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Air Quality When considering a development application it is important to 
examine both the incremental increases in pollutant exposure as 
well as the resultant level of total air pollution exposure. Compliance 
with a criterion of 50µg/m3 is not necessarily health protective. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Further, the proponent has incorrectly adopted National 
Environmental Protection Measure goals in allowing exceedances 
for PM10 page 12.2 (Table 12.1) of the assessment report. The 
NEPM goals relate to achievement of standards across an airshed 
and are not intended for application to project specific or point 
source pollution. DEC criteria do not allow exceedances if these 
standards are adopted to assess project specific pollution. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The modelling assumptions (pages 12.9 - 12.12) do not appear to 
follow DEC guidelines. The restriction of data to only when wind 
speed is less than 5m/s (and possibly also restricted to wind 
direction not including 210degrees to 340degrees) rather than 
modelling all weather conditions needs to be further justified. The 
predicted construction air quality impacts thus reflect average 
background air quality with the addition of construction-generated 
pollutants under conditions of wind speed less than 5m/s and 
possibly only from NNW to SW. This demonstrates significant 
exposure to PM10 of up to 70ug/m3 over 24-hours in residential 
areas, which represents more than a doubling of the current 
maximum exposure. Increased exposure to PM10 of this magnitude 
may increase the risk of health effects such as asthma, 
exacerbation of chronic obstructive pulmonary diseases, and 
irritation of the eyes and upper airways within the surrounding local 
community. However if all weather conditions were taken into 
account, predicted increments and associated health impacts may 
be higher. 
 
Health would like to see a detailed and proactive strategy to reduce 

The air quality assessment does consider both the incremental 
increases in pollutant exposure and total pollutant exposure.  
Specific to PM10 for the construction and operational phases and 
NOX/NO2  for the operational phase, the assessment models 1 hour 
impacts using contemporaneous background air quality and 
meteorological data as per DEC’s Approved Methods.  With respect 
to PM10 the cumulative assessment compares 24 hour impacts with 
the relevant criteria of 50µg/m3.    
 
 
For the PM10 air quality assessment (both construction and 
operational) we do use the NEPM criteria of 50 ug/m3 (24 hour) with 
5 exceedances allowed rather than the DEC criteria of 50 ug/m3 with 
no exceedances allowed.  The reason for this is that the DEC criteria 
are considered too stringent for assessment of construction phase 
PM10.  As a demonstration of this the background air quality data for 
Lidcombe which was used for modelling purposes and is shown in 
Appendix F of this report, provides highest background PM10 (24 
hour) approaching 40 ug/m3.  In modelling PM10 impacts it can be 
seen that an impact from construction greater than 10 ug/m3 could 
result in a single exceedance of this criteria.  An allowance of 5 
exceedances per year is considered more reasonable and workable, 
particularly in light of the fact that in many other jurisdictions eg. US 
and Qld (within Australia) far less stringent criteria are applied, eg. 
150 ug/m3. 
 
For clarification purposes in Tables 6-5 and 6-6 of the Air Quality 
Assessment (Appendix F of the EA) where it is stated for example 
that there are two exceedances of  the 50 ug/m3 criteria, this should 
be interpreted as within the five allowable exceedances not a further 
two exceedances over and above the five allowed. 
 
The PM10 modelling methodology for construction phase impacts is 
considered reasonable, whereby initially the modelling was 
undertaken with no dust controls measures in place, and as 
expected impacts showed exceedance of the relevant criteria.  
Various dust control measures were progressively implemented until 
a level of control was achieved that showed impacts could be 
effectively managed.  These controls included sealing of some 
surfaces that would be otherwise left unsealed, high level watering 
of the site and wind speed and wind direction restrictions, which may 
be required, however, not necessarily.  In reality dust impacts will be 
managed by the physical controls assumed in the modelling and a 
sophisticated real-time PM10 monitoring program which will advise 
site operators of any dust impacts within sensitive receiver locations
should these occur.  The site operator can then (almost immediately) 
alter construction works which may include restriction of works in 
certain wind conditions such that impacts are effectively manager, 
without any exceedance of the relevant criteria.       
 
 
With respect to this comment it is noted that the PM10 criteria of   

833 NSW HEALTH 
Submission No 318 
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air impacts. The proponent's suggested approach has the potential 
to allow impacts to occur before specific measures have been 
developed and implemented, increasing the likelihood of health 
effects on and irritation within the local community. The 
development of the Dust Management Plan should include all 
possibilities including the stopping of construction until a solution 
has been obtained, should off-site air impacts be significant. 
 
