measures for ensuring the effectiveness of that plan. 

43. Providing the proponent can deliver an adequate flora management plan, and a Nodding 

Geebung offset management plan, the Department considers that impacts to the Nodding 

Geebung will be acceptable. These recommendations are reflected in the proposed 

conditions of approval at paragraph one of this report (see conditions 5 and 6). 

Small-flower Grevillea (Grevillea parviflora subsp. parviflora) – vulnerable 

Background 

44. The Small-flower Grevillea is a spindly shrub usually growing to around 0.3-1 metres in 

height. Characteristic features include its narrow leaves and white flowers with rusty 

brown hairs. The species occurs only in NSW, mainly south of Sydney in the Appin, 

Wedderburn, Picton and Bargo districts associated with the Nepean and Georges Rivers. 

The northern limit of the species is Heddon Greta, in the Lower Hunter Valley. 

45. According the Department’s species profile and threats database (SPRAT) there are at 

least 21 known populations of the Small-flower Grevillea. Of these occurrences, there are 

few known populations with greater than 200 plants. 
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46. The species has been recorded in a range of vegetation types from heath and scrubby 

woodland to open forest, as well as more exposed and slightly disturbed sites close to 

roads and tracks. Known vegetation associations include: the Shale / Sandstone 

Transition Forest, Cumberland Plain Woodlands, the White Box-Yellow Box-Blakely’s Red 

Gum Grassy Woodland, the Turpentine-Ironbark Forest, the Lower Hunter Spotted Gum-

Ironbark Forest and the Kurri Sand Swamp Woodland in the Sydney Basin Bioregion. 

47. According to ‘Approved Conservation Advice for Small-flower Grevillea’ the main identified 

threats to the species are: habitat loss and fragmentation; agriculture; road maintenance; 

weed invasion; rubbish dumping; recreational activities and inappropriate fire regimes 

(March 2008). 

48. There is no national recovery plan for the Small-flower Grevillea. 

Impacts 

49. According to the FFA, approximately 4110 stems of Small-flower Grevillea are likely to 

occur within the study area. Of this figure, an estimated 634 stems (approximately 15% of 

the population) are likely to be cleared, as a result of the proposed rail link (the EIS, 

Figures 6 & 64). An estimate of ‘stems’ rather than individual plants has been provided 

presumably, because the species can reproduce from seed and rhizome and thus, making 

it easier to quantify / identify stems over individuals. 

50. The proposed action is likely to result in: 

 loss of at least 634 stems of Small-flower Grevillea;  

 fragmentation of the remaining population of, and potential habitat for, Small-flower 

Grevillea;  

 an increased risk of P. cinnamomi (to which the FFA has identified Small-flower 

Grevillea as a species that may be susceptible) entering the site; and 

 the modification of Small-flower Grevillea habitat from edge-effects and weed 

incursions associated with vegetation clearing. 

51. Habitat fragmentation could also present an effective barrier to gene flow. According to 

SPRAT, the Small-flower Grevillea has a limited ability to disperse seed naturally 

(probably around 2 metres). The proposed rail link would be constructed within a 20 metre 

(variable width) easement. 

Mitigation 

52. To avoid and / or mitigate impacts to the Small-flower Grevillea the FFA proposes several 

measures including: 

 collection of seed or other genetic material for propagation / revegetation purposes 

in suitable areas of retained habitat; 

 translocation of affected individuals off site, if deemed appropriate (note that under 

the offsets policy, translocation is generally considered to be compensation (offset) 

rather than mitigation); 

 retention of topsoil and seedbank from impacted areas of Small-flower Grevillea 

habitat for use in landscape restoration works post construction; 

 exclusion zones around the remaining population of Small-flower Grevillea to 

manage the risk of indirect impacts associated with edge-effects; and 
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 preparation of a threatened species management plan that incorporates the above 

measures. 

Offsets 

53. The proponent has concluded that there will be no significant residual impacts on the 

Small-flower Grevillea and as such, no formal offset strategy has been proposed.  

Conclusion 

54. The proposed action will result in the removal of approximately 634 stems of Small-flower 

Grevillea from a population of approximately 4110. Although it is unknown how many 

individuals this amount of stems equates to, given most known populations comprise 

fewer than 200 individuals, the Department considers there is potential for this population 

to play a key role in the species’ long-term survival and recovery. 

55. While the direct impacts as a result of the proposed action are relatively well understood, 

the potential impacts from fragmentation upon the long-term viability of the remaining 

population of Small-flower Grevillea are less clear. Given the limited abilities of the 

species to disperse its seed naturally, the proposed rail link could act as an effective 

barrier to gene flow or restrict the population from expanding from its current area of 

occupancy. 

56. Construction vehicles and / or equipment associated with construction of the rail link (and 

its ongoing maintenance) also have the potential to introduce P. cinnamomi to site, if 

appropriate hygiene measures are not implemented. 

57. The clearing of vegetation also has the potential to alter hydrological conditions, increase 

soil nutrients, and introduce or increase the spread of weeds in Small-flower Grevillea 

habitat where it adjoins the proposed rail link.  

58. Comments in regard to alternative routes for the proposed rail link (paragraph 38 of this 

report) also apply here. 

59. In light of the above, it is recommended that the proponent be required to address the 

Small-flower Grevillea in its flora management plan (see paragraph 39). The plan should 

build upon the commitments outlined at section 5.2.1 of the FFA (summarised at 

paragraph 52 of this report) and address the impacts outlined in paragraphs 54 to 57 of 

this report. The plan should also provide for the ongoing monitoring of Small-flower 

Grevillea onsite to effectively inform the adaptive management of the affected population 

and to ensure its long-term viability. 

60. To ensure all efforts are made to avoid the removal of any additional Small-flower 

Grevillea habitat (to that described in the EIS) the Department considers that the 

proponent should not be permitted to clear more than 634 stems. 

61. To compensate for the loss of these stems (representing roughly 15 percent of a large 

and potentially important population) it is further recommended that the proponent be 

required to provide a Small-flower Grevillea offset. The offset should deliver an outcome 

that improves the protection of, and long-term conservation of Small-flower Grevillea.  

62. To deliver the offset, the Department recommends that the proponent be required to 

provide a Small-flower Grevillea offset management plan for the approval of the Minister. 

The plan should demonstrate how it meets the requirements of the offset policy. The plan 

should also detail: the objectives of the plan; the management actions to be undertaken; 
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and benchmarks along with monitoring and response measures for ensuring the 

effectiveness of that plan. 

63. Providing the proponent can deliver an adequate flora management plan, and a Small-

flower Grevillea offset management plan, the Department considers that impacts to the 

Small-flower Grevillea will be acceptable. These recommendations are reflected in the 

proposed conditions of approval at paragraph one of this report (see conditions 5 and 6). 

Cumberland Plains Shale Woodlands and Shale-Gravel Transition Forest – critically 
endangered 

Background 

64. According to ‘Approved Conservation Advice for the Cumberland Plains Shale Woodlands 

and Shale-Gravel Transition Forest’ the listed community is limited to the Sydney Basin 

Bioregion with most occurrences in the Cumberland Sub-region. 

65. The community’s total distribution is estimated at 12 300 hectares, with much of this 

fragmented into small remnants approximately 10 hectares in size. Ongoing threats 

therefore include: clearing for urban, industrial or rural development, inappropriate grazing 

and fire regimes, and weed invasion. The community is also considered to have a low 

level of formal protection in reserves. 

66. ‘The Cumberland Plains Shale Woodlands and Shale-Gravel Transition Forest’ provides 

habitat for several EPBC threatened species including, the vulnerable Downy Wattle 

(Acacia pubescens) and the vulnerable Woronora Beard-heath (Leucopogon exolasius). 

67. According to ‘Approved Conservation Advice for Leucopogon exolasius’, Woronora  

Beard-heath is endemic to the Sydney region and central coast of NSW, occurring along 

the upper Georges River; in Heathcote National Park and Royal National Park; and in the 

Blue Mountains along the Grose River. 

68. There is no approved conservation advice for Downy Wattle. 

Impacts 

69. While the FFA did not identify the ecological community on site or, within the proposed 

construction footprint, an area of ‘Cumberland Plains Shale Woodlands and Shale-Gravel 

Transition Forest’ was identified ‘east of the 20 to 25 metre power line easement adjoining 

the eastern boundary of the proposal intermodal site’ (the FFA, Figure 7). A cursory 

(albeit superficial) survey of this area also identified two individuals of Downy Wattle.  

70. Both the powerline easement (also referred to as Greenhills Rd) and the adjoining 

bushland occur on residual Defence owned land (the FFA, Plate 5).  

71. According to the FFA, ‘the vegetation beneath the powerline consists largely of slashed 

grassland dominated by the exotic grass Eragrostis curvula, with scattered eucalypt and 

shrub regrowth’. The FFA states that the bushland adjoining the transmission line corridor 

is currently subject to edge-effects (such as weed invasion) and that the proposed action 

is unlikely to exacerbate the risk of further weed incursions any further.  

72. While the Department does not necessarily dispute the FFA’s conclusions (regarding the 

exacerbation of edge-effects), it does consider that any changes to the flow or quality of 

stormwater run-off from site could potentially have adverse impacts to the adjoining 

bushland containing ‘Cumberland Plains Shale Woodlands and Shale-Gravel Transition 
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Forest’ by potentially increasing the discharge of sediment, pollutants and / or weed 

propagules into this area. 

Mitigation 

73. To manage and mitigate the risk of hydrology-related impacts, the proponent proposes 

several water sensitive urban design initiatives including: 

 vegetated buffer strips adjacent to drainage lines to intercept diffused stormwater 

run-off from hardstand areas before it reaches the ‘water treatment’ measures (i.e. 

rain gardens and bio-swales); 

 gross pollutant traps to capture coarse sediment, trash and vegetation matter 

carried in the stormwater; 

 bio-retention systems / rain gardens to treat stormwater through filtration, extended 

detention and some biological uptake; 

 bio-swales to provide run-off conveyance in addition to treating water quality through 

filtration, extended duration and biological uptake; and 

 on-site collection and re-use of stormwater and recycled water. 

74. The location of bio-retention swales is provided in the ‘Urban Design and Landscape 

Report’ Appendix I to the EIS (section 04.11). An indicative design for the site layout 

illustrates there is likely to be a 2.5 metre landscaped setback from the eastern boundary 

(Appendix I, Figure 11). To the west of this ‘setback’ lies a two laned-road (‘internal road 

2’) and a 5 metre wide bio-retention swale (Appendix I, Figure 15). 

Department’s recommendations 

75. The Department considers that the proposed mitigation measures have a real potential to 

manage stormwater run-off to adjoining lands. Noting that the proposed initiatives may be 

altered as a result of further design refinements, it is recommended that the proponent 

prepare a Construction Environment Management Plan (CEMP) for the approval of the 

Minister prior to commencement of the action. The CEMP should incorporate the concepts 

and landscaping measures summarised at paragraph 73 of this report. 

76. The proposed hydrology related requirements of the CEMP are addressed more fully at 

paragraph 306 of this report. 

77. Providing the proponent delivers an adequate CEMP which addresses the risk of overflow 

extending beyond the property boundaries and / or into adjacent Defence owned 

bushland, the Department considers that impacts to ‘Cumberland Plains Shale Woodlands 

and Shale-Gravel Transition Forest’ (and any threatened species for which this community 

provides habitat for, including Downy Wattle and Woronora Beard-heath) are acceptable. 

78. This recommendation is reflected in the proposed conditions of approval at paragraph one 

of this report (see condition 7). 

Hibbertia sp. Bankstown (Hibbertia puberula subsp. glabrescens) – critically endangered 

Background 

79. Hibbertia sp. Bankstown is a prostrate shrub with yellow flowers. According to ‘Approved 

Conservation Advice for Hibbertia sp. Bankstown’, the species is known only from one 

location / population throughout its entire distribution (at Bankstown Airport). The 

population contains fewer than 50 individuals and occurs in highly modified Georges River 
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Tertiary Alluvium Floodplain Communities, which due to vegetation clearance and 

modification are currently maintained as grasslands. 

80. According to SPRAT, despite comprehensive surveying throughout remnant vegetation in 

the Bankstown Local Government Area, no further sites of the species have been found. 

81. The Bankstown community lies within 10 kilometres of the proposed action. 

Impacts 

82. According to the FFA, the Hibbertia sp. Bankstown was not recorded on site, nor is it likely 

to afford habitat for the species. The FFA adds however, that the preferred habitat for 

Hibbertia sp. Bankstown is not well defined. 

83. Several public submissions (received on the draft EIS) raised concerns over the adequacy 

of the survey effort, suggesting that given the timing of the surveys and the cryptic nature 

of some plant species (including Hibbertia), it is possible that some species may have 

been overlooked. The proposed action could therefore, result in the removal of potential 

Hibbertia sp. Bankstown habitat.  

Mitigation 

84. While no specific measures were proposed for the Hibbertia sp. Bankstown, the measures 

proposed for protecting the site’s biodiversity values (in general) are likely to minimise 

impacts to potential Hibbertia sp. Bankstown habitat also. These measures include: 

 minimising the loss of flora and fauna habitat to the greatest extent possible, through 

further refinements to the footprint at each stage of the proposed action; 

 use of high visibility fencing to limit construction works within the designated 

footprint, to reduce impacts to adjoining areas of habitat; 

 progressive stabilisation and revegetation of disturbed areas, to control erosion and 

sedimentation; 

 limiting the stockpiling of construction materials to already disturbed / cleared areas; 

 preparation of a Vegetation Management Plan detailing proposed land 

restoration / rehabilitation programs; and 

 preparation of a Weed Management Plan to manage edge-effects associated with 

cleared areas. 

Department’s recommendations 

85. Given that the Hibbertia sp. Bankstown is known only from one location / population 

(throughout its entire distribution) and that knowledge of the species’ habitat and / or 

ecological requirements appear limited, the Department considers that whether the site 

provides suitable habitat is questionable. 

86. However, in light of the conservation status of the species (‘critically endangered’) and in 

the absence of scientific certainty proving no habitat occurs on site, the Department 

recommends taking a precautionary approach and requiring the proponent to undertake a 

targeted search for Hibbertia sp. Bankstown (at an ecologically appropriate time of the 

year) prior to commencement of the action. 

87. If the surveys detect the Hibbertia sp. Bankstown, it is further recommended that the 

proponent be required to address Hibbertia sp. Bankstown in the proposed flora 

management plan (see paragraph 39). Should any residual impacts be anticipated (as a 
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result of the proposed action) the proponent should then be required to prepare a 

contingency offset plan. Providing the proponent adheres to the proposed conditioning 

then the Department considers that impacts to Hibbertia sp. Bankstown will be 

acceptable. 

88. This recommendation is reflected in the proposed conditions of approval at paragraph one 

of this report (see conditions 3 and 5). 

Grey-headed Flying-fox (Pteropus poliocephalus) – vulnerable 

Background 

89. The Grey-headed Flying-fox (GHFF) is one of the largest bats in the world and is endemic 

to Australia. The species is highly mobile with patterns of occurrence largely determined 

by the availability of food resources. Its known distribution occurs largely within 

200 kilometres of the eastern coast of Australia between Rockhampton in central 

Queensland to Melbourne in Victoria. 

90. The GHFF feeds primarily on the blossom from eucalypts (genera Eucalyptus, Corymbia 

and Angophora). It is also known to feed on commercial fruit crops and introduced tree 

species, particularly when native food resources are in short supply. Foraging habitat for 

the species includes: rainforests, open forests, closed and open woodlands, Melaleuca 

swamps and Banksia woodlands.  

91. While a lot is still not known about the roosting requirements of the GHFF, from the 

information available, camps are commonly located in closed forest, Melaleuca swamps 

or stands of Casuarina and are generally found near rivers or creeks (DECCW, 2009). 

Within inland areas, camps may also occur in more open vegetation, including introduced 

species such as willows, poplars and pines. According to the ‘Draft National Recovery 

Plan for the Grey-headed Flying-fox’ (July 2009), camps can be found in continuous forest 

and forest remnants as small as one hectare. 

92. The primary threat to GHFF is habitat loss. 

93. No conservation advice for GHFF has been approved. 

Impacts 

94. According to the EIS, the GHFF has been observed flying above the proposed rail 

corridor, as well as foraging onsite. Potential feed trees on site include: Corymbia 

maculata (Spotted Gum), Eucalyptus crebra (Narrow-leafed Ironbark), and Eucalyptus 

longifolia (Woolybutt). While the EIS does not specifically quantify the extent of GHFF 

foraging habitat to be cleared as a result of the proposed action, given the total vegetation 

clearance (native or otherwise) is estimated at 11 hectares, the extent of GHFF habitat 

clearance is unlikely to exceed this amount. 

95. Noting that GHFF roosts have been known to occur in forest remnants as small as one 

hectare, and that a small area of Castlereagh Swamp Woodland occurs on site (which 

includes ‘thin strips of Melaleuca-dominated woodland’), the Department considers it 

possible that the site could provide potential roosting habitat in areas along Anzac Creek. 

It is noted however, that the EIS has drawn a different conclusion, and states that the 

development site does not contain GHFF roosting habitat. 



EPBC 2011/6229    Attachment A 

Page 21 of 66 

Mitigation 

96. To mitigate and manage potential impacts to biodiversity the proponent proposes several 

management measures. Measures that could benefit the GHFF include (but are not 

necessarily limited to): 

 minimising the extent of native vegetation clearance (particularly in riparian zones), 

and avoiding important habitat features, where possible; 

 ensuring clearance activities do not extend beyond the designated development 

footprint through the use of high visibility temporary fencing; 

 preparation of a Vegetation Management Plan detailing the restoration, regeneration 

and rehabilitation of areas of native vegetation on site; and 

 site inductions to include briefing on local fauna and the protocols to be followed if 

fauna are encountered. 

Department’s recommendations 

97. The proposed action could result in the clearance of up to 11 hectares of GHFF habitat. 

Noting that a known GHFF roosting site lies approximately 5 kilometres north of the 

proposed action (at Cabramatta Creek), it is possible that individuals from this roost could 

utilise the proposed action site as a foraging resource, particularly in spring when food 

shortages are most prevalent. 

98. While the FFA did not detect the presence of a roosting colony onsite, given the presence 

of potentially suitable habitat (in areas containing Melaleuca dominated woodland) the 

proposed action could also result in the loss of potential roosting habitat (potentially, 

anywhere up to 4.37 ha). 

99. Notwithstanding the above, the Department notes the presence of large areas of relatively 

intact bushland within the vicinity of the proposed action (contained within the Holsworthy 

Army Barracks) (the EIS, Figure 66). Given the GHFF is known to forage over large 

distances, the Department considers that the loss of 11 hectares is relatively small (within 

the current context). 

100. To ensure that potential impacts to the GHFF are mitigated to the greatest extent 

possible, the Department recommends that the proponent be required to ensure that no 

greater than 11 hectares of GHFF habitat are cleared, as a result of the proposed action. 

101. As a precautionary measure, the Department further recommends that the proponent be 

required to undertake pre-clearance surveys to confirm the absence of GHFF roosting 

camps, less than 48 hours prior to the clearance of vegetation. Should any roosting 

GHFFs be detected on site, the Department recommends that the proponent be required 

to notify the Minister in writing, and comply with any directions the Minister may wish to 

issue, for the better protection of the GHFF. 

102. Provided the proponent adheres to these recommendations, then the Department 

considers that impacts on the GHFF as a result of the proposed action will be acceptable. 

103. These recommendations are reflected in the proposed conditions of approval at 

paragraph one of this report (see condition 1). 

Other species 

104. The referral stage of this assessment highlighted two additional species which could be 

subject to impacts without further assessment by the Department. These species were 
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Macquarie Perch (Macquaria australasica); and Spotted-tail Quoll (Dasyurus maculatus 

maculatus). 

105. Three further threatened species were identified by public submissions (during the referral 

stage) as potentially, occurring on site. These species included: Green and Gold Bell Frog 

(Litoria aurea); Bynoe’s Wattle (Acacia bynoeana); and Hairy Persoonia (Persoonia 

hirsuta).  

106. The above species are discussed below. 

Macquarie Perch – endangered 

107. The Macquarie Perch is a moderate-sized freshwater fish found across the Murray-Darling 

Basin and in the Hawkesbury-Nepean and Shoalhaven river systems. Throughout this 

distribution, populations are often small and geographically isolated. According to 

‘Approved Conservation Advice for the Macquarie Perch’, the main identified threats to 

this species include: human activity-induced sedimentation increases, competition and 

predation by alien fish species, barriers to fish movement, and altered flow regimes. 

108. There is no national recovery plan for the Macquarie Perch. 

109. According to the FFA, the Georges River may provide potential foraging and refuge 

habitat for the Macquarie Perch. While a field survey of these areas did not detect the 

species presence within potential habitat areas, some physical barriers (including the 

depth of the river and the abundance of submerged logs) prevented the use of seine nets 

and electro-fishing (the preferred survey method for this species). Notwithstanding this, 

the FFA goes on to say, that habitat conditions within Georges River are not ideal given 

the river’s water quality is variable, and given the absence of required riffle habitat (i.e. 

shallow running water).  

110. To mitigate and manage potential impacts to biodiversity the proponent proposes several 

management measures. Measures that could benefit the Macquarie Perch include: 

 provision of rail crossings over Anzac Creek and Georges River in accordance with 

Fish Passage Requirements for Waterway Crossings; 

 ensuring vegetation clearance is not undertaken during overland flow events; 

 installing appropriate drainage infrastructure and sediment / erosion control 

measures prior to the commencement of construction; 

 locating soil / mulch stockpiles away from watercourses and key stormwater flow 

paths to limit the potential transport of these materials into local watercourses; 

 progressive stabilisation of disturbed areas in accordance with a vegetation 

management plan, to control the rate and volume of site run-off entering local 

watercourses; and 

 emergency response protocols in the event of a contaminant spill on site. 

111. Noting that the Macquarie Perch was not recorded during field surveys and, that the 

habitat on site is not regarded as ‘high quality’, the Department considers that potential 

impacts to the Macquarie Perch (as a result of the proposed action) are low risk, and low 

impact. However, to ensure that potential impacts to the Macquarie Perch are 

avoided / mitigated to the greatest extent possible, the Department recommends that the 

proponent be required to ensure that all crossings which are constructed across potential 

Macquarie Perch habitat are of a design that specifically provides for the passage 

requirements of this species. 
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112. The Department also recommends that the proponent be required to implement measures 

that ensure sedimentation and / or erosion (as a result of the proposed action) does not 

lead to any further reductions in water quality, or degradation of habitat, where the 

Macquarie Perch may occur. 

113. Provided the proponent adheres to these recommendations, then the Department 

considers that impacts on the Macquarie Perch as a result of the proposed action will be 

acceptable. These recommendations are reflected in the proposed conditions of approval 

at paragraph one of this report (see condition 2). 

Green and Golden Bell Frog – vulnerable 

114. The Green and Golden Bell Frog is an endemic species found only on the east coast of 

Australia. In NSW, the species has been found in wide a range of water bodies including 

disturbed sites (with the exception of fast flowing streams). According to the Draft 

Recovery Plan for the Green and Golden Bell Frog, the main identified threats to the 

species include: habitat loss / modification and fragmentation, predation by introduced fish 

species, disease, and water quality and pollutant issues. 

115. No conservation advice for the Green and Golden Bell Frog has been approved. 

116. According to the FFA, targeted diurnal and nocturnal surveys for the Green and Golden 

Bell Frog were undertaken in areas of potential habitat. These surveys did not detect the 

species’ presence. Habitat on site (namely along Anzac Creek and in drainage channels 

to the south-east of the proposed action site) is described by the FFA as marginal, 

particularly given the presence of the invasive introduced Mosquito Fish (Gambusia 

holbrooki), a known predator of tadpoles.  

117. Noting that the species was not recorded during field surveys and, that the habitat on site 

is not regarded as ‘high quality’, the Department considers that potential impacts to the 

Green and Golden Bell Frog (as a result of the proposed action) are low risk, and low 

impact.  

118. In the event that unanticipated impacts occur on site, the Department is confident that the 

hydrology related requirements of the CEMP (see paragraph 306 of this report) will 

provide an acceptable level of protection to the Green and Golden Bell Frog.  

119. In light of the above, the Department considers that impacts on the Golden Bell Frog as a 

result of the proposed action will be acceptable. 

Spotted-tail Quoll – endangered 

120. The Spotted-tail Quoll is a nocturnal, cat-sized carnivorous marsupial with reddish-brown 

fur and white spots. Its preferred habitat generally comprises large expanses of mature 

wet forest which support potential den sites (i.e. tree hollows, logs, rocky outcrops, caves 

and rock crevices).  According to SPRAT, the main identified threats to this species 

include: habitat loss / degradation, predation, fire, direct killing, road mortality, poisoning 

by Cane Toads, and 1080 baiting. 

121. There is no approved conservation advice, or national recovery plan for the Spotted-tail 

Quoll. 

122. According to the FFA, the proposed action will result in the removal of less than 

2 hectares of native vegetation, of which is considered unlikely to afford preferred habitat 

for the Spotted-tail Quoll. While the proposed action lies adjacent to large expanses of 

native vegetation (within the Holsworthy Army Barracks), according to the FFA 



EPBC 2011/6229    Attachment A 

Page 24 of 66 

connectivity with this area is likely to be limited given the East Hills Railway Line (bound 

by chain meshing) separates the two lands (the EIS, Plate 2). 

123. Noting that the site does not have any large expanses of preferred habitat for the Spotted-

tail Quoll, the Department considers that potential impacts to this species (as a result of 

the proposed action) are low risk, and low impact. The Department therefore concludes 

that impacts to the species will be acceptable. 

Bynoe’s Wattle – vulnerable 

124. Bynoe’s Wattle is an erect or spreading shrub that can grow to up to 1 metre in height. It is 

known from about 30 locations in central eastern NSW (specifically, between the Hunter 

District (Morriset) south to the Southern Highlands and west to the Blue Mountains). The 

species is not known outside the state of NSW. According to ‘Approved Conservation 

Advice for Bynoe’s Wattle’, the size of populations at these known locations is generally 

very small (1-5 plants), with only a few sites with 30 to 50 individuals. Most of these 

populations are not reserved.  

125. There is no national recovery plan for the species. 

126. According to SPRAT, Bynoe’s Wattle grows in heath and dry sclerophyll forest, including 

Castlereagh Woodland. Associative over-storey species include Eucalyptus gummifera, E. 

haemastoma, E. parramattensis, E. sclerophylla, and Angophora bakeri. Three of these 

tree species were recorded on site within areas of Castlereagh Scribbly Gum Woodland. 

127. While the FFA did not identify the Bynoe’s Wattle onsite, according to SPRAT, the 

Bynoe’s Wattle is a cryptic species that may be difficult to detect, especially when not in 

flower. Given its flowers are borne in September to March and the field assessment was 

undertaken outside of this period (in late Autumn of 2011 and 2012), it is possible that the 

Bynoe’s Wattle was overlooked if it did, or does, occur on site. 

128. Given the species is listed as ‘vulnerable’ under the EPBC Act, under the ‘1.1 Significant 

impact guidelines – matters of national environmental significance’, the question of 

whether an ‘important population’ of Bynoe’s Wattle is likely to occur on site, is a relevant 

consideration, in addition to whether or not the species is likely to be present on site, in 

however many numbers. 

129. While the proposed action is anticipated to clear approximately 0.76 hectares of 

Castlereagh Scribbly Gum Woodland, it is unclear from the FFA how much of this could 

be regarded as potential Bynoe’s Wattle habitat. The community on site is described by 

the FFA as having an understorey that ‘ranged from densely shrubby to relatively open 

with grasses and low shrubs dominant’. The habitat descriptions in SPRAT suggest the 

Bynoe’s Wattle is only likely to be found in the latter. 

130. According to SPRAT, known populations of Bynoe’s Wattle are typically associated with 

sand and sandy clay substrates, often with ironstone gravels. The FFA describes the soils 

within the area in question, as ‘orange heavy clays and clayey sands, often mottled; 

ironstone nodules common’. This description however, is based not on a field assessment 

but rather a desktop assessment. 

131. In light of the above and, to rule out any potential impacts to Bynoe’s Wattle, it is 

recommended that the proponent be required to undertake a further field assessment for 

this species. The assessment should include a habitat assessment of Castlereagh 

Scribbly Gum Woodland specifically targeting the requirements of Bynoe’s Wattle. If the 

assessment identifies the potential for Bynoe’s Wattle, then a targeted search for 
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individuals of Bynoe’s Wattle should be also undertaken at an ecologically appropriate 

time of the year. 

132. If the surveys detect the Bynoe’s Wattle, it is further recommended that the proponent be 

required to address Bynoe’s Wattle in the proposed flora management plan (see 

paragraph 38). If the population is determined to be ‘important’ (as determined by the 

Minister) and, should any residual impacts be anticipated (as a result of the proposed 

action) the proponent should then be required to prepare a contingency offset plan. 

Providing the proponent adheres to the proposed conditioning then the Department 

considers that impacts to Bynoe’s Wattle are acceptable.  

133. This recommendation is reflected in the proposed conditions of approval at paragraph one 

of this report (see conditions 4 and 5). 

Persoonia hirsuta – endangered 

134. The Hairy Persoonia has a scattered distribution around Sydney, extending from 

Singleton (in the north), along the east coast to Bargo (in the south), and the Blue 

Mountains (to the west). The species is found in the sandy soils of dry schlerophyll open 

forest, woodland and heath on sandstone.   

135. There is no approved conservation advice or national recovery plan for this species. 

136. According to the FFA, no suitable habitat for Hairy Persoonia exists on site, nor was the 

species identified in the field assessment. The soils of the proposed rail corridor can be 

broadly described as clay based, with no mention of the presence of ‘sandy soils’. 

137. In absence of habitat that is known to be associated with Hairy Persoonia occurring 

onsite, the Department considers that potential impacts to Hairy Persoonia are unlikely 

and therefore, acceptable. 

Commonwealth land (section 26) 

138. This section of the report addresses any component of the proposed action that is to take 

place on Commonwealth land and is likely to impact the environment. It also addresses 

any component of the proposed action that is likely to impact upon the ‘environment’ on 

Commonwealth land (regardless of where that component is to take place). 

139. Under section 528 of the EPBC Act, ‘the environment’ is defined to include the following: 

(a) ecosystems and their constituent parts, including people and communities; 

(b) natural and physical resources; 

(c) the qualities and characteristics of locations, places, and areas;  

(d) heritage values of places; and 

(e) the social, economic and cultural aspects of a thing mentioned above in (a) to (d). 

140. With regard to the above, the following components of the proposed action are now 

brought to your attention: 

a) that section of the proposed rail link which traverses Commonwealth land (i.e.  

approximately 500 metres of the rail link, located south of the proposed intermodal) 

(the EIS, Figure 32). 

b) any component of the proposed action that is likely to impact the environment on 

Commonwealth land. For example, construction and operational impacts of the 

intermodal and rail link (in its entirety) upon adjacent lands including: the SME, the 
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DNSDC, and residual land owned by the Commonwealth. Commonwealth 

properties beyond the immediate vicinity of the proposed action (including for 

example, Defence housing) may also be impacted by elevated noise levels or air 

quality changes as a result of the proposed action. 

141. Impacts to the ‘environment’ are discussed below. 

The qualities and characteristics of locations, places, and areas;  

142. The proposed intermodal site has served as a military storage site since 1915. Since the 

1990s, the DNSDC has operated as the central storage and distribution warehouse for 

Australia’s armed services. The site is surrounded by Defence owned land to all borders: 

the SME (and the Defence owned Moorebank Avenue) to the west; residual bushland to 

the south (and east); and the DNSDC’s proposed relocation site (currently under 

construction) to the north (north-east) (the EIS, Figure 30). 

143. Beyond these lands lie the Moorebank Industrial precincts and the residential areas of 

Wattle Grove, Casula, Moorebank, and Glenfield. According to the EIS, the closest of 

these suburbs (Wattle Grove) lies approximately 125 metres north-east of the proposed 

development site, at its nearest point. All four suburbs, in particular the suburb of Wattle 

Grove incorporate a number of Defence Housing properties. 

144. The proposed 3.5 kilometre rail link will traverse a high conservation value (yet somewhat 

disturbed) tract of native bushland upon residual Defence owned land, before aligning with 

the existing East Hills Passenger Rail line. The proposed rail link will require crossings 

over Anzac Creek and the Georges River before traversing the Glenfield Waste Disposal 

Facility and joining the newly developed Southern Sydney Freight Line. 

145. The proposed action has the potential to adversely impact the amenity of the locality by 

generating high volumes of traffic, causing noise disturbance, degrading local air quality, 

and clearing native vegetation. Such impacts are discussed in the following sections of 

this report.  

Ecosystems and their constituent parts, including people and communities 

Plants and animals 

146. The proposed action will result in the removal of approximately 10.63 hectares of 

vegetation, approximately 1.19 hectares of which comprises native vegetation. According 

to the FFA, the 1.19 hectares occurs within the proposed rail corridor (the EIS, Figure 63).  

147. While the exact amount of vegetation that will be cleared upon Commonwealth land has 

not been quantified in the EIS, given the proposed rail link will traverse Commonwealth 

land for less than 500 metres of its entire length (comprising an easement of between 20 

to 30 metres in width) and that much of the rail corridor passes through cleared / modified 

land, the extent of vegetation clearance on Commonwealth land is likely to be less than 

1.19 hectares. This figure is also based on the assumption that the proposed rail link will 

align with the existing East Hills Passenger railway line (as proposed) and not traverse 

Commonwealth land within the southern outskirts of Defence’s golf course (the EIS, 

Figure 32). 

148. According to the mapping provided in the FFA, the vegetation to be cleared from 

Commonwealth land can be broadly categorised into three vegetation communities: 

Castlereagh Scribbly Gum Woodland, Castlereagh Swamp Woodland, and Freshwater 

Wetlands (the EIS, Figure 36). 
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149. The FFA describes the quality of vegetation on site as variable. While the study area 

encompasses what the FFA describes as a ‘large tract of relatively intact woodland’ some 

areas appear more disturbed or weed infested, such as those lands adjoining the existing 

railway line (referenced at paragraph 37 of this report) and on the southern banks of 

Anzac Creek. The FFA also describes an area south of Anzac Creek that appears to have 

been used as a dumping ground for rubble / construction waste.  

150. Extrapolating the data from vegetation mapping at Figures 35 and 36 of the EIS, the 

affected Commonwealth land is likely to include vegetation that correlates to three 

ecological communities which are listed as threatened under the Threatened Species 

Conservation Act 1995 (TSC Act). These are: 

 Castlereagh Scribbly Gum Woodland in the Sydney Basin bioregion (CSGW) - 

vulnerable; 

 Castlereagh Swamp Woodland (CSW) - endangered; and 

 Freshwater Wetlands on Coastal Floodplains of the NSW North Coast, Sydney 

Basin and South-east Corner bioregions (FWCF) - endangered. 

151. While the proposed action is not anticipated to result in the clearing of more than 

0.84 hectares of these communities (collectively), the remaining vegetation adjoining 

these areas will be fragmented and subject to edge-effects. The FFA quantified the extent 

of these communities within the broader study area  as follows (the FFA, Table 10): 

 18.93 hectares of CSGW; 

 4.37 hectares of CSW; and 

 0.66 of FWCF. 

152. According to the NSW Government Environment & Heritage’s threatened species 

database (the NSW E&H database) 3083 hectares of CSGW, 616 hectares of CSW, and 

32 000 hectares of FWCF remain throughout their entire respective distributions. 