 
 
 
In NSW Health's Director-General's requirements we requested that 
incremental exposure to PM2.5 also be assessed, as this is a better 
indicator of exposure to vehicle emissions than PM10 and this has 
not been undertaken. However NO2 is also a reasonable indicator 
of exposure to vehicle emissions and this has been modelled, and is 
probably an adequate indicator of operational phase air quality 
health impacts. 
 
It is important to reduce these operational air quality impacts as they 
are ongoing, potentially more toxic than construction phase impacts 
(being comprised principally of diesel emissions), and also as 
sensitive sites such as Strathfield Girls High and St Anne's Primary 
are located within some of the areas expected to have substantially
increased exposure. 
 
Road Traffic Air Quality Impacts 
The proponent has modelled road traffic air quality impacts in 
isolation and the levels estimated indicate relatively small 
incremental increases in PM10 & NO2 . However, as noted in the 
introduction, we have concerns that the EA underestimates the 
traffic impact on local roads, which may have the effect of 
underestimating the local pollutant impacts. 
 
To fully consider the operational phase exposure to air pollutants 
the local road pollutant impacts should be added to on-site 
operation impacts and considered as part of an assessment of 
cumulative impacts. 
 
 
 
 
 
Cumulative Impacts 
We note that the estimates of increased operational phase 
exposure to air pollutants has not included emissions from 
increased truck movements on local roads or from increased train 
movements. Thus the increment in community exposure to air 
pollutants is likely to be higher than reflected in the EA estimates, 
particularly in the north-west of the site (additional road emissions) 
and south-east of the site (additional train emissions). This should 
provide further impetus to reducing on-site air pollution emissions. 

50 ug/m3 (24 hour) is a very stringent criteria and generally as PM10 
levels approach the criteria value there would be not perceived 
deterioration in air quality that would enable an operator to 
pro-actively implement controls to mitigate impact.  It is noted, 
however, that the PM10 criteria is a 24 hour criteria and site operators 
will have instant access to real-time PM10 data under the monitoring 
program proposed.  As such as instantaneous PM10 levels reach 
some pre-determined threshold value, control measures can be 
implemented such that total PM10 impacts within the 24 hour period 
can be mitigated such that the criteria is achieved.   
  
It seems from this comment that NSW Health is comfortable with the 
assessment of NO2 in place of PM2.5 for the operational phase of the 
project.  For the construction phase it is unclear whether a PM2.5 
assessment is expected, however, as the majority of impact from the 
construction phase will be via the potential release of fugitive 
particles (dust), the assessment of PM10, TSP and dust deposition 
are considered adequate for this purpose.  
 
The EA provides a framework for the management of operational 
phase air quality impacts.  This will be further developed within 
Operational Environmental Management Plan.  
 
 
 
 
 
The assessment of road traffic air quality impacts was based on 
traffic modelling for the project which was outlined in Chapter 7 of 
the EA. We believe it accurately reflects the traffic air quality impacts 
which will be very minor. 
 
 
 
The road traffic modelling uses a different assessment technique 
and model to the modelling of on-site impacts, and such it is not 
straight forward to consider the cumulative effect of these sources in 
any quantitative way.  It is noted, however, that the incremental 
change in impact associated with changing vehicle numbers on the 
local road network is very small, and as such the cumulative effect of 
on-site emissions and those associated with changing vehicle 
numbers on the local road network would not be significant.  
 
 
Refer to response above. 
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Air Quality For operation of the project, the DEC's principal concerns are noise 
impacts and air quality issues. 
 
The assessment of air quality needs additional work in order for 
impacts of the proposal to be fully characterised. As it stands, the 
assessment predicts impacts will occur but indicates that with 
appropriate mitigation the proposal could proceed without impact. 
However, it is not clearly shown that there would not be impacts. 
Importantly, it appears that the wrong impact assessment criteria 
for PM10 has been used throughout the air quality assessment. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A good mitigation strategy appears necessary to prevent impacts 
from both construction and operation activities. Thus the DEC 
recommends that a revised air quality impact assessment that 
demonstrates compliance to appropriate criteria should be 
developed in parallel (or iteratively) with: 

Á development of a more detailed construction and 
operation air quality management plans; and 

Á development of a refined air quality impact mitigation 
strategy to prevent impacts; and, 

Á All technical issues (including impacts from off site 
activities) should be addressed through additional 
assessment work. 