153. The affected communities provide habitat for a range of plants and animals including 

EPBC threatened species (as discussed in the previous chapter) and TSC threatened 

species. TSC species may include: the vulnerable Eastern Freetail Bat (Mormopterus 

norfolkensis), Eastern Bentwing-bat (Miniopterus schreibersii), Southern Myotis (Myotis 

macropus), and the endangered Cumberland Plain Snail (Meridolum comeovirens). 

154. The Eastern Freetail Bat, the Eastern Bentwing-Bat and potentially, the Southern Myotis 

were all identified on site. It is noted however, (according to the FFA) the key areas of 

potential bat habitat are the western banks of the Georges River and the existing buildings 

or man-made structures onsite. As these areas fall outside of Commonwealth land, 

impacts to these areas do not warrant your consideration. Notwithstanding this, it is 

possible that foraging and sheltering habitat for these species occurs with those TSC 

communities listed at paragraph 150. 

155. While field surveys did not detect the presence of the Cumberland Plain Snail on site, the 

area is still regarded as potential habitat. 

156. One public submission (received during public consultation on the draft EIS) also raised 

concerns that the site of the proposed action provides habitat for two large populations of 

the Brown Antechinus (Antechinus stuartii) and the Bush Rat (Rattus fuscipes). While 

neither of these species are protected under the EPBC Act or the TSC Act, according to 

this submission these populations represent two of only six small mammal populations 

throughout the entire Cumberland Plain. 
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157. The FFA survey identified several plants and animals onsite, including: 

 213 local native plant species, eight non-local native plant species, and 89 exotic 

plant species. 

 38 species of birds, 15 species of mammals, 4 species of reptiles, 2 species of 

amphibians, and 3 species of fish. 

158. While the FFA survey did not detect the presence of the Brown Antechinus or Bush Rat, 

the area is still regarded as potential habitat for these species. The proposed action could 

therefore, potentially displace a locally important population of either of these species. 

159. The native vegetation beyond the study area (of note, the 18 000 odd hectares of 

relatively continuous bushland contained within the Holsworthy Army Barracks) is 

separated from the study area by the existing East Hills Railway Line and Greenhills Rd. It 

is understood that much of this bushland (in addition to 9 hectares within the south of the 

FFA study area) has been identified as Priority Conservation Lands (PCLs) by the 

Cumberland Plain Recovery Plan (Appendix S to the EIS, page 22). 

160. PCLs are areas which have been identified as potentially contributing the most to the 

long-term recovery and maintenance of threatened biodiversity. According to the EIS, the 

FFA study area contributes 0.4 percent to the total area of the Holsworthy PCL and is 

located in the fragmented north-western corner of the PCL. 

Mitigation 

161. To manage and mitigate potential impacts to plants and animals, the proponent has 

proposed several measures, including: 

 commitments to minimise the loss of  flora and fauna habitat to the greatest extent 

possible, through further refinements to the footprint at each stage of the proposed 

action; 

 use of high visibility fencing to limit construction works within the designated 

footprint, in addition to fencing around threatened species habitat that is to be 

retained; 

 retention of potential fauna habitat (such as logs and rocks) to suitable areas outside 

the construction footprint; 

 progressive clearing of vegetation to allow sufficient time for fauna to escape to safe 

grounds (overseen by an ecologist); 

 provisions to minimise the risk of fauna getting trapped in open pits or trenches 

(through covering or providing ‘exit’ planks); 

 progressive stabilisation and revegetation of disturbed areas; 

 give consideration to the installation of fauna nesting / nest boxes; 

 limiting the stockpiling of construction materials to already disturbed / cleared areas; 

 appropriate site inductions to ensure persons on site are aware of the ecological 

values of the site; 

 preparation of a Vegetation Management Plan detailing proposed land 

restoration / rehabilitation programs;  

 preparation of a Weed Management Plan to manage edge-effects associated with 

cleared areas; and 

 provision of rail crossings over Anzac Creek and Georges River in accordance with 

Fish Passage Requirements for Waterway Crossings. 
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Department’s recommendations 

162. Some public submissions (received during consultation on the draft EIS) suggested that 

the results of the FFA did not depict an accurate representation of the site’s biodiversity 

values given that surveys were limited to one season (Autumn). In response to these 

comments, the EIS states that any limitations associated with the surveys were addressed 

by considering the potential habitat for flora species and assessing the potential for these 

species to occur on the site based on: previous records, the type and condition of habitats 

present, the land use throughout the study area and surrounds, and the landscape 

context. 

163. Unless previously stated otherwise (for example, in discussion of Hibbertia sp. Bankstown 

or Bynoe’s Wattle, paragraphs 79 to 88 and 124 to 133), the Department considers that 

the level of survey effort was adequate for the purpose of this assessment. 

164. The proposed action is likely to result in the clearance of up to 1.19 hectares of native 

vegetation from Commonwealth land. While from a national perspective, the size and 

extent of the proposed clearing is not large; the fragmentation of adjoining areas of native 

bushland could potentially impact their long-term viability. Given that some of these areas 

have previously been subject to disturbance (associated with illegal rubbish dumping and 

development of the existing disused rail link), the development of a new rail link is likely to 

compound the disturbance of these areas further.  

165. As stated in the EIS, edge effects could include changes in humidity, light, moisture, wind, 

temperature, noise and soil profile conditions. This in turn, could impact on adjoining 

vegetation by affecting seed germination, the composition of flora species and weed 

establishment. Edge effects may also arise from fire outbreaks (if not adequately 

managed), the introduction of pathogens (attached to construction machinery / equipment 

and / or train cargo), and unauthorised access. 

166. The 1.19 hectares of vegetation and adjoining areas could also provide habitat for a 

variety of different plants and animals, including a locally important population of Brown 

Antechinus and Bush Rat. The proposed action could therefore, potentially displace or 

injure any species utilising the area as habitat. 

167. In light of the above, it is recommended that the proponent be required to prepare a Flora 

and Fauna Management Plan (FFMP) for the approval of the Minister. The FFMP should 

build upon the commitments outlined at Table 32 of the FFA (and summarised at 

paragraph 161 of this report) as well as, address those impacts outlined in paragraphs 

164 to 165. The FFMP should also provide for the ongoing monitoring of threatened 

ecological communities to effectively inform the adaptive management of these 

communities and to ensure their long-term viability. 

168. Providing the proponent adheres to the above recommendations, the Department 

considers that impacts to plants and animals on Commonwealth land are acceptable. 

These recommendations are reflected in the proposed conditions of approval at 

paragraph one of this report (see condition 5). 

People and communities - noise and vibration 

169. The proposed action has the potential to generate elevated noise levels and vibration 

disturbance during construction and operational phases of the proposed action. Sources 

of potential noise / vibration disturbance include (but are not necessarily limited to): 
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 the use of excavators, jackhammers and other construction equipment used during 

demolition, earthworks and building works; 

 the use of machinery and equipment for shifting containers to and from trucks, trains 

and stacks; 

 warehouse equipment and systems including Heating, Ventilation and Air 

Conditioning (HVAC) systems;  

 the movement of heavy vehicles and trains;  

 rail shunting and container handling / banging; and 

 offsite road traffic associated with the additional traffic volumes generated by the 

proposed action. 

These disruptions have the potential to disturb the surrounding locality which includes: 

SME, DNSDC and residential housing (a large portion of which comprises Defence 

housing). 

170. To address the potential for noise / vibration disturbance, acoustic consultant Wilkinson 

Murray was engaged by the proponent to prepare two reports: the ‘Noise and Vibration 

Impact Assessment Report (November 2012)’ and the ‘Noise Impact Assessment Report 

(August 2013). The former report focused predominantly on impacts associated with 

Stage 1a works and initial operations, while the latter report focused on impacts 

associated with full operations. Collectively, these reports (the NIA) looked at potential 

impacts upon residential areas using four ‘receiver catchments’ across the suburbs of 

Moorebank, Wattle Grove, Casula and Glenfield, as well as non-residential areas 

including, SME and DNSDC. 

171. The NIA was broadly comprised of five areas of assessment: construction noise, 

construction vibration, operational noise, sleep disturbance, and road traffic noise. The 

Australian Standard / New Zealand Standard 2107:2000 (AS/NZS), the NSW Industrial 

Noise Policy (INP), Road Noise Policy (RNP), Guideline for the Assessment of Noise from 

Rail Infrastructure Projects (IGANRIP), and Interim Construction Noise Guidelines (ICNG) 

were used to guide these assessments. In the absence of any Australian Standards or 

guidelines for assessing the potential for building damage from construction vibration, 

international standards were adopted (specifically, German Standard DIN 4150:1999). 

The results of the NIA are summarised as follows: 

Construction noise 

172. The predicted peak construction noise levels (as a result of the proposed action) are 

anticipated to result in noise levels of up to 60 dBA (at residential areas), 53 dBA (at 

SME), 72 dBA (at DNSDC ‘relocated’), and 94 dBA (at DNSDC ‘in-situ’). Based on these 

projections, construction noise levels at DNSDC ‘in-situ’ (namely, those areas within 10 to 

40 metres of ‘Stage 1A’ works) are likely to exceed the ICNG noise management levels 

(NMLs) by up to 19 dBA for some construction scenarios. The data presented has been 

drawn from the 2012 NIA (pages 16, 17, 18, 30 and 31) and the 2013 NIA (pages 20, 21 

and 36). 

173. It should be noted, that given there are two DNSDC sites: the existing DNSDC site and 

the new DNSDC site, these sites will henceforth be distinguished as: DNSDC ‘relocated’ 

(meaning the new DNSDC site) and DNSDC ‘in-situ’ (meaning the current DNSDC site or 

‘SIMTA site’ as depicted in the EIS, Figure 24. 



EPBC 2011/6229    Attachment A 

Page 31 of 66 

174. With the exception of Casula, construction noise levels at surrounding residential areas 

(including Moorebank, Wattle Grove and Glenfield) are not anticipated to exceed the 

ICNG NMLs. Noise levels at Casula are anticipated to exceed the ICNG NMLs by up to 

9 dBA during construction of the rail link, specifically, where it connects to the South 

Sydney Freight Line. Construction of the rail link in this area to the South Sydney Freight 

Line will disrupt rail services and therefore, works will need to be undertaken outside the 

standard construction hours. 

175. Construction noise levels at SME and DNSDC ‘relocated’ are also not anticipated to 

exceed the ICNG NMLs. The NIA notes however, that given the limited information 

available regarding the site layout of DNSDC ‘relocated’, it is recommended that further 

assessments be undertaken for this site at each ‘stage’ of the proposed action.  

Construction vibration 

176. The NIA states that during the various construction phases of the project, the activities 

most likely to generate significant vibration levels are the use of rock hammers and / or 

vibratory rollers. The predicted plant vibration levels due to these activities are anticipated 

to result in vibration levels of up to 7.0 mm/s (at a distance of 5 to 50m from the source of 

vibration). Based on these projections, construction works could result in vibration levels 

at the DSNDC ‘in-situ’ that exceed the adopted standards for the effects of short-term 

vibration on built structures, if vibratory rollers and heavy rock hammers are used within 

20 metres and 5 metres of the DNSDC respectively. The data presented has been drawn 

from the 2012 NIA (pages 20 and 34) and the 2013 NIA (pages 22, 23, 37 and 38). 

177. The anticipated vibration levels at SME, DNSDC ‘relocated’, and surrounding residential 

areas are not anticipated to exceed the adopted standards for the effects of short-term 

vibration on built structures. 

178. Given the close proximity of DNSDC (either ‘in-situ’ or ‘relocated’) to the proposed action, 

construction vibration disturbance to this facility could exceed the adopted standards for 

‘preferred’ vibration levels for human comfort, if vibratory rollers are used on site. The use 

of heavy rock hammers may also exceed the ‘preferred’ vibration levels for human comfort 

within DNSDC, if used within 10 metres of the receiving area. The level of impact to 

DNSDC will be dependent upon the location of vibration sources, and their proximity to 

sensitive areas (as well as the progress of the DNSDC relocation project). Given that 

limited information has been made available regarding the operational layout of DNSDC 

and the location of sensitive areas, impacts to DNSDC are uncertain in this regard. These 

conclusions have been drawn and / or interpolated from the 2012 NIA (pages 19, 20 and 

34) and the 2013 NIA (pages 22, 23, 37 and 38). 

179. Impacts of construction vibration on human comfort are not anticipated for receivers 

located more than 50-80 metres from the source of vibration, and as such, impacts to 

SME or the surrounding residential areas are not anticipated with respect to vibration. 

Operational noise 

180. The NIA has assessed predicted noise levels due to the operation of the SIMTA proposed 

action against the INP “intrusiveness” and “amenity” criteria where applicable1. Under the 

INP, the intrusiveness criteria requires that the continuous average noise level from the 

proposed source measured at the receiver over any 15 minute period should not exceed 

the existing background level by more than 5 dBA. In comparison, the amenity criterion 

                                                 
1
 More detailed technical explanations of these concepts and their application can be found in Section 5.1 

of the 2012 NIA. 
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provides a limit to the total noise level from all industrial sources affecting a receiver. The 

amenity criterion to be applied depends upon the type of receiver (e.g. residential or 

school), the type of area (e.g. rural, urban), and the time period when the impact will occur 

(day, evening, or night). Methods for determining an appropriate amenity criterion are set 

out in the INP. 

181. Following completion of ‘Stage 1A’ works, the predicted ‘whole of site’ operational noise 

levels (including, that associated with operation of the rail link) are anticipated to result in 

noise levels of up to: 42 dBA (at residential areas), 48 dBA (at SME), 55 dBA (at DNSDC 

‘relocated’), and 70 dBA (at DNSDC ‘ in-situ’). In its assessment of these impacts, the NIA 

compared the predicted noise levels at SME to the AS/NZS recommended noise levels for 

“barracks near major roads”, as the INP does not set criteria applicable to the living 

quarters within the SME. Based on the above projections, noise levels at SME are 

anticipated to exceed the AS/NZS ‘satisfactory’ level of noise disturbance by 3 dBA (but 

sit below the AS/NZS ‘maximum’ level of noise disturbance); and comply with the INP 

criteria of 70 dBA at DNSDC ‘in-situ’. The data presented has been drawn and / or 

interpolated from the 2012 NIA (pages 11 to 14, 22 to 24, and Appendix B).  

182. The noise levels anticipated at surrounding residential areas following ‘Stage 1A’ works 

(i.e. Wattlegrove, Moorebank, Casula and Glenfield) are not anticipated to exceed the 

relevant INP criteria, nor is any noise specifically associated with operation of the rail 

anticipated to exceed the IGANRIP trigger levels.  

183. Following completion of ‘Stage 3’ works (and once the intermodal is operating at full 

capacity), the predicted ‘whole of site’ operational noise levels are anticipated to result in 

noise levels of up to: 43 dBA (at residential areas), 60 dBA (at outdoor areas in SME), and 

55 dBA (at DNSDC ‘relocated’). Based on these projections, the noise levels anticipated 

at the surrounding residential areas of Wattlegrove, Moorebank, and Glenfield are not 

anticipated to exceed the relevant INP criteria, nor is any noise specifically associated 

with operation of the rail anticipated to exceed the IGANRIP trigger levels. During adverse 

meteorological conditions, noise levels at Casula could exceed the INP criteria for 

intrusiveness and amenity by up to 4 dBA. Noise levels specifically associated with 

operation of the rail are not anticipated to exceed the IGANRIP trigger levels. The data 

presented has been drawn and / or interpolated from the 2013 NIA (pages 13 to 16, 25 to 

28, and Appendix B). 

184. In the unlikely event that SME remains in-situ by the time the intermodal is fully 

operational, operational noise levels could potentially, result in internal noise levels of up 

to 50 dBA within SME, depending on the location of the receptor. Interpolation of the data 

(including noise contour maps) provided in Appendix B to the 2013 NIA, suggests that any 

buildings within approximately 200 metres of Moorebank Avenue could experience 

internal noise levels of up to 5 dBA above the AS/NZS ‘satisfactory’ level of noise 

disturbance (but comply with the ‘maximum’ level of noise disturbance), during day time 

hours (i.e. 7am to 10pm), and internal noise levels of up to 10 dBA above the AS/NZS 

‘maximum’ level of noise disturbance during night time (ie 10:00pm to 7:00am). This 

assessment has been interpolated from the operational noise contour maps, provided at 

Appendix B to the 2013 NIA, in conjunction with the assumptions made on page 24 of the 

2012 NIA, regarding window attenuation. 

185. Operational noise levels are not anticipated to result in noise levels at DNSDC ‘relocated’ 

that exceed the relevant INP criteria (at any time during operations).  
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Sleep disturbance 

186. With respect to operational noise at night time (10:00pm-7:00am), it is possible for events 

of short duration, but high intensity to cause sleep disturbance; despite complying with the 

INP criteria. Sleep disturbance screening levels have been defined in terms of short term 

exceedance by the action of the night time background noise level, in accordance with the 

EPA’s Noise Guide for Local Government (NGLG). 

187. Following completion of ‘Stage 1A’ works, the predicted noise levels due to transient 

events such as rail shunting or container bangs are anticipated to reach up to 45 dBA (at 

residential areas) and 52 dBA (at SME). Based on these projections, noise levels at both 

SME and residential areas (including Moorebank, Wattle Grove, Casula and Glenfield) are 

not expected to exceed the adopted sleep disturbance screening levels. The data 

presented has been drawn from the 2012 NIA (pages 14 and 24). 

188. Following completion of ‘Stage 3’ works (i.e. once the intermodal is operating at full 

capacity), the predicted noise levels due to transient events such as rail shunting or 

container bangs are anticipated to reach up to 47 dBA at residential areas. Based on 

these projections, noise levels at residential areas surrounding the proposed action 

(including Moorebank, Wattle Grove, Casula and Glenfield) are not expected to exceed 

the adopted sleep disturbance screening levels (in accordance with the NGLG). The data 

presented has been drawn from the 2013 NIA (pages 16, 17 and 29). 

189. Potential sleep disturbance impacts to SME have not been addressed by the NIA given 

the likelihood of SME relocating prior to the intermodal reaching full operating capacity. 