However, the DEC considers that further assessment work is 
required to develop a final suite of mitigative actions that will ensure 
that appropriate air quality outcomes are achieved during the 
construction phase. Importantly, predictions of 1 to 27 days annually 
in excess of 24-hour PM10 criteria (with and without mitigation in 
place) require refined modelling approaches, greater refinement of 
modelling assumptions or a revision of operation and construction 
plans or a revision of the mitigation strategy, or all these. 
 
The DEC considers that further assessment work is required to 
address the following concerns: 

Á The AQIA has adopted an incorrect impact assessment 
criterion for 24-hour average PM10 emissions, based on 
NEPM reporting criteria. The correct assessment criterion 
does not allow 5 days annually in excess of the criteria. 
Adoption of the incorrect assessment criteria has a 

 
 
 
For the PM10 air quality assessment (both construction and 
operational) we do use the NEPM criteria of 50 ug/m3 (24 hour) with 
5 exceedances allowed rather than the DEC criteria of 50 ug/m3 with 
no exceedances allowed. The reason for this is that the DEC criteria 
is considered too stringent for assessment of construction phase 
PM10. As a demonstration of this the background air quality data for 
Lidcombe which was used for modelling purposes and is shown in 
Appendix E of the PPR to provide highest background PM10 (24 
hour) approaching 40 ug/m3.  In modelling PM10 impacts it can be 
seen that an impact from construction greater than 10 ug/m3 could 
result in a single exceedance of this criteria.  An allowance of 5 
exceedances per year is considered more reasonable and workable, 
particularly in light of there fact that in many other jurisdictions eg. 
US and Qld (with Australia) far less stringent criteria is applied, eg. 
150 ug/m3. 
 
For clarification purposes in Tables 6-5 and 6-6 of the Air Quality 
Assessment (Appendix F of the EA) where it is stated for example 
that there are two exceedances of  the 50 ug/m3 criteria, this should 
be  interpreted as within the five allowable exceedances not a further 
two exceedances over and above the five allowed. 
 
Detailed Construction and Operational phase management plans 
would be prepared. The Construction EMP will include a Dust 
Management Plan to be implemented during construction and will 
include the identification of a detailed construction methodology, 
modelling of dust emissions during that construction with the 
development and implementation of further mitigation measures to 
ensure the DEC defined criteria are met.   
 
Potential exceedances of dust criteria  will be managed by various 
means, including the physical controls assumed in the modelling 
and a sophisticated real-time PM10 monitoring program which will 
advise site operators of any dust impacts within sensitive receiver 
locations should these occur.  The site operator can then (almost 
immediately) alter construction works which may include restriction 
of works in certain wind conditions such that impacts are effectively 
managed, without any exceedance of the relevant criteria. A 
protocol will be devised to determine the appropriate response to 
readings greater than 50 ug/m3.  
 
 
 
For the PM10 air quality assessment (both construction and 
operational) we do use the NEPM criteria of 50 ug/m3 (24 hour) with 
5 exceedances allowed rather than the DEC criteria of 50 ug/m3 with 
no exceedances allowed. The reason for this is that the DEC criteria 
is considered too stringent for assessment of construction phase 
PM10. As a demonstration of this the background air quality data for 

825 DEC 
Submission No 309 
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number of implications, including that additional 
mitigation may be required to avoid impacts. Clarification 
is also required regarding the impacts for stage 1 and 2 of
construction and for impacts from off site activities 
because it is possible that 5 exceedences of the PM10 
have been allowed for by using incorrect criteria. 

 
 
 
 
Á The assessment does not adequately consider the air 

quality impacts of the proposed land farming operations. 
Clarification is required on what will occur during 
land-farming (on site soil remediation) and whether some 
37,000 m3 of unsuitable material is contaminated and if 
so with what (AQIA pg10). The potential impacts of 
contaminated materials in dust must also be considered 
in greater detail. Additionally, it is unclear which  
Appendix C related to. 

 
Á Clarification is necessary on applied in the AQIA. For 

example, at part 5.7.6 it appears hourly background PMi0 
data are appropriately added each hour to the hourly 
predictions of impacts from the site. However, Part 6.5 
appears to state that a constant background level of 40 
ug/m3 is applied to all predictions in the assessment, (pg 
36 and 62). 