Road Traffic Noise 

190. According to the NIA, the existing levels of traffic noise along Moorebank Avenue south of 

the M5, are already above the RNP assessment levels. As such, the RNP recommends 

that any increase in traffic noise levels at residential receivers or other sensitive land uses, 

should not exceed 2 dBA. 

191. Following completion of ‘Stage 1A’ works, an increase in road traffic (as a result of the 

proposed action) is anticipated to increase traffic noise by up to 0.2 dBA along Moorebank 

Avenue, south of the M5 motorway. Based on these projections, noise levels at SME and 

DNSDC are not anticipated to exceed the RNP’s recommended thresholds. The data 

presented has been drawn from the 2012 NIA (pages 15, 24 and 25). 

192. Following completion of ‘Stage 3’ works and once the intermodal is operating at full 

capacity, an increase in road traffic (as a result of the proposed action) is anticipated to 

increase traffic noise by up to 3.2 dBA along Moorebank Avenue, south of the M5 

motorway. Based on these projections, noise levels at DNSDC ‘relocated’ are anticipated 

to exceed the RNP’s recommended thresholds by up to 1.2 dBA. In the unlikely event that 

SME remains in-situ, noise levels at SME will also exceed the RNP’s thresholds. The data 

presented has been drawn from the 2013 NIA (pages 17, 18 and 29 to 31). 

193. Noise levels at residential areas (including Moorebank, Wattle Grove, Casula and 

Glenfield) as a result of increased road traffic, are not expected to exceed the RNP’s 

recommended thresholds. 

Cumulative operational noise impacts 

194. According to the NIA, the predicted cumulative operational noise levels (as a result of both 

the proposed action and the intermodal facility proposed for land adjacent to the proposed 
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action, combined) could result in noise levels of up to 37 dBA (at residential areas), and 

49 dBA at DNSDC ‘relocated’. Based on these projections, cumulative noise impacts are 

not anticipated to exceed the INP amenity criteria. The data presented has been drawn 

from the 2013 NIA (pages 39 and 40). 

195. The assessment of cumulative impacts was based on: 

 night time operational noise levels; and 

 both intermodals operating concurrently (with a throughput of 1 000 000 TEU split 

evenly between both intermodals); 

While the assessment did take into consideration train locomotives idling on the adjacent 

site, it did not take account of trains ‘moving’ on site, given this information was not 

available at the time of assessment. 

Mitigation 

196. In summary, the following noise and vibration exceedances of relevance to 

Commonwealth matters are predicted (at least under some scenarios): 

 construction noise at DNSDC ‘in-situ’ (by up to 19dBA); 

 construction noise at Casula (by up to 9 dBA); 

 construction vibration on built structures at DNSDC ‘in-situ’; 

 construction vibration on ‘preferred’ human comfort at DNSDC ‘in-situ’ and DNSDC 

‘relocated’; 

 Stage 1A operational noise at SME (by up to 3dBA above ‘satisfactory’ levels but 

within ‘maximum’ levels); 

 full capacity operational noise at SME (during the day, by up to 5 dBA above 

‘satisfactory’ levels but within ‘maximum’ levels; and at night by up to 10dBA above 

‘maximum’ levels); 

 full capacity operational noise at Casula during adverse meteorological conditions 

(by up to 4 dBA); 

 full capacity road traffic noise at SME and DNSDC ‘relocated’ (noting that road traffic 

noise already exceeds assessment levels under current conditions); and 

 potential sleep disturbance at SME (with the intermodal operating at full capacity). 

197. To manage and mitigate noise and vibration disturbance associated with the proposed 

action, the proponent has proposed following measures: 

 restrictions to the timing of construction activities. For example, the majority of works 

will be undertaken between the hours of 07:00am to 6:00pm (Monday to Friday) and 

08:00am to 1:00am (Saturday); 

 selection of quiet plant and processes where feasible, as well as frequent 

maintenance of construction machinery and equipment to minimise unnecessary 

noise; 

 implementation of an ongoing monitoring program to ensure noise / vibration 

disturbance does not exceed the relevant state thresholds for acceptability (or 

international standards in the case of vibration disturbance) and, to inform the 

appropriate management / mitigation of any impacts (in the event they do occur at 

some point in the future); 
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 use of temporary screening barriers during construction for localised / specific noise 

sources, and an appropriate ‘respite periods’ during extended periods of elevated 

pile driving and use of rock breakers; 

 where possible, position / locate buildings or structures with acoustic shielding 

potential at the north-eastern and south-eastern boundaries of the site to serve as 

noise barriers; 

 give consideration to a purpose built permanent noise barrier along the western 

boundary of the site (if, further noise assessments determine that such mitigation is 

warranted); 

 undertake a staged approach to assessing the detail of potential impacts associated 

with noise and vibration (in parallel to the various Development Application phases 

of the proposed action); and 

 preparation of a Construction Noise and Vibration Management Plan and an 

Operation Noise and Vibration Management Plan which incorporate the above 

measures. 

Department’s recommendations 

198. The assessment of noise related impacts received several comments from the public 

during publication of the draft EIS. These comments included (but were not limited to): a 

lack of adequate consideration given to transient noise events and the impact this may 

have upon sleep; a lack of detail on the proposed site layout; inaccurate information 

regarding the proximity of local residences; and no assessment of cumulative impacts in 

conjunction with the DoF’s proposed intermodal. In response to these comments, the draft 

EIS was revised, with a summary of the proponent’s responses provided at  

Appendix S to the finalised EIS. 

199. Noting that the DNSDC currently sits within the boundaries of the proposed project area, it 

is likely that the DNSDC is the most vulnerable site to disturbance from construction 

and / or operational activities (as a result of the proposed action). Depending on when, the 

DNSDC relocates to the adjacent premises, noise impacts to this facility could vary 

considerably. 

200. Based on comments received by Defence regarding current leasing arrangements (which 

permit Defence to occupy the SIMTA site until 2018), in a worst case scenario, the 

Department considers that impacts to the DNSDC ‘in-situ’ as a result of construction of the 

SIMTA proposed action, could potentially occur from the latter months of 2014 through to 

late 2015; and throughout, or during parts of, 2018, if relocation of the DNSDC site is not 

completed until 2018. Impacts to the DNSDC ‘in-situ’ as a result of operational activities 

could potentially commence mid 2015 and extend into 2018.  

201. Assuming that construction noise reaches its peak during Stage 1A works, areas of 

particular sensitivity within DNSDC are those buildings within 10 to 40 metres from the 

boundary of Stage 1A works. Accordingly, the NIA recommends that a 2.4 metre hoarding 

be established along the boundary between DNSDC ‘in-situ’ and Stage 1A works. 

According to the NIA, the hoarding will reduce noise levels at the DNSDC to an 

exceedance of no greater than 4 dBA above the ICNG’s recommended NML. 

202. The hoarding could also potentially remain in-situ if DNSDC has not relocated prior to 

operations commencing. However, as operational noise levels at DNSDC are not 

anticipated to exceed the INP criteria, the necessity for such mitigation will depend on the 

results of ongoing monitoring and, consultation with Defence. 
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203. In light of the above, the Department recommends that the proponent be required to 

address noise related impacts in an Environment Management Plan (EMP). The EMP 

should address both construction and operational phases of the proposed action and build 

upon the commitments outlined in section 7.4.7 of the EIS and summarised at paragraph 

197 of this report. In particular, the EMP should require the implementation of ongoing 

monitoring to validate the predictions presented in the NIA; and prescribe targeted 

measures for areas where construction noise is likely to exceed the NMLs recommended 

by the ICNG (or any other applicable standards). The EMP should also provide details on 

the anticipated effectiveness of these measures.  

204. In terms of vibration disturbance, the NIA suggests that any DNSDC buildings within 20 

metres of the use of vibratory rollers are potentially, liable to disturbance. Interpolation of 

the data presented on page 37 of the 2013 NIA, also suggests that any DNSDC buildings 

within 5 metres of the use of heavy rock hammers are potentially liable to disturbance. 

Whether such buildings will remain occupied by the DNSDC during construction, and 

whether such buildings are likely to be demolished over the course of the construction 

period will determine the severity of such impacts. 

205. In terms of impacts to human comfort (as a result of construction vibration), impacts to 

DNSDC ‘in-situ’ are unclear. Interpolation of the data presented in the 2012 report (pages 

19, 20 and 34) and the 2013 report (pages 21, 22 and 37) however, suggests that 

inhabitants of the DNSDC could be potentially affected. In a similar vein to comments 

made in the preceding paragraph, whether potentially sensitive areas or buildings will 

remain occupied by the DNSDC during construction, will determine the severity of such 

impacts.  

206. In light of the uncertainty regarding impacts to the DNSDC, the Department recommends 

that the EMP provide a more thorough assessment of vibration impacts when specific 

construction activities and plant are known. The outcome of this assessment will 

determine the most appropriate methods / machinery construction activities, the necessity 

for respite periods, and / or whether temporary relocation of sensitive receivers is likely to 

be required. 

207. Potential impacts to DNSDC ‘relocated’ should also be addressed by the EMP given the 

assessment of impacts to this site was potentially restricted by limited information on its 

site layout. Given that the level impact to DNSDC will also be largely dependent on the 

timing of its relocation, the Department recommends that Defence be consulted on the 

preparation of the EMP. 

208. With respect to anticipated noise levels associated with road traffic (particularly, once the 

intermodal is fully operational), the Department notes there are several known mitigation 

measures which could alleviate potential disturbances involving the application of 

mitigation at the receptor. These could include for example, acoustic treatment of offices, 

or upgrading of window and door seals. Given no such commitments are specifically 

proposed in the EIS, the Department recommends that the proponent be required to 

implement all feasible and practicable measures to reduce the risk of noise disturbance to 

DNSDC, including as a result of road traffic. 

209. Given the proximity of SME to the proposed action, the Department notes the potential for 

noise disturbance to this site as a result of operational activities (and possibly, 

construction activities). Depending on when SME relocates from its current premises, the 

potential for disturbance and / or impacts could vary considerably. While Stage 1A 

operations are not anticipated to exceed the adopted standard criteria for ‘maximum’ level 



EPBC 2011/6229    Attachment A 

Page 37 of 66 

of noise disturbance, by 2031 ‘full’ operations could potentially result in internal noise 

levels (at SME) of up to 10 dBA above the adopted standard criteria. 

210. While transient noise events following Stage 1A (such as rail shunting and container 

handling) are not anticipated to disturb SME (i.e. result in an exceedance of the adopted 

sleep disturbance screening levels), the Department notes that this assessment does not 

address full operations. As the intermodal increases its capacity towards full operation, the 

frequency and / or intensity of transient noise events could also increase. 

211. Notwithstanding the above, according to EPBC 2012/6462 (as referred by Defence) SME 

will have to vacate its existing premises by the end of 2014 in order to achieve the 

Commonwealth’s objective of having the ‘adjacent’ intermodal (EPBC 2011/6086) built 

and operational by 2017. 

212. To mitigate any potential disturbances to SME, the proponent proposes to consider 

implementing an acoustic barrier along the western boundary of the intermodal. The 

requirement of such a measure (which has the potential to deliver an attenuation of 

5 dBA, possibly 10 dBA) would be dependent on whether SME remains in-situ once the 

intermodal is operational. 

213. The Department recommends that the proposed EMP provide for an adaptive approach to 

the mitigation of potential impacts to SME. 

214. The Department notes the proximity of the proposed action to Commonwealth housing. 

According to the NIA, construction activities are not anticipated to result in an exceedance 

of noise levels or vibration levels above the adopted criteria at the surrounding residential 

areas of Wattle Grove, Moorebank, or Glenfield. Based on these projections, any 

Commonwealth housing within these areas (such as that owned, or leased, by Defence) is 

not anticipated to be impacted by construction noise or vibration. 

215. The Department considers that given the proposed action is still in the concept phase, it is 

possible that further refinements to each stage of the proposed action could have 

implications on the type of construction equipment being utilised and the duration of its 

use. Similar comments also apply to DNSDC and SME. It is therefore recommended that 

the EMP addresses ongoing monitoring of these areas, and commits to implementing 

measures that reduce the risk of noise disturbance to sensitive areas. 

216. In instances where an exceedence of NMLs is anticipated (for example, in the suburb of 

Casula, during connection of the proposed rail link to the Southern Sydney Freight Line), 

the EMP should also provide targeted measures which minimise impacts to 

Commonwealth housing within this area. 

217. According to the NIA, operational noise levels (following both completion of ‘Stage 1A’ 

works and once the intermodal is fully operational) are not anticipated to result in noise 

levels at the surrounding residential areas of Wattle Grove, Moorebank, or Glenfield that 

exceed the INP criteria or IGANRIP trigger levels. Based on these projections, any 

Commonwealth housing within these areas is not anticipated to be impacted by 

operational noises. 

218. As above, any further refinements to the scope and / or site layout of the proposed action 

(including the type or number of plant, processes and equipment being utilised on site) 

could potentially have implications on the level of noise generated by operations. These 

comments also apply to SME and DNSDC. It is therefore recommended that the EMP 

addresses ongoing monitoring of these areas, and commits to implementing measures 

that reduce the risk of noise disturbance to sensitive areas. 
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219. In instances where an exceedence of NMLs is anticipated (for example, during adverse 

weather conditions in the suburb of Casula, during ‘full capacity’ operations), the EMP 

should also provide targeted measures which minimise impacts to Commonwealth 

housing within this area.  

220. With respect to transient noise events, the NIA suggests that rail shunting or the banging 

of freight containers (following ‘Stage 1A’ works or once the intermodal is fully operational) 

are not anticipated to cause noise levels which exceed the adopted sleep disturbance 

screenings levels, at any surrounding residential area. Based on these projections, any 

Commonwealth housing within these areas is not anticipated to be impacted in terms of 

sleep disturbance. The Department recommends that the proponent be required to 

undertake ongoing monitoring which validates the findings of the NIA, and commits to 

implementing measures that reduce the level of noise disturbance should they be 

required. The EMP should also provide details on the anticipated effectiveness of these 

measures. 

221. Providing the proponent adheres to the above recommendations, the Department 

considers that impacts to the environment (as defined at paragraphs 139 and 140 of this 

report) due to noise and vibration will be acceptable. These recommendations are 

reflected in the proposed conditions of approval at paragraph one of this report (see 

conditions 7 and 8). 

People and communities - Air pollution 

222. The proposed action is likely to generate air pollutants during construction and operation 

of the proposed action including: oxides of nitrogen, carbon monoxide, particulate matter, 

volatile organic compounds. Sources of these emissions include: 

 diesel locomotives used for container transport and cargo distribution trucks; 

 ancillary equipment such as gantry cranes, reach stackers and forklifts involved in 

container handling and the warehousing of container contents; and 

 construction activities including, but not limited to: vegetation clearing, excavation 

works, construction of the rail, demolition of existing structures, access road 

construction, and the movement of heavy machinery / plant equipment on unsealed 

roads. 

223. Exposure to harmful levels of air pollution has the potential to result in adverse impacts to 

human health including cardiovascular and lung related diseases. 

224. To assess the potential for local air quality impacts, an air quality impact assessment was 

commissioned by the proponent and prepared by Pae Holmes (in 2012). The 2012 impact 

assessment details the predicted NO2 concentrations and particulate matter (PM) 

concentrations across sixteen residential receptors, and across the SME and DNSDC 

both ‘in-situ’ and ‘relocated’). 

225. Air quality predictions were modelled for the proposed action operating at ‘initial capacity’ 

(i.e. following the completion of Stage 1A works) and for the intermodal operating at full 

capacity. Fugitive dust emissions as a result of construction activities are not quantitatively 

assessed, on the basis that emissions are likely to vary considerably from day to day, 

depending on the intensity and location of particular activities, and the staging of 

construction schedules. 

226. A second air quality assessment was also prepared by Pacific Environment Limited (in 

2013) largely, to meet the requirements of the state assessment process but also, to 



EPBC 2011/6229    Attachment A 

Page 39 of 66 

incorporate further refinements regarding operational details, and to include further 

discussion regarding potential impacts to DNSDC and SME. Collectively, the 2012 impact 

assessment and the 2013 impact assessment will henceforth, be referred to as ‘the AIA’.  

227. To specifically address the potential for human health risks as a result of air pollutants 

(generated by the proposed action) two reports were prepared by toxicology consultants 

‘Toxikos’: a preliminary screening health risk assessment and literature review, dated 

November 2012 (the PSHRA) and a health risk assessment, dated December 2012 (the 

HRA). 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) 

228. According to the AIA, the predicted cumulative NO2 concentrations (as a result of the 

proposed action) at SME and DNSDC (both in-situ and ‘relocated’) could reach up to 

129 µg/m3 (over a 1 hour averaging period) and up to 26 µg/m3 (over an annual averaging 

period). These levels constitute only 52% and 42% of the relevant impact assessment 

criterion prescribed by the National Environment Protection Measure (NEPM) for Ambient 

Air Quality, respectively. Based on these projections, cumulative NO2 concentrations at 

SME and DNSDC are not anticipated to exceed air quality standards (246 µg/m3 1 hour 

average and 62µg/m3 annual average). 

229. The predicted cumulative NO2 concentrations at residential areas (which may include 

Defence housing) could reach up to 125 µg/m3 (over a 1 hour averaging period) and up to 

19 µg/m3 (over an annual averaging period). These levels constitute only 51% and 31% of 

the relevant impact assessment criterion prescribed by the NEPM for Ambient Air Quality, 

respectively. Based on these projections, cumulative NO2 concentrations at residential 

areas are not anticipated to exceed air quality standards. 

230. Based on the data presented in the AIA, the HRA found it ‘very unlikely’ that NO2 

emissions (generated from the proposed action) would cause direct acute and / or chronic 

health effects to humans. 

Particulate Matter (PM) 

231. According to the AIA, the predicted PM concentrations (as a result of the proposed action) 

at SME and DNSDC (both in-situ and ‘relocated’) could reach up to 46 µg/m3 (over a 24 

hour averaging period) and up to 20 µg/m3 (over an annual averaging period). Based on 

these projections, PM concentrations at these sites are not anticipated to exceed the air 

quality standards (50 µg/m3 24 hour average and 30 µg/m3 annual average) prescribed by 

the NEPM for Ambient Air Quality. 

232. The predicted PM concentrations at residential areas could reach up to approximately 

44 µg/m3 (over a 24 hour averaging period) and up to approximately 19 µg/m3 (over an 

annual averaging period). Based on these projections, PM concentrations at these sites 

are not anticipated to exceed the air quality standards prescribed by the NEPM for 

Ambient Air Quality. 

233. Based on the data presented in the AIA, the HRA found the increase in risk of chronic 

mortality (or any other health outcome) due to PM exposure (as a result of the proposed 

action) to be less than 1 in 100,000 and ‘below what the NEPM considers to be sufficiently 

small and to be of no cause for concern’. 
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Cumulative impacts 

234. Assuming the capacity for freight demand does not exceed 1 000 000 TEU within the 

Moorebank catchment area, the AIA predicts that impacts to air quality are unlikely to 

differ between the proposed action operating at full capacity and in isolation, or both the 

proposed action and DFD intermodal operating concurrently, at a shared capacity of 

1 000 000 TEU. As such, the predicted cumulative concentrations of air pollutants 

(generated as a result of both the proposed action and the DFD intermodal, combined) 

are not anticipated to exceed the air quality standards prescribed by the NEPM for 

Ambient Air Quality. 

Mitigation 

235. To manage and mitigate the emission of pollutants associated with the proposed action, 

the proponent has proposed following measures: 

 giving consideration to the use of diesel / electric hybrid trucks; 

 implementation of a program to encourage the use of vehicles that meet European 

emissions standards (which are more stringent than Australia’s standards); 

 giving preference to the use of electrically powered container handling equipment in 

lieu of diesel equipment (where feasible); 

 giving preference to the use of LPG forklifts in lieu of diesel forklifts (where feasible); 

 minimising truck movements through the efficient management of deliveries and 

dispatches; 

 minimising truck idling and queuing on-site;  

 implementation of an air quality monitoring program to ensure pollutant 

concentrations do not exceed the relevant state thresholds for acceptability; 

 dust suppression measures including, but not limited to: increasing the moisture 

content of exposed soils / surfaces to reduce the spread of dust in windy conditions; 

completing rehabilitation works as quickly as possible; use of water sprays for dust 

generating activities such as ballast dumping and compacting; minimising the 

number of stockpiles on-site and the number of work faces on stockpiles; and 

 preparation of a Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) and an 

Operation Environment Management Plan (OEMP) incorporating the above 

measures. 

Department’s recommendations 

236. The assessment of air quality impacts upon human health received several comments 

from the public during publication of the draft EIS. These comments included (but were 

not limited to): concern around the background data used; inability of the local and 

regional air shed to cope with any further degradations in air quality; questioning over the 

duration of train idling impacts and their associated diesel exhaust; concern around the 

lack of analysis for cumulative impacts from the proposed action and the DoF’s proposed 

intermodal (combined); and concern that some potential air pollutants had not been 

adequately assessed. 

237. In response to public comments the draft EIS was revised, with a summary of the 

proponent’s responses provided at Appendix S to the finalised EIS. 

238. The proposed action has the potential to generate local air pollution during both 

construction and operation of the proposed action. While the levels of PM and / or oxides 
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of nitrogen (generated as a result of operational activities) are not anticipated to exceed 

the adopted air quality standards, such pollutants will, nonetheless add / contribute to 

background levels of existing air pollution. Given the proximity of DNSDC and SME to the 

proposed action, these sites are potentially the most vulnerable to any impacts.  

239. PM and oxides of nitrogen (in particular, those associated with diesel vehicle exhaust) are 

identified by the AIA as the key pollutants in terms of potential health risks and as 

potential areas where air quality criteria could be exceeded. For this reason, air dispersion 

modelling is restricted to these two pollutants. Additional emissions such as ozone, 

sulphur dioxide, carbon monoxide and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) are not 

quantified by the AIA on the basis that these components are likely to be minor 

constituents to the proposed action’s total emissions, and / or likely to comply with air 

quality standards prescribed by the NEPM for Ambient Air Quality. 

240. In the absence of any modelled data for said ‘additional’ pollutants, the PSHRA states 

there is ‘low confidence in the inventory for criteria pollutants’. Notwithstanding this, based 

on the data available and / or modelled, the PSHRA and the HRA do not anticipate that 

acute or chronic health effects to humans are likely, as a result of PM or oxides of nitrogen 

generated from the proposed action. 

241. In addition to operational emissions, construction could generate elevated levels of PM by 

activities that generate high levels of dust. The extent of PM likely to be generated has not 

been quantified by the AIA and will depend on the intensity and location of particular 

activities, and the staging of construction schedules. The Department notes that such 

information is not available at this point in time. 

242. Taking into account the conceptual nature of the proposed action and, noting that further 

refinements to the development design and operational details may have implications 

upon the type and / or level of emissions from the proposed action, the Department 

recommends that the proponent be required to address air quality related impacts in the 

proposed EMP. 

243. The EMP should identify all potential sources of air pollutants on site and quantify their 

likely emissions during both construction and operational phases of the action. The EMP 

should identify the location of potentially sensitive Commonwealth receptors (including 

SME, DNSDC and Commonwealth housing), as well as any areas that could be impacted 

specifically, as a result of the section of the rail which traverses Commonwealth land. 

244. In addition to identifying and quantifying potential sources of air pollutants on site, the 

EMP should quantify any cumulative air quality impacts resulting from any future 

intermodal developments in the neighbouring area. 

245. The EMP should identify the trigger values and / or air quality criteria that will be adopted 

for monitoring and managing potential impacts to sensitive areas, and provide details of a 

local air quality monitoring program. The EMP should also provide details of all feasible 

and practicable measures that will be undertaken to reduce emissions in consultation with 

Defence. 

246. Providing the proponent adheres to the above recommendations, the Department 

considers that impacts to the environment (as defined at paragraphs 139 and 140 of this 

report) due to air quality changes will be acceptable. These recommendations are 

reflected in the proposed conditions of approval at paragraph one of this report (see 

conditions 7 and 8). 
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People and communities – traffic 

247. According to the EIS, the primary purpose of the proposed action is to facilitate the 

transfer of shipping containers to and from Port Botany by rail, and to aid in the 

distribution of freight / cargo throughout south-western Sydney. While the proposed action 

is (to some extent) anticipated to alleviate regional road traffic congestion by shifting the 

bulk of freight transportation from road to rail, it is equally likely that the proposed action 

will place additional pressure upon the local road network. 

248. According to the ‘Transport and Accessibility Impact Assessment’ prepared by Hyder (the 

TAIA), the proposed action is anticipated to generate:  

 approximately 260 truck movements and 330 staff vehicle movements per day (at 

the peak of construction); and 

 approximately 2638 truck movements (comprising 1603 articulated truck movements 

and 1035 rigid truck movements) and 3613 car movements per weekday (when the 

action is fully operational i.e. by the year 2031). 

The additional traffic could potentially, disrupt vehicular access to SME and / or DNSDC 

by adding to traffic congestion along Moorebank Avenue and, to a lesser extent, along 

Anzac Rd. The main vehicular access points to SME and DNSDC are off Moorebank 

Avenue.  

249. Furthermore, parts of Moorebank Avenue (south of the M5), in addition to some ‘sections’ 

of Anzac Rd are owned by Defence (refer to Additional information dated 

9 December 2013; and also, the EIS - Table 13 and Figure 32). The additional traffic 

placed on Moorebank Avenue is anticipated to contribute to an increased risk of road 

accidents (by approximately 2.7 crashes per year), if appropriate road upgrades to 

Moorebank Ave are not implemented. The additional traffic may also affect the need for, 

and / or frequency of general road maintenance. 

250. According to the TAIA, Moorebank Avenue (south of Anzac Rd) carried approximately 

17 500 vehicles per day, during weekday traffic conditions in the year 2010. Five percent 

of this figure comprised heavy vehicles. By the year 2031, the traffic on Moorebank 

Avenue is forecast to grow by 1.6 percent to 1.8 percent per annum as a result of general 

population and employment growth. The proposed action could increase this growth to 3.1 

percent per annum within the same timeframe. 

251. According to the TAIA, in 2010 traffic volumes along Anzac Rd were in the order of 9500 

vehicles per day (6 percent of which comprised heavy vehicles). By the year 2031, the 

proposed action is anticipated to add an additional 180 car movements per weekday, 

along Anzac Rd. This projection is based on the assumption that 5 percent of all SIMTA 

employee vehicles would travel to site via Anzac Rd (refer ‘inbound distribution’ modelling 

provided in the TAIA, Figure 6.5). It is not anticipated that Anzac Rd would be used by 

heavy vehicles associated with the proposed action. 

252. The TAIA modelled five intersections along the Defence owned portion of Moorebank 

Avenue where traffic implications could potentially occur (refer to the TAIA, Figure 3.6; 

and email correspondence dated 9 December 2013). Of these junctions, the Moorebank 

Ave / Anzac Rd intersection was identified as a likely area of impact. The existing Level of 

Service (LoS) at the Moorebank Ave / Anzac Rd intersection is described by the TAIA as 

‘good with acceptable delays and spare capacity’. By the year 2031, the TAIA anticipates 

that the Moorebank Avenue / Anzac Rd intersection will be operating at an ‘unsatisfactory’ 
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level of service (LoS) with ‘excessive queuing’ during both AM and PM peak hours. The 

data presented has been sourced from Tables 3.4 to 3.6; 6.4 and 6.5 of the TAIA. 

253. No additional traffic related capacity problems were identified by the TAIA for the 

remaining junctions along Defence owned land, including: entries / exits to Moorebank 

Avenue car parks, and the Moorebank Avenue / Chatham Avenue intersection (the main 

entrance to SME). 

254. It is noted that the proposed action is anticipated to contribute to further declines in the 

LoS to other road intersections beyond the boundaries of Commonwealth land including: 

 the M5 Motorway (the M5) / Moorebank Avenue intersection; 

 the M5 / Hume Highway intersection; 

 the Moorebank Avenue / Heathcote Rd intersection; and 

 the Moorebank Avenue / Newbridge intersection; 

Such impacts are beyond the scope of this assessment and overlap with matters 

ordinarily addressed by the NSW assessment process (refer to paragraph 19). 

255. To manage and mitigate potential traffic related impacts as a result of the proposed action 

the proponent has proposed the following measures to be undertaken concurrently with 

the proposed action: 

 Provision of dual left turn lanes on Moorebank Avenue immediately south of the 

existing DNSDC traffic signal to provide entry to the intermodal facility; 

 Provision of a new traffic signal on Moorebank Avenue with terminal egress at the 

southern end of the terminal, allowing northbound traffic to exit onto Moorebank 

Avenue; 

 Preparation of a Construction Traffic Management Plan addressing: provision of 

onsite car parking; promotion of public transport options via the use of an employee 

shuttle bus; provision of a traffic controller at truck entry points to the facility; and 

sourcing construction material from local resources (i.e. within Sydney) as far as 

practicable; 

 Preparation of an Operational Traffic Management Plan that maximises the 

efficiency of vehicle access and circulation both into, and within the intermodal 

facility grounds. 

 encouraging staff to use public transportation instead of private vehicles by: 

o provision of a peak hour shuttle bus service to the intermodal facility from 

Glenfield station, Liverpool station, and potentially Holsworthy station; 

o consulting with the relevant bus providers regarding the potential to extend 

existing bus routes / services to meet the needs of employees travelling to and 

from the intermodal; 

o appropriate site layout / design which includes, the provision of key infrastructure 

such as bus drop off / pick up facilities, pedestrian walkways, and cycle-ways; 

and 

o keeping onsite car parking to a minimum. 

256. In addition to those measures above, the TAIA identifies several road improvements that 

would be required by 2031, to effectively manage road safety and potential impacts to key 

intersections within the locality. These include: 
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 widening Moorebank Avenue from two to four lanes between the M5 

Motorway / Moorebank Avenue interchange and the proposed intermodal (in 

addition to, upgrading the M5 Motorway / Moorebank Avenue interchange itself); 

 localised improvements to the proposed ‘central’ and ‘southern’ access points to 

site, along Moorebank Avenue; 

 widening the approach roads at the Moorebank Avenue / Anzac Rd intersection; 

 placing a new traffic signal at the ‘northern’ access point to site, on Moorebank 

Avenue; and 

 widening at the following ramp locations:  

o M5 westbound off-ramp; 

o M5 westbound on-ramp; 

o M5 eastbound off-ramp; and 

o Moorebank Avenue northern approach. 

The proponent proposes to discuss and negotiate these upgrades with the relevant 

authorities and stakeholders, including the NSW Roads and Maritime Services (RMS). 

Department’s recommendations 

257. The assessment of traffic related impacts received several comments from the public 

during publication of the draft EIS. These comments included (but were not limited to): 

concern around the background data used and the appropriateness of the modelling 

method employed; inability of the existing network to cope with the increase in traffic and 

the provision of upgraded infrastructure; and concern for a potential increase in crashes 

and decreased road safety. In response to these comments the draft EIS was revised, 

with a summary of the proponent’s responses provided at Appendix S to the finalised EIS. 

258. The proposed action is likely to generate traffic volumes that could result in, or contribute 

to traffic capacity problems throughout the local road network. Traffic congestion along 

Moorebank Avenue has the potential to disrupt access to SME and / or DNSDC, as well 

as increase the risk of road accidents and the need for road general maintenance along 

the Defence owned portion of Moorebank Avenue.  

259. While the TAIA did not identify any operational issues at the entrance points to SME or 

DNSDC (as a result of the proposed action), it is recommended that the LoS to these 

intersections be monitored to validate the findings of the TAIA and, that any impacts 

identified be addressed by the proponent, in consultation with Defence. To this end, it is 

recommended that the proponent be required to address traffic related impacts in the 

proposed EMP.  

260. Given construction of the proposed action will be staged over several years, with some 

stages overlapping with operational phases, it is recommended that the EMP address 

both construction and operational phases. 

261. The EIS identifies several areas which should be upgraded to address impacts to road 

safety (as a result of the proposed action). Without these upgrades, the number of road 

crashes along Moorebank Avenue (by the year 2031) between the M5 interchange and 

Chatham Avenue (~ 2.1 kilometres) could rise from 7.8 to 10.5 crashes per annum. The 

proposed upgrades are anticipated to curb this increase to around 8.8 crashes per 

annum, within the same timeframe.  
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262. While the proposed upgrades may have the potential to manage the proposed action’s 

impacts effectively, no details have been provided on when these measures will be 

implemented, or what will trigger their implementation. The EMP should address the 

absence of this information. 

263. With regard to road maintenance, the EIS provides no commentary on the current 

condition of that part of Moorebank Avenue owned by Defence. Given the proposed action 

is anticipated to place an additional 6251 vehicles on Moorebank Avenue (per week day, 

by 2031) it is recommended the proponent be required to assist Defence in the ongoing 

maintenance of Moorebank Avenue. A proposed condition of approval has been drafted to 

that effect. 

264. In a submission on the proposed action dated 21 October 2013, Defence raised concerns 

regarding the ability of the proposed action to process the number of heavy vehicles 

entering and exiting the proposed intermodal site and the impact this may have on the 

safety of Moorebank Road if heavy vehicles are required to park or wait prior to entering 

the site. As such, the Department recommends that the EMP not only provide details on 

how heavy vehicle traffic will access and circulate around the intermodal facility, but also 

demonstrate what measures are in place to prevent heavy vehicles parking or waiting on 

Moorebank Avenue. 

265. In addition, the Department notes the proponent’s proposal to implement several 

measures aiming to reduce the volume of traffic generated by the proposed action, 

including the provision of shuttle buses to, and from site for work personnel. While such 

measures are unlikely to affect the number of heavy vehicles generated (by the proposed 

action), the measures could reduce the volume of cars travelling to and from site.  

266. The provision of adequate and easily accessible public transport options in addition to, an 

appropriate site layout (for example, good lighting, provision of pedestrian walkways 

and / or cycle ways, and adequate wait areas for buses) could contribute towards an 

effective strategy for encouraging the use of public transport by work personnel, to and 

from site. To this end, it is recommended that the EMP (as proposed) commit to 

implementing those measures proposed at section 7.4.6 of the EIS (and summarised at 

paragraph 255 of this report). 

267. According to the EIS, a SIMTA employee public transport mode share of about 30 percent 

is considered feasible if, a significant proportion of employees live locally. Given the 

potential benefits this could have in lowering the number of vehicles on Moorebank 

Avenue (and the broader road network) it is recommended that the proponent be 

encouraged to achieve the proposed 30 percent target. It is therefore recommended that 

the proponent be required to monitor the effectiveness of the public transport incentives 

(as proposed in the EIS).  

268. Provided the proponent adheres to the proposed conditions of approval, any traffic-related 

impacts to the environment (as defined at paragraphs 138 and 139 of this report) will be 

acceptable under the EPBC Act. These recommendations are reflected in the proposed 

conditions of approval at paragraph one of this report (see conditions 7, 8 and 9). 

People and communities - Visual Amenity & Light Spill 

269. The existing visual character of the site of the proposed action is essentially industrial, 

consisting of a number of large buildings used for warehousing and distribution services. 

Development of the SIMTA intermodal facility will require most of the existing structures to 
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be demolished or relocated. The next closest developments to the site are also largely 

industrial. 

270. The closest residential areas are Wattle Grove to the north-east and Casula to the west. 

Wattle Grove contains a significant amount of Defence owned housing and therefore 

impacts on the visual amenity of this area (as a result of the proposed action) are relevant 

to your consideration. In addition, impacts to the visual amenity or from light spill on the 

neighbouring Defence land of SME and the DNSDC relocated are also relevant. 