 
 

 
 
 
• The mitigation strategy for construction phase air quality 

impacts includes restricting activities during certain wind 
conditions. It is assumed from AQIA that restrictions to 
activities are intended to apply when either the wind speed 
is greater than 5 m/s (in any direction) or the wind direction 
is in the sector 210° to 340°, and also when both 
conditions apply. However, the AQIA text (p.44) suggests 
that both conditions need to apply before any restrictions 
take place. It is important that this is clarified as the air 
quality impacts of the proposal will be influenced by how 
and when this mitigation measure is applied. 

Á The AQIA asserts that the wind speed limitations would 
not be needed for stage 3 and 4 of construction. The DEC 
accepts that this is likely to be true for most of the period 
of stage 3 and 4 construction, but this is not reasonably 
demonstrated and needs to be adequately justified. 

 
Á The AQIA indicates that "no comparison can be made 

with the relevant criterion" in relation to 24-hour PM10 
standards (pg 32). However, TEOM collected data for 

Lidcombe which was used for modelling purposes and is shown in 
Appendix E of the PPR to provide highest background PM10 (24 
hour) approaching 40 ug/m3.  In modelling PM10 impacts it can be 
seen that an impact from construction greater than 10 ug/m3 could 
result in a single exceedance of this criteria.  An allowance of 5 
exceedances per year is considered more reasonable and workable, 
particularly in light of there fact that in many other jurisdictions eg. 
US and Qld (with Australia) far less stringent criteria is applied, eg. 
150 ug/m3. 
 
The unsuitable fill material does not relate to contaminated soils, but 
rather geotechnical suitability. All contaminated land will be treated 
on site (through land farming) or removed off-site for treatment and 
disposal at suitable locations. 
 
There was considered to be no need for a detailed assessment of air 
quality impacts from contaminated soil to be 
undertaken.   Requirements for management of dust impacts during 
remediation would be detailed in the RAP. 
The Appendix C referred to is Appendix C of the AQIA. 
 
All modelling assessments (both construction- PM10 and operational
– PM10  and NO2) are contemporaneous where the modelling uses 
hour by hour background pollution and meteorological data, 
and impacts are modelled on an hour by hour basis. The reference 
to a background PM10 level of 40 ug/m3 (24 hour) is a general 
statement, as this approximates the highest 24 hour background 
concentration used in the modelling assessment and in some cases 
the high background has a large bearing on the highest 
predicted impacts.  A separate attachment (Appendix F) has been 
prepared which describes the contemporaneous modelling 
approach for PM10 construction phase air quality impacts.  
 
The reference on p44 is saying that while construction activities in 
Stages 3 and 4 should observe the same generic dust control 
mechanisms, this does not extend to the need for wind speed or 
wind direction controls.  With respect to Stages 1 and 2 it is not 
prescriptive that these wind restrictions will be required either, but 
they are provided to show that (by modelling) worst-case impacts 
can be mitigated.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We acknowledge that 24 hour PM10 data is available from 
Lidcombe and Earlwood, and that hourly and daily PM10 
background data for Lidcombe has been used in the 
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PM10 is available from DEC for Lidcombe and Earlwood, 
thus it is not understood why such a comparison cannot 
be made. 

 
The DEC does not have the expertise to offer advice on traffic 
volume predictions, thus DEC provides only the general comment 
that more detail is needed to justify the emissions factors used and 
more detail about the modelling undertaken should be provided. 
In relation to emission factors, the DEC notes that the AQIA adopts 
factors based on those used in a separate management plan for the 
M5 East Motorway. This may not be applicable due to differing 
context and therefore the AQIA should instead present the root 
source of the factors used for the assessment. It is also noted that 
US EPA Tier 3 factors may appear too low for the equipment that 
will be used at ILC due to differing national standards. Nonetheless, 
the DEC recognises that changes to the emission factors or 
modelling method would only change the absolute values predicted, 
but not the relative difference between the existing and proposed 
situations. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

contemporaneous assessment of impacts.  
 
 
 
The vehicle emission factors used for the off-site air quality impact 
assessment were sourced from the M5 East Air Quality 
Management Plant (M5 East AQMP).  The M5 East AQMP states 
that the emission factors were supplied by the EPA with the following 
references: 
Xu, C (2001a) 2002 Emission Factors. NSW Environment Protection 
Authority, personel communications. The three reports from which 
these factors have been derived are in the process of formal peer 
review and are: Xu, C (2001) Revision of Emission Factors for 
Existing Late Model Petrol Cars. MVEPS Improvement Program 
Technical Report 1; Xu, C (2001) Revision of Emission Factors for 
Future Model Petrol Cars with Scenario Projections. MVEPS 
Improvement program Technical Report 2.  Xu, C (2001) 
Development of Diesel Vehicle Emission Factors. MVEPS 
Improvement Program Technical Report 4. 
One clarification is that the air quality assessment report in Table 7-9 
states that the emissions are for Highway/Freeway.  They are in fact 
for “Congested Arterial Roads” which are considered to accurately 
reflect the major road network surrounding the ILC.  It is also noted 
that the emission factors used were projected by the EPA for the 
2002 road fleet whereas the ILC assessment year is 2016 when it is 
expected that fleet emissions would be lower.    
 