271. In order to assess the visual and lighting impacts of the proposed action on surrounding 

receivers (including the neighbouring Commonwealth land) the proponent engaged Reid 

Campbell to undertake a visual impact assessment (VIA) including a light spill study. 

Visual Impacts 

272. The VIA identified the following built form and visible operating elements: 

 the rail link – comprising a 20 metre variable width easement linking the 

development to the Southern Sydney Freight Line; 

 the intermodal terminal – located on the western portion of the site (Stage 1A) and 

comprising rail sidings, container hardstand areas, administrative offices and 

ancillary operation facilities; and 

 warehouse and distribution facilities – located in the balance of the site to the east 

and likely to be various sizes of steel construction with a maximum height of 

21 metres. Warehouses are likely to be of a neutral colour. 

273. To reduce the visual impact of the intermodal facility, the VIA recommended landscape 

treatments to visually and physically connect the development with the existing landscape 

and vegetation adjacent to the site. An 18 metre wide corridor of screening vegetation and 

bio-retention swale was recommended for the Moorebank Avenue frontage, the screening 

effect of which would be reinforced with randomly selected native tree species with dense 

tree canopies and lower screening plants. The other site boundaries would contain a 

boundary treatment and buffer zone which would be consistent with local species in the 

area and provide a scale of planting that would complement the built form. 

274. The VIA assessed the visual impact of the proposed action with the implementation of the 

proposed mitigation measures from potential views of the development using a range and 

combination of qualitative criteria such as prominence of the development and landscape 

compatibility. The VIA found that the most prominent views of the development are 

expected to occur at localised boundary points such as Moorebank Avenue and Anzac 

Road, as well as at the residential boundary to Wattle Grove. The VIA concluded 

however, that the impact would be relatively low given the existing unobstructed views of 

the existing DNSDC operations, which are reasonably compatible with the proposed 

SIMTA operations. 

275. The VIA also considered the potential visual impacts resulting from construction of the 

proposed action. The VIA determined that the most visible element would be construction 

cranes. However given the low-rise nature of the proposed action, it was considered that 

these would be no more intrusive than the operating equipment of the terminal, and would 

be highly localised. 

276. As the proposed rail link transverses Commonwealth land, the visual impact of this 

development on the general environment, not just the environment on Commonwealth 

land must be considered. The VIA assessed the impact of the proposed rail link from nine 



EPBC 2011/6229    Attachment A 

Page 47 of 66 

view points (R01 to R09). The assessment found that the only change to the existing 

landscape from these viewpoints would occur from R01 and R02 which looks west and 

east respectively from the Moorebank Avenue overpass, located south of the proposed 

action (the VIA, Figure 6). The impact to this landscape from the addition of the proposed 

rail link was considered unsubstantial, and it is noted that the impact would be brief to 

viewers passing along this portion of Moorebank Avenue. 

Light Spill 

277. The VIA included a light spill study to determine the lighting impact resulting from 24 hour 

operation of the proposed intermodal facility and rail link on surrounding areas. The light 

spill study determined that the area with the greatest potential for light spill impacts is the 

rail transfer and container loading area, which requires relatively high levels of light in both 

horizontal / vertical planes to safely support operations such as crane positioning, shared 

vehicle and pedestrian usage areas, and container movement activity. 

278. The light spill study assessed the potential impacts of the lighting requirements against 

Australian Standard AS4282-1997 (Control of Obtrusive Effect of Outdoor Lighting). The 

assessment was based on a preliminary lighting concept and assumed the use of Phillips 

Optivision 2000 watt luminaires mounted on 40 metre standards (poles). 

279. The assessment concluded that the most stringent criteria for residential areas during 

curfew hours is met at a distance approximately 150 metres from the light source. The 

assessment determined that as all residential areas occur at least 400 metres from the 

source, it is unlikely they would be impacted. It was also noted that further detailed design 

would aim to reduce the standard height to less than 40 metres, thereby resulting in a 

further reduction to the surrounding light spill levels. 

Department’s recommendations 

280. The draft EIS Submissions Report (the EIS, Appendix S) identified eight public 

submissions that raised concerns in regards to the visual impacts of the proposed action. 

Issues raised relate to the impact of light spill on residential receivers and the visual 

impact due to the height of the gantries being above the tree line. 

281. The Department notes that the visual assessment indicates that the gantries would not be 

visible from any residential receiver. The control tower is visible from the suburb of Casula 

however, its impact on the landscape is limited given its low visibility and distance from 

the site (1200 metres) (refer to simulated views 4 and 5 in the VIA). The proposed action 

is visible from residential areas in Wattle Grove to the north-east of the site, however this 

view will be of warehousing which is consistent with the existing landscape. As such, the 

Department is satisfied that an unacceptable visual impact would not occur on 

Commonwealth land. 

282. In regards to the impacts of light spill on residential receivers in Wattle Grove, the 

Department notes that the area of greatest impact is located along Moorebank Avenue on 

the western edge of the site furthest from the residential receivers. The lighting proposed 

in this area would be designed to control light spill and limit glare and upward leakage. To 

limit light spill further, the proponent has committed to restrict the height of light poles to 

be less than the approved height of the warehouse buildings. The Department 

recommends that this measure be incorporated in the CEMP to reduce light spill impacts. 

283. The EIS states that impacts around the warehousing and distribution facilities on the 

eastern portion of the site would be assessed at later stages of the project design, but are 

likely to be no more than the lighting level of a standard street in an industrial / commercial 
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area, and as such, would be unlikely to impact upon the residential receivers in Wattle 

Grove. 

284. Defence have raised concerns regarding the potential impacts upon the residential 

dwellings located on the SME site from light spill during construction, if works were to 

occur outside of the standard construction hours. It is noted that these have not been 

assessed as part of the VIA. The EIS states that Stage 1A construction works will mostly 

occur during daylight hours and therefore light spill impacts on adjacent receivers are not 

predicted. However, it is noted that some works related to construction of the rail link will 

be required to occur outside of the standard construction hours. Given the potential impact 

that these works may have on the residential dwelling within the SME site, the Department 

recommends the proponent consult with Defence regarding measures to minimise light 

spill impacts, prior to undertaking construction works outside of the standard construction 

hours.  

285. With the implementation of these measures, the Department is satisfied that the impact to 

the visual amenity (including impacts resulting from light spill) on the environment of 

Commonwealth land as a result of the proposed action, will be acceptable (see conditions 

7 and 8). 

Natural and Physical Resources  

Hydrology 

286. The proposed action has the potential to impact upon the hydrology of Commonwealth 

land by:  

 altering the flow or volume of stormwater run-off and potentially flooding the 

neighbouring environments; and 

 reducing water quality on neighbouring lands by increasing runoff and the potential 

for erosion and sedimentation, and the leaching of contaminants resulting from 

accidental spills / leakages. 

287. The EIS identified two main drainage features within the vicinity of the proposed action, 

Anzac Creek and the Georges River, both of which traverse adjoining Commonwealth 

land (the EIS, Figure 2). The Georges River runs south to north approximately 750 metres 

from the proposed intermodal site. Anzac Creek is a smaller tributary of the Georges 

River, which forms within the SME site and flows south of the proposed intermodal site in 

a north-east direction across the proposed rail corridor, past the suburb of Wattle Grove 

and underneath the M5 motorway at its intersection with Heathcote Road. At its closest 

point, Anzac Creek is located approximately 50 metres south-west of the proposed 

intermodal site. 

288. The Georges River is a major permanently flowing river. An assessment within the vicinity 

of the proposed action found it to contain poor quality habitat, attributing to the lack of 

diversity of micro-habitats required to support a diverse and healthy macro-invertebrate 

community. Anzac Creek has an intermittent flow supporting semi-permanent to 

permanent water pools. The EIS describes the creek as heavily degraded and generally in 

poor condition. It is predominantly in a low flow state with sluggish to minimal water 

movement, dependent upon local rainfall. 
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Flooding and Stormwater 

289. The proposed action has the potential to increase the risk of flooding to adjoining 

Commonwealth land by increasing stormwater flows from the site to Commonwealth land 

and / or impeding the flow of stormwater from Commonwealth land onto the site. 

290. To address the potential flooding and stormwater impacts (from the proposed action), 

Hyder Consulting was engaged by the proponent to prepare two reports: the ‘Flood Study 

and Stormwater Management (November 2012)’ and ‘Flood Study (December 2012)’. The 

former report focused on the impacts to flooding following completion and full operation of 

the intermodal while the later report included assessment impacts resulting from the rail 

link and Stage 1A works in isolation of the overall proposed action. Collectively these 

reports will here in be referred to as the FIA. 

291. According to the FIA, external catchments are able to enter the proposed development 

site from the north and the southern boundaries from small open areas on adjoining 

Commonwealth land (the EIS, Appendix D ‘report dated Nov 2012’, Figure 2). Water may 

also enter the site from a sealed car park to the west of Moorebank Avenue, within SME. 

Stormwater from the sealed car park is captured and piped under Moorebank Avenue and 

into an open channel which runs inside the proposed development site. 

292. Stormwater discharges from the proposed development site through three formal outlets 

(the EIS, Appendix D ‘report dated Nov 2012’, Figure 3). Two outlets discharge 

eastwards, via pipes and headwalls under Greenhills Road, then through less formalised 

channels on Commonwealth land into Anzac Creek. A third discharge site collects water 

from the site westwards into a concrete lined channel running parallel within the site along 

Moorebank Avenue. It then drains through pipes under Moorebank Avenue and into a 

concrete channel that crosses the SME site and discharges to the Georges River. 

293. The FIA modelled stormwater flows to assess the performance of the existing site 

drainage and compared this to modelled post-development site conditions. The 

assessment found that maximising the developable site area would potentially impact on 

neighbouring properties (including Commonwealth land), including: 

 impeding and diverting flows that currently enter the site along its northern and 

southern boundaries, and on its western boundary from a local carpark area; 

 increasing flows along Moorebank Avenue; and 

 increasing flooding across Greenhills Road (and the adjoining Defence owned 

bushland). 

294. The FIA also assessed the potential impacts of the proposed action on the Anzac Creek 

floodplain and found that (with an assumed onsite detention storage capacity of 

35 000 metres3): 

 the potential post-development 100 year average recurrence interval flood level 

within the Anzac Creek floodplain south of the SIMTA site would increase by less 

than 5 mm (the 100 year average recurrence interval flood level is best defined as a 

flood level that statistically has a 1 percent chance of happening in any given year); 

and 

 the proposed site raising would increase the modelled probable maximum flood 

level by around 0.25 metres immediately in the Anzac Creek floodplain immediately 

south of the site (the probable maximum flood level is the largest flood level that 

could conceivably occur within a catchment and is a rare and unlikely event). 
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295. The FIA also modelled the potential flood impacts on neighbouring land following the 

completion of Stage 1A works. The modelling was based on the concept design for Stage 

1A, incorporating a 100 percent impervious surface in the Stage 1A area of the 

development site and the main proposed drainage features including the channels and 

trunk drainage systems and the onsite detention storages. The results of the assessment 

found: 

 that the 100 year average recurrence interval flood level would not increase along 

the eastern portion of Moorebank Avenue, however the probable maximum flood 

level could increase by up to 0.1 metres; and 

 that the drainage channel proposed for the eastern boundary of the Stage 1A area 

has been designed with the capacity above a 100 year average recurrence interval 

flood level and, as such, the FIA concluded that this would adequately mitigate any 

potential flood impacts to the east of Stage 1A (i.e. the DNSDC in-situ site).  

296. The FIA found that maximising the developable site area would potentially impact flooding 

upon neighbouring properties which would require negotiation with the neighbouring 

landholders (with respect to obtaining drainage easements). The FIA proposed the 

following civil design options to limit impacts to neighbouring properties (further details are 

contained in section 7.2 of the of the FIA): 

 at the southern site boundary – increase the proposed buffer between the raised 

development platform and the site boundary to allow for stormwater entering the site 

from external catchments in these areas to be conveyed to an appropriate drainage 

system; 

 at the western site boundary – provide a new channel / culvert system (located 

within the site) to convey runoff from external catchments (including the SME car 

park and Moorebank Road itself) along the western boundary to the existing culvert 

near the north-west corner; 

 at the northern site boundary – implement channel / culvert systems to convey 

runoff from land north of the site to the existing site outlets in the northeast and 

northwest; and 

 at the eastern site boundary – retain the existing open channel that conveys flows to 

the existing Greenhills Road culvert. 

297. In addition to the above, the proposed rail link is required to cross both Anzac Creek and 

the Georges River. The proposed crossing of Anzac Creek occurs on Defence land south 

of the proposed intermodal site (the EIS, Appendix D ‘report dated Dec 2012’, Figure 1). 

The EIS includes a number of design principles to minimise the impact of this culvert 

(detailed in section 7.4.2 if the EIS). With the implementation of these design principles, 

the FIA assessed the impact that this crossing would have on flood extents and levels 

downstream and found: 

 that the 100 year average recurrence interval flood level upstream from the 

proposed culvert would rise by up to 20 millimetres (assuming a 50 percent 

blockage scenario) and less than 5 millimetres (assuming the culvert is fully 

unblocked); and 

 the probable maximum food level upstream from the proposed culvert and across 

Moorebank Avenue would increase by between 0.1 metres and 0.2 metres, 

assuming a 50 percent blockage scenario. 
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From these results the FIA concluded that ‘the proposed railway and associated culvert 

would result in negligible impacts within the Anzac Creek Catchment’. 

298. The proposed rail link also requires a bridge crossing of the Georges River outside but 

adjacent to Commonwealth land occupied by the SME. The FIA concluded that assuming 

the abutments, piers, bridge decking and noise barriers of the proposed bridge are 

favourably aligned hydraulically; the 100 year average recurrence interval flood level 

would increase by up to 30 millimetres at a distance of 600 metres upstream and 

10 millimetres at a distance of 1 kilometre upstream from the proposed bridge. These 

flooding impacts would not occur on Commonwealth land in the local area.  

Water Quality 

299. The EIS considered the potential impacts that development of the proposed action could 

have on the quality of water within Anzac Creek and the Georges River. The EIS stated 

that during construction activities, particularly clearing and grubbing and earthworks, there 

is a potential for soil to be eroded and deposited into nearby waterways. In addition, 

during construction, it was identified that the removal of existing stormwater management 

structures, such as pipes and open grass lined channels, could result in an increase in the 

volume and velocity of surface flows which would increase the mobilisation of debris and 

soil. 

300. In order to mitigate impacts to water quality as a result of construction and operation of the 

intermodal facility, section 7.4.3 of the EIS outlines the proposed measures to be adopted, 

including: 

 installation of rain water tanks to collect roof water from the warehouses to be used 

for non-potable water demands onsite; 

 pre-treatment measures such as buffer strips and gross pollutant traps to capture 

coarse to medium sized solids, trash and vegetation prior to stormwater entering 

treatment systems; and 

 bio-retention systems such as rain gardens and bio-swales (vegetation and filter 

substrate providing treatment of stormwater through filtration and acting as onsite 

detention basins minimising volume and velocity of flows). 

301. In addition to the water quality impacts resulting from runoff, the EIS found that 

construction activities in proximity to and across Anzac Creek and the Georges River have 

the potential to adversely affect aquatic habitat by increasing the mobilisation of sediment 

and pollutants carried downstream. In order to mitigate impacts resulting from construction 

of the rail crossings section 7.4.3 contains a number of mitigation measures including 

staging of works to minimise total disturbance and application of management principles 

outlined in Managing Urban Stormwater (Landcom 2004). 

302. The EIS also states that a Soil and Water Management Plan and Erosion and Sediment 

Control Plan will be implemented for the construction and operation phases of the 

development, with monitoring and review performance of sediment and water control 

structures during construction and operational phases. Details of the proposed monitoring 

and review are provided within the EIS (Tables 90 and 91). 

Department’s recommendations 

303. In comments made under the NSW assessment process of the proposed action dated 

21 October 2013, Defence raised concerns regarding the modelled 0.25 metre increase to 

the probable maximum flood level predicted to occur during full operation of the proposed 
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action on Defence land south of the proposed site. The EIS concluded that as the area is 

largely undeveloped, there would be little implication of this increase upon the 

neighbouring area. 

304. Defence also raised concerns regarding the increase of the predicted probable maximum 

flood level by 0.1 to 0.2 metres upstream of the proposed rail crossing (on the SME site 

and Defence land south of the proposed intermodal) and across Moorebank Avenue, 

following the completion of Stage 1A works.  

305. The Department notes that the modelled increases of concern to Defence only occur 

during a probable maximum flood level which, by definition, is a rare and unlikely event. 

Nevertheless, it is noted that an increased risk of flooding could impact upon Defence 

owned Moorebank Road and the future development potential of the SME site and land 

south of the SIMTA site.  

306. As such, it is recommended that the proponent be required to address hydrology related 

impacts in the proposed CEMP. The CEMP must provide a detailed plan of the all civil 

design measures that will be implemented to reduce the likelihood of flooding impacts on 

any neighbouring Commonwealth land. The CEMP must also provide an updated 

assessment of the potential flooding impacts likely to occur on any Commonwealth land 

with the implementation of these measures and detail the outcomes of negotiations with 

Defence in regard to these impacts. 

307. The Department notes that there is a potential that water quality on neighbouring 

Commonwealth land, particularly in Anzac Creek, has the potential to be impacted as a 

result of the proposed action due to increased sediment loads and concentrations of 

contaminants carried in stormwater released from the site. As such, the Department 

recommends that the CEMP include details of how any stormwater discharged from the 

site will be monitored and what measures will be implemented should monitoring indicate 

that a reduction in water quality is likely to occur. 

308. Providing the proponent adheres to the above recommendations, the Department 

considers that impacts to water resources on Commonwealth land are acceptable. These 

recommendations are reflected in the proposed conditions of approval at paragraph one 

of this report (see condition 7). 