 
With respect to the on-site equipment US EPA provided the only 
available set of "robust" emission factors for the type of equipment 
proposed, and Tier 3 best co-incided with the likely year when this 
equipment would be required at Enfield.  It should be noted in terms 
of NO2 the predicted operational phase impacts (on-site equipment / 
trucks / trains) are well below DEC 1-hour and annual criteria, at 
most 77 % of the 1-hour criteria, for the worst-case including 
background levels.  In the case of PM10 where impacts are only 
marginally less than the 24-hour criteria it should be noted that there 
is no difference in particulate emission factors for Tier 0, 1, 2 and 3 
equipment, for the relevant engine sizes considered in the 
assessment. 
 
At a meeting with the DEC comment was also made with respect to 
locomotive emission factors in particular the sulphur content of 
diesel, in so far as how  this would impact on particulate emissions.  
The locomotive emission factors were taken from NPI, 1999 and 
controls applied as per USEPA420-F-97-051.  The quoted diesel 
sulphur content in NPI, 1999 is 0.18 % which is less than that which 
will be used by locomotive diesel at the time the ILC becomes 
operational.  Hence the sulphur content data used is considered 
conservative in terms of both calculation of particulate emissions 
and SO2.          
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As with prediction for construction phase impacts, the operational 
phase modelling has adopted the incorrect impact assessment 
criterion for PM10. The DEC also notes off site operational 24-hour
average PM10 impacts appear to occur for 3 days annually. In is not 
clear, though, whether this impact will occur for 8 days annually 
(because 5 exceedences have been allowed for by using 
incorrect criteria), or whether it is in fact 3 days. Either way, it would 
be appropriate for further refinement of the modelling or revision of 
the Intermodal Terminal operation to demonstrate that the proposal 
will not exceeded criteria. 

 
The PM10 criteria of 50 ug/m3 (24 hour) is not exceeded by 
worst-case impacts (background + impact levels) on any occasion 
(nil exceedance) within residential areas surrounding the ILC.  This 
is shown in Table 7-7 and Figure 5 of Appendix F (Air Quality Study).
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Air Quality  RailCorp does not have provisions about air quality management 
as part of its operating licence responsibilities. SPC will need to deal 
with this 

Noted. Issues of rail corridor operation should be considered by a 
wider group than SPC which should include all relevant agencies, 
including RailCorp.  

582 Rail Corp 
Submission No 180 
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approval processes Rail connections and operations at Enfield- approval 
processes required, leasing requirements and need for 
discussion as detailed planning takes place; 
 
Acoustic walls- asks for a condition of consent about the 
northern wall (located on RailCorp land) that addresses a 
range of aspects. SPC needs to apply for a licence or lease 
for the structure; 
 
Road overbridge for Wentworth Ave access-Confirms deed 
of agreement. However notes that the deed does not provide 
to SPC, RailCorp’s approval of the structure. Requests a 
condition to address a range of matters relating to the 
bridge, and obtain RailCorp’s prior approval   for rail related 
aspects of the structure; 
 
Transmission line and other infrastructure- RailCorp seeks a 
condition of consent that the relocation of its electrical, 
signalling and communication or other utilities infrastructure 
will require consultation with and approval by RailCorp. 
 
Drainage and flood mitigation-Consent condition requiring 
SPC to submit detail plans for flood and mitigation works to 
RailCorp for assessment and endorsement. 
 
Contamination aspects- Recommends a consent condition 
re no transfer of contaminants onto adjoining areas. 
 
 
 
Cumulative impacts- Report does not address cumulative 
impacts associated with increased usage of RailCorp 
network at a regional level, with particular emphasis on 
freight distribution and noise. Acknowledges this may be 
outside scope of consent but believes there should be an 
interagency working party to address the consequential 
impacts on regional rail corridors associated with projects 
that contribute to the NSW Government’s Port Growth Plan

Acknowledged 
 
 
 
Further consideration and design of the proposed noise 
wall on RailCorp land is required during detailed design 
including the requirement for licenses or leasing of land.
 
 
Consultation with RailCorp required during detailed 
design of the proposed rail bridge. Approval for 
construction required. 
 
 
 
 
Consultation and approval required from RailCorp for 
relocation of electrical signalling, communication 
equipment and other utilities infrastructure.  
 
 
Detailed drainage plans to be submitted to RailCorp on 
completion, for its information. 
 
 
Remediation Action Plan to be prepared and site to be 
remediated prior to construction commencement. 
 
Sydney Ports is prepared to participate in any 
interagency working group established to address rail 
noise impacts along the dedicated rail freight line 
corridor.        
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

582 RailCorp 
Submission No 180 
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Community and Ecological Area The proposed community and ecological area for example 
may be considered as an alternative location for the 
footbridge and Wagon Repair Shed. 
 
 
 
 
 

Relocation of part of the footbridge to the community 
and ecological area would be considered during detailed 
design. Due to extensive termite damage in the timber 
elements of the wagon repair shed this may not be 
possible. There is the potential, however, for elements 
of it to be recycled on site in the form of amenities within 
the community and ecological area.  
 

827 NSW Heritage Office 
Submission No 141 
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contamination A remediation action plan (RAP) should be developed for 
the site in accordance with SEPP 55 and the DEC's 
Guidelines for Contaminated Sites. This RAP should 
address the contamination identified in site investigations 
and address issues raised in the site audit reports 
undertaken for the former marshalling yard and the DELEC 
site. The RAP should also incorporate contingency 
procedures for managing contamination that is discovered 
during site development works. 
 
 
A site auditor must be engaged to review the adequacy of 
the RAP. Following the remediation of the site, the site 
auditor must provide the consent authority with a site audit 
statement and accompanying site audit report to 
demonstrate that the site has been made suitable for 
industrial use. 
 
The RAP should address (but not limited to) the following 
issues: 
Investigation 

Á Further characterisation of contamination along 
the eastern boundary of the former marshalling 
yard where sampling density was low and there 
is a possibility of undetected hotspots; 

 
 
Á A further investigation and delineation of arsenic, 

zinc and copper hotspots to determine 
remediation requirements; 

 
 
 

Á Assessment of any offsite migration in areas 
where TPH has been detected in deep soils near 
the site boundary; and 

 
 
Á Further investigation of areas where off-site 

works are proposed. 
 
Á Remediation 
 
 
Á Removal and appropriate disposal/treatment of 

illegally dumped material (solid and liquid); 
 
 
Á Risk assessment and/or removal of TPH 

contamination; and     
 
Á Removal and/or management of asbestos. 

A RAP would be prepared by a suitably qualified 
contaminated land consultant in accordance with 
Contaminated Sites: Guidelines for Consultants 
Reporting on Contaminated Sites, 1997 prior to the 
commencement of earthworks. This would include 
specific measures to remediate contamination hotspots 
identified, cleanup criteria to be achieved and 
procedures for the identification and management of 
potential contamination unearthed during remediation 
and earthworks.  
 
A validation report will be prepared to ensure the works 
specified by the RAP have been undertaken 
satisfactorily. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The eastern boundary will be capped with either clean 
fill/soil (noise barriers) or concrete hard stand. Any 
potential contamination noted during earthworks would 
be investigated and remediated in accordance with the 
RAP. 
 
Heavy metal contamination hotspots are to be 
remediated through excavation and off site disposal. 
Validation of all remediated areas and final exposed soil 
surfaces would ensure removal of contamination 
hotspots to concentrations defined in the RAP.  
 
TPH contamination is generally limited to the surface 
layers. TPH contamination beyond 1m would warrant 
additional investigation to identify potential sources and 
pathways. 
 
Investigations would be undertaken in off site areas 
identified during the detailed design phase. 
 
Details of remediation requirements would be contained 
in the RAP. 
 
All flytipped material would be removed from site and 
disposed of in an appropriately licensed facility prior to 
construction works commencing. 
 
Contamination risks would be assessed during 
preparation of the RAP. 
 
Asbestos surveys would be conducted for buildings to 

825 DEC 
Submission No 309 
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DEC notes that land farming is proposed for treatment of 
TPH contaminated soil before it is reused on site. Land 
farming is not suitable for soil which contains asbestos.  
 