Land Contamination 

309. The proposed action has the potential to impact upon the environment on Commonwealth 

land through the development and disturbance of contaminated land within the proposed 

intermodal site. In addition, any impacts to the natural and physical resources of the 

environment in general from the development of the rail link, must be considered as these 

works are proposed to occur on Commonwealth Land. 

The proposed intermodal site 

310. The EIS states that given the historical land uses of the proposed intermodal site (serving 

as a military storage and distribution centre and, prior to that, being used for farming 

practices), there is the potential for contaminating materials to occur on site. As such, the 

proponent has engaged Golder Associated Pty Ltd (Golder) to complete a phase 1 

Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) to assess the ecological and human health risks 

posed by past land uses, and where required, provide remediation options. 

311. Following its assessment, which included a review of numerous earlier environmental 

investigations onsite in addition to site visits, the ESA concluded that the main areas of 
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environmental concern within the proposed intermodal site could be addressed using well 

established remediation methods, including the following: 

 underground tank installations located in the south-western corner of the site – 

removal of tanks, removal of contaminated soil, treatment of contaminated 

groundwater; 

 filled areas in the south-eastern portion which may contain contaminants including 

asbestos and Hydrochlorobenzene (HCB) containing materials – excavation and 

removal of filled materials and associated impacted soil followed by either 

placement and capping onsite or offsite disposal; and 

 potential unexploded ordinance (UXO) associated with the use of grenades – 

geophysical surveys to identify location of UXO for removal by the military. 

312. In addition, the EIS notes that it is likely that some buildings on the proposed intermodal 

site have been identified as containing asbestos. As such, the demolition or modification 

of these buildings has the potential to release respirable asbestos fibres. The EIS states 

that demolition of these structures and removal of asbestos from the site will be 

undertaken in accordance with Safe Work Australia guidelines How to manage and 

control asbestos in a workplace (2011) and How to safely remove asbestos (2011). 

The proposed rail corridor 

313. The proponent engaged Golder to prepare a Phase 1: Environmental Site Assessment – 

Rail Corridor Land for SIMTA Moorebank Intermodal Facility (April 2013) (Rail corridor 

ESA) to determine the likelihood of contaminated materials occurring within the proposed 

rail corridor.  

314. The rail corridor ESA concluded that based on site history there is a potential for 

subsurface contamination as a result of prior use of the site in five areas (refer to Figure 

62, p. 221 of the EIS): 

 Area 1 – area immediately south of the SIMTA site where unauthorised dumping 

may have occurred; 

 Area 2 – bushland immediately south of the proposed development where potential 

UXO may occur. Illegal dumping which may contain potential contaminants has also 

been recorded in this area; 

 Area 3 – land owned by Railcorp. which has been subject to significant filling and 

has been levelled at 2 to 2.5 m higher than surrounding areas; 

 Area 4 – land occurring in the south-west portion of the SME golf course which was 

once used as a mock Viet Cong village for training. Tunnels associated with this 

facility may still be buried in this area; and 

 Area 5 – land that contains the Glenfield Quarry and Waste Disposal Facility. 

315. The rail corridor ESA noted that the above risk areas had not been subject to intrusive 

investigations, comprising of soil and groundwater sampling, to confirm if actual 

contamination is present. 

316. The proponent has confirmed that a phase 2 intrusive investigation would be undertaken 

prior to soil disturbance within the rail corridor. The result of these investigations would be 

used to develop a Contamination Management Plan which will provide detailed 

procedures for: 

 handling, stockpiling and assessing potentially contaminated materials encountered 

during the development works; 
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 landfill gas management during excavation, handling and stockpiling of waste 

materials, if excavation is required during the development, in the area of the 

Glenfield Waste Facility; 

 excavation and disposal of the underground storage tank installations within the 

SIMTA site in accordance with relevant NSW government guidelines; 

 assessment, classification and disposal of waste in accordance with relevant 

legislation; and 

 a contingency plan for unexpected contaminated materials, such as materials that 

are odorous, stained, or contained anthropogenic materials, that may be 

encountered during construction. 

Department’s recommendations 

317. The Department notes that the remediation of the contaminated lands will be undertaken 

in accordance with the NSW Contaminated Land Management Act 1997. The main 

identified sources of contamination within the intermodal facility site are the underground 

storage installations and the demolition of asbestos containing buildings. The Department 

notes that these activities are managed under State legislation and is satisfied that the 

potential impact to the environment on Commonwealth land as a result of these activities 

would be minimal. 

318. The Department has also considered the potential contamination impacts to the 

environment in general as a result of construction of the rail link on Commonwealth land. 

The Department notes that the proponent has committed to undertake additional 

investigations to identify and delineate the potential for contamination within this area and 

will use the results of these investigations to inform the development and implementation 

of a contamination management plan. 

319. The proposed contamination management plan will provide details on the management of 

potential contaminants within the site in accordance with the current government 

guidelines and best practices. With the implementation of this plan prior to the 

commencement of construction, the Department is satisfied that impacts to the 

environment as a result of contamination within the rail corridor will be acceptable.  

320. As such, the Department has recommended as a condition of approval that the proponent 

be required to address contamination related issues in the proposed CEMP. The CEMP 

must detail the findings of further intrusive investigations and outline measures for 

managing and monitoring identified sources of contamination. 

321. With the implementation of a CEMP, the Department is satisfied that potential impacts to 

natural and physical resources as a result of contamination and waste can be adequately 

managed to an acceptable level (see condition 7). 

The heritage value of places 

Non-Indigenous Heritage 

322. According to the EIS, there are two heritage listed items contained within the proposed 

development footprint:  

 DNSDC – currently listed on the Commonwealth Heritage List (CHL) (place 

ID 105641); and 

 SME – listed on the Liverpool Local Environmental Plan 2008 (under its alternate 

name, the ‘Australian Army Engineers Group (Item 57)’. 
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323. To assess the potential for non-indigenous heritage impacts (as a result of the proposed 

action), two reports were prepared by heritage consultancy ‘Artefact’ (Appendix E to the 

EIS). While it is understood that one of these reports was primarily directed to meeting the 

requirements of the state assessment process, both reports provide discussion that is 

relevant to this assessment. Both the ‘Non-Indigenous Heritage’ report dated December 

2012 and the ‘Non-Indigenous Heritage’ report dated June 2013 will henceforth, be 

referred to collectively as the NIHR.  

DNSDC 

324. In 2004, the DNSDC was listed as a place on the CHL. The CHL is a list of natural, 

Indigenous and historic heritage places which are either entirely within a Commonwealth 

area, or outside the Australian jurisdiction and owned or leased by the Commonwealth (or 

a Commonwealth agency). Given the DNSDC is no longer owned by the Commonwealth, 

the site will remain protected under the EPBC Act only until such time as Defence 

extinguishes its lease. 

325. The DNSDC is a large intact network of WWII-era buildings, roads, drains and rail sidings 

(the 2012 NIHR, Figure 35). Having served as a military storage site since 1915, the site 

is regarded as historically significant for its associations with the development of 

Australia’s military forces prior to, and during, the First World War and for its direct 

association with the military build up in the early years of the Second World War. The 

place also has an association with early nineteenth century settlement in the Liverpool 

area. 

326. According to the NIHR, the DNSDC is of national significance as an extremely rare 

complex of WWII-era military buildings that have remained in use by Defence until the 

present day. The DNSDC currently serves as the central warehouse for Australia’s armed 

services as well as, provides maintenance and engineering facilities. 

327. The attributes for which the place is recognised relate to the official values of processes, 

rarity, characteristic values, and social value. These attributes include: 

 the fabric, form and set out of all the buildings, including their alignments and 

orientations to former roads and railways; 

 the 15 post and beam warehouses. Despite being re-clad and variously refurbished 

in the early 1990s, the buildings are considered good examples of their type; 

 social value for Defence personnel, for the Liverpool community and for the broader 

Sydney community on account of the long-term Defence associations with the site. 

328. The proposed action is anticipated to result in the demolition / removal of some (or 

possibly all) of the WWII buildings and extensive landscape modification throughout the 

site. Further certainty around the extent of demolition and landscape modification will be 

determined prior to each stage of construction. 

329. Stage 1A is anticipated to result in the removal of historical road and drain alignments, 

possible impacts to potential archaeological material associated with former structures, 

impacts to underground water mains and sewerage lines dating to the 1940s, and impacts 

to the setting and context of three WWII-era buildings (the 2012 NIHR, Figures 21 to 28). 

330. Based on the information available, the proposed action is likely to have severe and 

irreversible impacts on the heritage values of the DNSDC. 

331. To mitigate and manage these impacts, the EIS proposes several measures for 

consideration, dependent on the level of impacts anticipated for each stage of 
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construction and dependent on the statutory context of the heritage item (following its 

inevitable de-listing from the CHL). These include: 

 preparation of a Heritage Impact Statement for impacts associated with each stage 

of construction; 

 preparation of a whole of site Mitigation Strategy comprising: 

o sub-surface excavations within areas of archaeological potential, overseen by 

an appropriately qualified heritage consultant / archaeologist; 

o archival and photographic recordings; 

o conservation and adaptive re-use of some buildings (either in-situ, or off site); 

o relocation and preservation of some buildings to another site; and 

o interpretation of heritage values at the proposed intermodal facility, and in any 

relocated buildings. 

332. Measure specific to Stage 1A works include: preparation of a Heritage Management Plan, 

archival recordings, archaeological monitoring, and monitoring of potential vibratory 

impacts to the WWII-era buildings adjacent to the Stage 1A construction zone. 

333. The advice received from the Department’s Wildlife, Heritage and Marine Division 

(WHaM) is supportive of the mitigation proposed, providing archival recordings are 

undertaken in accordance with the relevant state guidelines (see Attachment H to the 

cover brief).  

334. However, notwithstanding the above, while the DNSDC currently resides upon 

Commonwealth land you are reminded that in order for the proposed action to proceed, 

Defence must extinguish its lease over the property. Once the property is no longer 

leased by the Defence, it will cease to be Commonwealth land. For the purposes of this 

assessment you are only obliged to consider impacts to the heritage value of a place 

where it occurs on Commonwealth land. Potential heritage impacts to the DNSDC fall 

outside the scope of this assessment and as such, the Department does not recommend 

any conditions for the protection of its heritage values. 

SME 

335. The SME comprises several heritage items associated with the history of the Royal 

Australian Engineers (RAE). These items include: the RAE Memorial Chapel, the RAE 

Monument, the Major General Sir Clive Steele Memorial Gates, and the Cust Hut. Located 

at the south of the site also lies the RAE golf course which currently serves as an army 

training area. Established in 1939, the site traces the evolution of engineering 

technologies used by the RAE. 

336. The attributes for which the place is recognised relate to historical significance, 

associative significance, aesthetic significance, research potential, rarity and 

representativeness. These attributes include: 

 its demonstration of the military history of the area (specifically, its engineering 

history); 

 its association with the RAE; 

 its ability to reflect the changing technologies used by the RAE; 

 its architectural, archaeological and documentary research potential; 

 its ability to reflect Australia’s military past through a number of war memorabilia that 

are rare heritage items; and 
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 its representative qualities of the RAE’s pride in its military past and present. 

337. According to the NIHR, the heritage listing also includes most of the land surrounding the 

proposed intermodal site. The proposed rail link will clear a strip of vegetated land (20 to 

30 metres wide) within the protected area, before running to the west within the existing 

East Hills railway corridor (the 2012 NIHR, Figures 39 and 40). 

338. According to the NIHR, the vegetated areas south of the proposed intermodal site are 

considered unlikely to contain any intact archaeological deposits given there are no 

records of any structures within this area before or during WWII. The NIHR states that ‘the 

absence of development was probably due to the swampiness of the land’. 

339. According to the 2012 NIHR, the southern portion of the SME complex also has low 

archaeological potential. ‘A plan of the site dating to 1967 shows that this area was partly 

occupied by a sewer farm and an associated access road, however, it is unlikely that 

these features would have left any significant material traces. The creation of the sewer 

farm would probably have disturbed any surviving archaeological material related to the 

WWII occupation of the Liverpool Military Camp. Furthermore, the area underwent major 

landscape modification in the creation of the RAE Golf Course, and the construction of the 

adjacent railway line’.  

340. A site survey (on foot, and by vehicle) was undertaken in July 2011 and found no 

evidence of any heritage items in those areas adjoining the proposed rail link. 

341. In light of the above, the 2012 NIHR concluded that the affected area of SME is not 

considered to possess significant heritage values and is of low research potential.  

342. The WHaM Division made no comments with regard to potential impacts upon SME. 

Department’s recommendations 

343. Several submissions received (on the draft EIS) commented that potential impacts to the 

heritage values of the DNSDC had not been adequately discussed, in particular, those 

impacts beyond Stage 1A. No comments were raised specifically, with regard to SME. 

344. While you are not obliged to consider heritage impacts to the DNSDC (once the lease is 

extinguished), nor condition for the protection of its heritage values, you may (if you elect 

to approve the proposed action) encourage the proponent to liaise with Defence and 

reach an agreed approach to managing the heritage values for which the DNSDC is 

currently recognised for. This approach is reflected in correspondence drafted for your 

signature. 

345. With regard to SME, given that impacts would be limited to only a small portion of the 

heritage site, and would appear to have negligible impact on the heritage significance of 

that item, the Department considers that impacts to SME will be acceptable. 

346. Section 341ZE of the EPBC Act imposes obligations, outside of the environmental impact 

assessment process, on Commonwealth agencies selling or leasing properties with 

Commonwealth Heritage values. These provisions do not apply in this case, as Defence 

will be exiting a lease, rather than entering a lease or selling a property. 

Indigenous Heritage 

347. In 2010, an Indigenous heritage assessment of the proposed development area was 

undertaken by Archaeological & Heritage Management Solutions. The Indigenous 

Heritage Assessment (IHA) comprised both a desktop analysis and a field investigation 
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(undertaken in July 2011). Aboriginal consultation was undertaken with Registered 

Aboriginal Parties (RAPs) and included the Tharawal Local Aboriginal Land Council, 

Cubbitch Barta Native Title Claimants, Darug Tribal Aboriginal Corporation, Darug 

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessments, Tocomwall and Darug Land Observations. 

348. The IHA found that parts of the proposed rail corridor were heavily disturbed and / or 

previously developed, and the potential for preservation of archaeological materials was 

low. Notwithstanding this, artefacts were found in three areas along the rail corridor and 

three areas of potential archaeological deposits (PADs) were also identified. 

349. According to the IHA, there are no Aboriginal sites or places within the subject area that 

are currently subject to a ‘Declaration’ under the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 

Heritage Protection Act 1984. The Liverpool Local Environmental Plan (LEP) 2008 also 

makes no provisions or requirements regarding the Aboriginal heritage values of the site, 

nor is the area currently subject to Aboriginal Land Claims.  

350. The nearest declared Aboriginal Place (protected under the National Parks & Wildlife Act 

1974) is located 1 ½ kilometres north-west of the subject area and is considered unlikely 

to be impacted by the proposed action given the scope of proposed works and the length 

of aforementioned buffer. 

351. Extrapolating the data from the IHA, it is likely that two isolated artefacts and two PADs (or 

parts thereof) occur upon Commonwealth land. While according to the EIS, the exact 

impact to these areas is not known at this stage, there is potential for excavation, grading 

or the use of metal tracked or heavy vehicles to damage or destroy these 

deposits / artefacts. 

352. According to the IHA, one of the PADs (referred to as PAD ‘3’) could be culturally 

significant given it contains several old paperbarks (Melaleuca sp.) that are now rare in 

the area. Melaleuca sp. were traditionally used by Aboriginal people for food. Melaleuca 

bark was also used to wrap babies, and to start fires. The same PAD may also contain the 

remnants of a ground oven. 

353. While the IHA did not identify any artefacts within the other PAD itself (PAD ‘2’), given its 

proximity to artefacts found in adjoining areas and its proximity to the Georges River, the 

IHA suggests that stone artefacts could have been overlooked during the survey. This 

PAD is therefore considered to hold potential cultural significance. 

354. According to the IHA, given the field survey was restricted to surface expressions and did 

not investigate the potential for subsurface deposits, the potential scientific significance of 

either PAD could not be determined. The IHA states however, that ‘the PADs may retain 

high research potential based on the presence of a potentially intact soil profile that 

appears to have been relatively undisturbed for the last 40 years’ (the EIS – Appendix F, 

page 96). 

355. The two artefacts found upon Commonwealth land included: a stone artefact described as 

‘red silcrete broken flake’, found in the gravel along the rail corridor (the EIS - Appendix F, 

Figure 29); and two potential artefacts described as comprising ‘of a cream chert possible 

core with one negative flake scar, and quartzite possible flaked piece’. According to the 

IHA, it is likely that these artefacts are secondary deposits associated with fill for the 

abandoned rail link connecting DNSDC to the East Hills Railway line. (the EIS – Appendix 

F, Figure 30). 

356. In all instances, the IHA states that the artefacts detected during the field survey were 

located on heavily eroding or disturbed environments. Given the absence of an intact soil 
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profile and the artefacts themselves having few diagnostic features or technological 

attributes, the areas in which the artefacts were found are considered to have low 

archaeological significance. 

Mitigation 

357. To avoid, manage, and mitigate potential impacts to the Indigenous heritage values of the 

area, the IHA recommends a range of measures including: 

 ongoing consultation with the relevant RAPs throughout the design and construction 

phases of the proposed action (in accordance with the relevant state guidelines and 

requirements); 

 where impacts cannot be avoided, giving precedence to ‘partial impact’ options over 

the ‘complete impact’ option; 

 in the event that Aboriginal objects, sites or places (including human remains) are 

identified on site during construction, ensuring all works cease until consultation with 

a heritage professional, the relevant RAPs and / or the relevant NSW government 

agency determines the most appropriate way forward; 

 prior to construction commencing – salvaging and providing for the long term care of 

Aboriginal artefacts identified in transects 1 and 7 under the guidance of a heritage 

professional; 

 ensuring any area within 50 metres of the eastern and western banks of the 

Georges River are subject to further assessment prior to construction commencing; 

 ensuring the south-western corner of the proposed rail corridor is subject to further 

assessment prior to construction commencing; 

 ensuring test excavations of PADs (1), (2), and (3) are undertaken prior to 

construction commencing; 

 in the event that a significant Aboriginal site(s) is identified in PADs (1), (2) or (3), 

then all reasonable measures will be undertaken to avoid impacts to this site(s). If 

impacts are deemed unavoidable, then salvage excavations of the PADs must be 

done in accordance with current archaeological practices / relevant guidelines and in 

consultation with the relevant RAPs; 

 implement steps to identify, avoid and / or minimise impacts to any trees onsite that 

are greater than 80 years old and / or exhibit Aboriginal cultural scarring. 