 
A contingency plan is required for the disposal of this soil if 
land farming is unsuccessful in remediating TPH 
contaminated soil. Any contaminated material should be 
classified in accordance with the Government's 
Environmental Guidelines: Assessment, Classification and 
Management of Liquid and Non Liquid Wastes (June 
2004). 
 
Validation 

- Analytical testing of material from existing 
stockpiles present on site to determine its 
suitability for reuse across the site; 

- Importation of validated clean fill and topsoil for 
landscaped areas as contamination present in 
existing fill material may inhibit plant growth; and

- Validation of all remediated areas and any final 
exposed soil surfaces. 

be demolished. Any asbestos present would be  
removed by a licensed contractor prior to demolition. 
 
Soils containing asbestos are to be excavated and 
disposed of off site in a NSW DEC licensed facility. Land 
farming of asbestos containing materials would not be 
undertaken. 
 
Validation testing would be conducted on landfarmed 
materials prior to reuse. In the event that contaminant 
levels exceed those approved within the RAP after 
remediation, off site disposal would occur to an 
appropriately licensed facility, based on classification of 
the waste according to the Guidelines. 
 
 
 
The material in the existing stockpiles has been 
assessed and is considered suitable for reuse on site.  
 
All imported materials to carry a validation certificate. 
Clean topsoil would be used in landscaped areas. 
 
Following completion of remediation all exposed 
surfaces would be subject to validation to ensure 
contamination levels are below those defined within the 
RAP.  
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drainage Drainage and flood mitigation-Consent condition requiring  
SPC to submit detail plans for flood and mitigation works to 
RailCorp for assessment and endorsement 

Plans ensuring appropriate drainage and flood 
mitigation in accordance with the principles outlined in 
the EA in Chapter 10, will be forwarded to RailCorp on 
completion. 

582 RailCorp 
Submission No 180 
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ESD Further, the DEC commends the proposed energy efficient 
design of buildings on site (p18-5), including maximum use 
of solar power for signage, navigational aids and 
pedestrian lighting as well as the use of energy efficient 
electrical appliances. 

ESD initiatives for energy efficient design and solar 
power to be incorporated during the detailed design 
phase.  

825 DEC 
Submission No 309 
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flora and fauna It is the intention of the recovery planning for GGBFs that 
frogs from this population, eventually, be able to interact (if 
only indirectly) with those in the population at Arncliffe 
(Marsh St wetlands). It is expected that these populations 
originally were related, given they are both within the 
Cooks River catchment. Preferably, in the future a  series 
of subpopulations could be established at artificial ponds 
along the Cooks River. To ensure this is possible, it should 
be ensured that this development does not create any 
barriers preventing movement of GGBFs downstream 
along the Cooks River. Coxs Creek, which will form the 
northern boundary of the proposed frog breeding 
and foraging areas, passes under Cosgrove Rd and into 
the upper reaches of the Cooks River. 
 
The proposed management plan for the site (Appendix G, 
p33) should address the following issues: 

Á Construction of temporary frog-proof fencing to 
prevent frogs entering construction areas; 

Á Construction of permanent frog-proof fencing to 
prevent frogs entering operational areas (apart 
from crossing the existing rail yards to the habitat 
areas shown in Figure 4, Appendix G); 

Á Clearance of frogs from construction areas prior 
to construction; 

 
Á Design and operation/management of the 

proposed frog breeding pond - habitat features to
be present, infrastructure to drain and refill pond, 
etc; 

Á Vegetation and management of the proposed 
frog foraging areas; 

Á Protocols to be followed when implementing 
management actions within the breeding and 
foraging areas - such as clearance of frogs from 
areas where harm might occur (eg during grass 
slashing); 

Á Design and construction of facilities, such as the 
noise walls and mounds where Coxs Creek exits 
the site, so as not to preclude the future 
possibility of Coxs Creek being part of a frog 
corridor eventually linking Enfield with Arncliffe; 
and 

Á Details of a monitoring plan for the GGBF habitat 
area. 

The consent for the proposal should: 
•    Require the implementation of the management plan; 
•    Identify who will implement the plan; and 
•    Identify and secure the funding source for the plan 
implementation. 

Frog movement corridors were a key consideration 
when designing the Community and Ecological area. 
Frog foraging areas and frog ramps within Coxs Creek 
have been included in the concept design.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fauna fences would be included in the Construction 
EMP to be prepared by the construction contractor. 
A review of the appropriate permanent frog barriers 
would be under undertaken during the detailed design 
phase. 
An ecologist would inspect the site to ensure any frogs 
present are cleared prior to construction 
commencement.  
 