Department’s recommendations 

358. For the better protection of Indigenous heritage matters, it is recommended that the 

proponent be required to detail the findings of further heritage investigations in the 

proposed CEMP. The CEMP should also include provisions for ongoing consultation with 

the relevant RAPs, and response protocols for finding a previously undiscovered 

Aboriginal object, site or place during construction. 

359. Providing the proponent adheres to the above recommendation, the Department 

considers that impacts to Indigenous heritage matters on Commonwealth land are 

acceptable. These recommendations are reflected in the proposed conditions of approval 

at paragraph one of this report (see condition 7). 
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Considerations for Approval and Conditions 

Mandatory considerations – section 136(1)(b) Economic and social matters 

360. The proposed action has attracted a high level of public attention from the local 

community. The 205 public submissions received during the referral stage (from 54 

people) raised several concerns with the proposed action, including but not limited to the 

following: 

 project justification; 

 air quality and impacts on the health of nearby residents; 

 traffic congestion; 

 noise and light pollution; 

 financial viability of the project; 

 impacts to Indigenous and European heritage sites; 

 lack of community consultation; 

 declines in residential property values, and 

 environmental impacts generally and impacts to the Georges River. 

361. Similar concerns were also raised in the 38 submissions received during public 

consultation on the draft EIS (the EIS, Appendix S). These included submissions from  

Defence, DoF, Liverpool City Council, Bankstown City Council, South Western Sydney & 

Sydney Local Health Districts Public Health Unit, the Cumberland Conservation Network, 

Western Sydney Wildlife, the Liverpool Community Independent Team (LCIT), and Mr 

Craig Kelly MP (Federal Member for Hughes). The majority of remaining submissions 

came from local residents. 

362. The nature of the submissions suggests that the proposed action has a high level of 

opposition within the local community. A petition calling for the refusal of this proposed 

action (signed by more than 1700 locals residents) received by the Department on 

9 September 2013 also supports this notion. 

363. The proposed action aims to address a defined strategic need for the provision of a port 

shuttle intermodal service that can provide distribution capacity to the south west freight 

catchment. Port Botany accounts for almost all containerised import / export trade through 

NSW ports. Sydney Ports are forecasting an annual growth rate of 6.7 percent which will 

see Port Botany reach its capacity of 7.5 million TEUs by 2040. Road freight is the 

dominant transport mode for moving freight to and from Port Botany throughout NSW and 

particularly within metropolitan Sydney. To facilitate the projected growth in trade 

volumes, an increased usage of rail freight has been identified as a key objective. 

Increased investment and capacity in intermodal terminals is necessary to achieve this 

objective. 

364. Of Port Botany’s throughput, approximately 90 percent of cargo has its origin / destination 

within the Sydney area. Due to limited land availability and increased land values in the 

Botany / Mascot area, many of the industries associated with container handling (e.g. 

freight forwarding / transport / warehousing / container packing and unpacking) have 

migrated away from the port area to be nearer to end-clients, where land is more 

available / affordable. 

365. The EIS references freight origin / destination studies which confirm that the SIMTA 

catchment area (south-western Sydney catchment) is growing as industry and 
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employment migrate west. Forecasts indicate that the catchment current share of all Port 

Botany imports by destination will increase from 15 percent to 20 percent. 

366. There are currently four major intermodal facilities in Sydney, located at Villawood, Minto, 

Yennora and Enfield. The total capacity of these four facilities is 700 000 TEUs which 

represents only 34 percent of the volume of TEUs handled by Port Botany. Without the 

development of further intermodal capacity, projected growth in demand for freight transit 

will continue to exacerbate congestion and pollution on the M5 Motorway and at the Port 

Botany terminal. 

367. The EIS notes that the extension of the M5 Motorway to Sydney Airport and construction 

of the Southern Sydney Freight Line have made the south-west a prime area for the 

relocation of manufacturing and other industry from established industrial areas. The site 

of the proposed action has been identified due to its existing industrial zoning and 

proximity to the Southern Sydney Freight Line and M5 Motorway, which minimises the 

amount of additional infrastructure required. 

368. An economic assessment of the SIMTA proposed action completed by Urbis in August 

2011 concluded that the SIMTA proposed action would provide the following economic 

benefits: 

 an estimated construction cost of $510 million over 6 years; 

 340 direct and 510 indirect construction jobs per annum over 6 years; 

 2840 direct and 4260 indirect ongoing jobs once the facility has reached full 

capacity; 

 reduce the number of heavy vehicle movements on the M5 Motorway between Port 

Botany and Moorebank (which is considered at capacity) by around 2700 vehicles 

per day; 

 productivity gains – at full capacity annual heavy vehicle journeys would be reduced 

by 13 million kilometres or 223 000 hours, while annual train vehicle kilometres 

would only increase by 331 929 kilometres or 12 600 hours.   

369. The EIS states that the Liverpool LGA (in which Moorebank is located) is currently 

experiencing an above average rate of unemployment at 7 percent and has a low ratio of 

jobs to people. The proposed action would provide a range of job opportunities for skilled 

and un-skilled work in construction, operation, maintenance, logistics and transport, which 

would offer the local community reduced commute times and distances. 

370. In summary, a number of strategic studies and discussion papers (see EIS references for 

details) have identified the need for a new intermodal terminal, and specifically identified 

the Moorebank area as a suitable location. While local opposition is strong, this needs to 

be considered in the context of the strategic transport requirements of greater Sydney. A 

particular example of this dilemma is that while local traffic conditions will be adversely 

affected by the proposed action, one of its key aims is to reduce road traffic congestion 

and associated pollution on a broader scale. 

Factors to be taken into account – section 136(2)(a) Principles of ecologically sustainable 

development 

The precautionary principle (s. 391(2)) 

371. You are also required to consider the precautionary principle in making your decision. The 

precautionary principle is that “lack of full scientific certainty should not be used as a 
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reason for postponing a measure to prevent degradation of the environment where there 

are threats of serious or irreversible environmental damage.”  

372. The Department has considered the precautionary principle in making this 

recommendation, and does not consider that, subject to the conditions proposed, the 

proposed action is likely to cause serious or irreversible environmental damage or prevent 

measures to avoid such damage. 

The principles of ecologically sustainable development (s. 3A) 

373. The principles of ecologically sustainable development, as defined in section 3A of the 

EPBC Act, are: 

 decision-making processes should effectively integrate both long-term and short-

term economic, environmental, social and equitable considerations; 

 if there are threats of serious or irreversible environmental damage, lack of full 

scientific certainty should not be used as a reason for postponing measures to 

prevent environmental degradation (this is a formulation of the precautionary 

principle which, under section 391 must also be considered in your decision 

making); 

 the principle of inter-generational equity – that the present generation should ensure 

that the health, diversity and productivity of the environment is maintained or 

enhanced for the benefit of future generations; 

 the conservation of biological diversity and ecological integrity should be a 

fundamental consideration in decision-making; and 

 improved valuation, pricing and incentive mechanisms should be promoted. 

374. In formulating this recommendation, the Department has taken into account the above 

principles of ecologically sustainable development. In particular: 

 This report and the EIS (Appendices M and N) contain information on the long-term 

economic, environmental, social and equitable considerations that are relevant to 

the decision and are presented for your consideration. 

 Any lack of certainty in relation to the potential impacts of the proposed action is 

addressed by conditions that will restrict impacts, impose monitoring requirements 

and adopt standards which, if not achieved, require the application of response 

mechanisms in a timely manner to avoid additional adverse impacts. 

 The proposed conditions will ensure protection of EPBC listed threatened species 

and the environment on Commonwealth land. Any impacts resulting from the 

proposed action are to be reduced and mitigated to the greatest extent possible. 

Any residual impacts that are regarded as significant in accordance with the 

Department’s policies and guidelines are required to be offset. The purpose of 

offsets is to ensure the proposed action results in conservation gains for the 

environment which will be maintained in the long-term. To safeguard against any 

uncertainties associated with either the proposed offsets or measures to manage 

potential impacts to environmental values, contingency measures must have also 

been incorporated into the proposed conditions of approval. 

 The Department has considered the importance of conserving biological diversity 

and ecological integrity in relation to the controlling provisions for the proposed 

action, and the advice provided within this document reflects that consideration. 

 The Department’s advice includes reference to economic and social benefits of the 

proposed action. The Department has sought to ensure that financial costs of 
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compliance with the proposed approval decision are reasonable to the extent that 

the project can proceed whilst also making a fair contribution to environmental 

protection. 

Factors to be taken into account – section 136(2)(ca) – environmental impact 

statement 

375. In accordance with section 136(2)(ca)(i) the finalised environmental impact statement 

relating to the action given to the Minster under section 104 is at Attachment A to the brief. 

376. In accordance with section 136(2)(ca)(ii) this document forms the recommendation report 

relating to the action given to the Minister under section 105. 

Person’s environmental history – section 136(4)  

377. The Department is not aware of any adverse environmental conduct or non-compliance 

issues associated with previous actions referred by the proponent and assessed under 

the EPBC Act. On this basis, there is no evidence to suggest the proponent would be 

unwilling or unable to comply with the proposed conditions of approval (subject to further 

mandatory consultation). 

378. According to the EIS, a specific environmental policy will be prepared in accordance with 

Aurizon’s environmental policy and the charter for Qube’s Health, Safety and Environment 

Committee for the operation of the proposed action. Commitments to minimise the 

environmental impacts of all its activities and to continuously improve their environmental 

performance will be achieved through measures such as: 

 the implementation of environmental management systems which identify, control 

and where possible, minimise adverse environmental impacts; 

 meeting or exceeding all relevant legal obligations and relevant codes of practice; 

 preventing pollution, minimising waste and improving resource use efficiency; 

 setting internal objectives and targets for environmental performance, reviewing 

progress, and reporting results; and 

 progressively assessing energy consumption to identify opportunities for improving 

the energy efficiency of operations. 

Considerations in deciding on condition – section 134 

379. In accordance with section 134(1), the Minister may attach a condition to the approval of 

the action if he or she is satisfied that the condition is necessary or convenient for: 

(a) protecting a matter protected by a provision of Part 3 for which the approval has 

effect (whether or not the protection is protection from the action); or 

(b) repairing or mitigating damage to a matter protected by a provision of Part 3 for 

which the approval has effect (whether or not the damage has been, will be or is 

likely to be caused by the action). 

380. As detailed in the Assessment section above, all recommended conditions attached to the 

proposed approval are necessary or convenient to protect, repair and/or mitigate impacts 

on a matter protected by provision of Part 3 for which this proposed approval has effect. 

381. In accordance with section 134(4), in deciding whether to attach a condition to an 

approval the Minister must consider: 
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(a) any relevant conditions that have been imposed, or the Minister considers are likely 

to be imposed, under a law of a State or self-governing Territory or another law of 

the Commonwealth on the taking of the action;  

(b) information provided by the person proposing to take the action or by the designated 

proponent of the action; 

(c) the desirability of ensuring as far as practicable that the condition is a cost effective 

means for the Commonwealth and a person taking the action to achieve the object 

of the condition 

382. No other conditions have been imposed under a law of a state or another law of 

Commonwealth. Noting however, that the outcome of the NSW assessment process is 

still pending, you are advised to consult with the NSW Minister for Planning and 

Infrastructure on your proposed decision. A letter for your signature to that effect is 

provided at Attachment D to the brief. 

383. The information provided by the person proposing to take the action has been considered. 

Documentation provided by the person taking the action is at Attachment C to the brief. 

384. The Department considers that the conditions proposed are a cost effective means of 

achieving their purpose (subject to further mandatory consultation). 

Requirements for decisions about threatened species and endangered communities  

Australia’s obligations under the Biodiversity Convention, Apia Convention and CITES – 

s. 139(1)(a) 

385. Subsection 139(1) of the EPBC Act requires that any decision to approve a proposed 

action for which listed threatened species and communities is a controlling provision not 

be inconsistent with the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), the Convention on the 

Conservation of Nature in the South Pacific (Apia Convention) or the Convention on 

International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES). 

386. The proposed approval decision recommended is not considered to be inconsistent with 

the CBD, which promotes environmental impact assessment (such as this process) to 

avoid and minimise adverse impacts on biological diversity. For example, ongoing 

monitoring of mitigation measures that are being recommended will ensure that impacts 

are managed effectively and fulfilling their intended purpose. Management of offset sites 

will also be protected and managed in a manner that ensures their benefits are enduring. 

387. The Apia Convention was suspended with effect from 13 September 2006. However, 

approval of the proposed action is considered to be not inconsistent with the convention 

which has the general aims of conservation of biodiversity. 

388. The proposed action has no implications for CITES as it does not involve international 

trade in endangered species of wild fauna and flora. 

Recovery plans and threat abatement plans – s. 139(1)(b) 

389. Section 139(1)(b) of the EPBC Act requires you to not act inconsistently with a recovery 

plan or threat abatement plan when making a decision on approval of a proposed action 

about threatened species and endangered communities and what conditions to attach. 

390. Likely impacts, as well as avoidance, mitigation and offset measures have been 

considered in light of recovery plans and threat abatement plans where relevant. The 

Department considers that the proposed decision is consistent with these plans. Recovery 
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plans and threat abatement plans are available for your consideration on the 

Department’s website, at: www.environment.gov.au/topics/biodiversity/threatened-

species-ecological-communities/recovery-plans/recovery-plans-made-or and 

www.environment.gov.au/topics/biodiversity/threatened-species-ecological-

communities/threat-abatement-plans/approved-threat respectively. 

Approved conservation advice – s. 139(2) 

391. Section 139(2) of the EPBC Act requires you to have regard to any relevant approved 

conservation advices when making a decision on approval of a proposed action about 

threatened species and endangered communities and what conditions to attach. In 

recommending the proposed decision, the Department has had regard to the conservation 

advice for the Small-flower Grevillea, Macquarie Perch, Woronora Beard-heath, Hibbertia 

sp. Bankstown, Bynoe’s Wattle, and Cumberland Plain Shale Woodlands and Shale-

Gravel Transition Forest, which are included as attachments to the briefing package. 

Discussion of these approved conservation advices has been made where relevant in the 

body of this report. 

Minister not to consider other matters 

392. In deciding whether or not to approve the taking of an action, and what conditions to 

attach to an approval, you must not consider any matters that you are not required or 

permitted, by Subdivision B, Division 1, Part 9 of the EPBC Act, to consider. 

Conclusion 

393. The proposed action is likely to impact on important habitat for EPBC listed threatened 

species and the environment of Commonwealth land. The Department considers that the 

likely impacts of the proposed action on these controlling provisions will be acceptable, 

provided the action is undertaken in accordance with the recommended conditions and 

consistent with the mitigation and offset measures proposed by the proponent. Having 

considered all matters required to be considered under the EPBC Act, the Department 

recommends the proposed action be approved, subject to the recommended conditions. 

Material used to prepare Recommendation Report 

 Referral Information received by the Department on 21 December 2011. 

 Finalised EIS (including Appendices A – S). 

 Public submissions on draft EIS. 

 Additional information received from the proponent dated 26 November 2013; 3 December 

2013; 9 December 2013; and 18 December 2013. 

 SPRAT and any guidance documents referenced within this database. 

 Approved Conservation Advice for: 

o Small-flower Grevillea – approved 2008. 

o Macquarie Perch – approved December 2013. 

o Woronora Beard-heath – approved July 2008. 

o Hibbertia sp. Bankstown – approved December 2008. 

http://www.environment.gov.au/topics/biodiversity/threatened-species-ecological-communities/recovery-plans/recovery-plans-made-or
http://www.environment.gov.au/topics/biodiversity/threatened-species-ecological-communities/recovery-plans/recovery-plans-made-or
http://www.environment.gov.au/topics/biodiversity/threatened-species-ecological-communities/threat-abatement-plans/approved-threat
http://www.environment.gov.au/topics/biodiversity/threatened-species-ecological-communities/threat-abatement-plans/approved-threat
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o ‘Cumberland Plain Shale Woodlands and Shale-Gravel Transition Forest’ – approved 17 

November 2009. 

o Bynoe’s Wattle – approved 17 December 2013. 

 National Recovery Plans for: 

o Nodding Gebung – dated January 2006 

o Grey-headed Flying-fox – Draft only dated July 2009 

o Green and Golden Bell Frog – Draft only dated February 2005. 

 Threat Abatement Plans for: 

o Threat abatement plan for disease in natural ecosystems caused by Phytophthora 

cinnamomi - 2014 

o Infection of amphibians with chytrid fungus resulting in chytridiomycosis - 2006 

 Map showing Commonwealth land in proximity to the proposed action - created by the 

Environmental Resource Information Network (ERIN). 

 Petition signed by 1700 plus residents in opposition of the proposed action. 

 Technical appendices to the assessment documentation submitted under the NSW 

assessment process (available online), including: 

o The ‘Flood Study and Stormwater Management’ report, dated June 2013, prepared by 

Hyder; 

o The ‘Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment – Rail Corridor Land for SIMTA 

Moorebank Intermodal Terminal Facility’ report, dated 17 April 2013, prepared by Golder 

Associates; and 

o The ‘Preliminary Environmental Site Assessment SIMTA Site and Rail Corridor lands’ 

dated 16 April 2013, prepared by Golder Associates. 

http://www.environment.gov.au/biodiversity/threatened/publications/tap/chytrid.html