The GGBF management plan will include procedures 
and schedules for maintenance of frog ponds 
 
 
Vegetation maintenance within frog foraging areas, as 
with site landscaping, would be undertaken through the 
GGBF management plan. This would include measures
for frog protection during maintenance. 
 
 
 
Cox’s creek culvert will remain untouched by the 
development. No vehicle access to the creek would be 
allowed during construction.  
 
 
 
GGBF monitoring procedures would be contained within 
the GGBF management plan.  
 
The GGBF Management plan will include roles, 
responsibilities and procedures to ensure protection of 
any GGBFs present on site.  

825 DEC 
Submission No 309 
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Government policy Is extremely supportive of the development and is 
cognisant of its role in attaining Government’s target of 
progressing to a 40% modal share of Port Botany 
containers on rail. 

Noted 582 RailCorp 
Submission No 180 

Government policy The MOT supports the development as it: 
1) Is consistent with the Government’s strategic 
framework initiatives for the management  of containers in 
the metropolitan area, particularly the Ports growth Plan, 
the Port Freight Plan and the work of the FIAB 
2) Promotes achievement of the Government’s 
target for a 40% rail mode share fro container movements 
to/from the port by 2011; 

Noted 581 Ministry of Transport 
Submission No 103 
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Heritage/Archaeology The Heritage Office notes that the applicant, in line with the 
recommendations contained in the AHI, proposes to retain 
two items of State significance. (Tarpaulin Factory and 
Pillar Tank) on site. 
 
However the details of the potential use of these items are 
not clear at this stage. The applicant should be asked to 
provide more information about the conservation and 
adaptive reuse of these items as part of the proposed 
development, in particular the Tarpaulin Factory. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The items of Local significance- namely the Pedestrian 
footbridge and Wagon Repair Shed and Yard Master's 
Office would be offered to a railway heritage organisation. 
The H O considers that these items of local significance 
should be ideally retained on site. Their contribution to the 
significance of the former Marshalling Yards as a whole 
should be taken into consideration. In this respect the 
applicant should be asked to explore alternative options to 
retain and adaptive reuse of these items within the site. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The proposed community and ecological area for example 
may be considered as an alternative location. 
 
 
 
 
Removal to another site altogether should be considered 
as a last resort after considering all other options and if 
their retention on site is not possible because of the 
operation requirements of the ILC. If relocation of these 
items to a 'railway heritage organisation' is the only viable 
option, the applicant should be asked to explore possible 
locations and undertake necessary procedural steps  with 

 
 
 
 
 
Reuse options for the Tarpaulin Factory and Pillar water 
tank will be further investigated as part of the detailed 
design phase of the project. The Tarpaulin Factory will 
be stabilised against further deterioration and, in 
consultation with the Heritage Office and the 
community, options for its reuse at its present site will be 
investigated. Only if on-site reuse is found not to be 
feasible consideration be given to its relocation off-site 
to a railway heritage museum or demolition. The Pillar 
water tank will be subject to further consideration for 
relocating it on-site. The relocation will be undertaken 
prior to the commencement of Stage 2 construction 
works. 
 
 
 
Due to the nature of activities to occur on the site reuse 
of the Yard Master’s office is not possible. The Yard 
master’s office cannot be reused on-site or realistically 
offered to a railway heritage organisation due to its brick 
structure. Prior to demolition archive recording of the 
item will be undertaken, according to Heritage Office 
guidelines. 
 
The footbridge is to be reused on site if possible. Further 
studies will be undertaken prior to construction to 
determine the feasibility and location of this. 
Due to extensive termite damage in the wagon repair 
shed very few elements are fit for reuse. This will be 
revaluated and investigations undertaken to determine  
if some items of this may be able to be reused on site or 
relocated off-site to a railway organisation.  
 
Reuse of part of the footbridge and elements of the 
wagon repair shed within the community and ecological 
area would be considered as part of the options studies 
for reuse. This will be undertaken during detailed 
design, prior to the construction phase of the project. 
 
If during the considerations for reuse, it is established 
that reuse of heritage items on site is not an option, then 
the items would be offered to external heritage 
organisations. 
 
 
 

827 Heritage Office 
Submission No 141 
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the relevant organisations before approval is given to the 
proposed development. 
 
The former Yard Master's Office has been assessed as 
having low heritage significance in the AHI because it has 
lost much of its heritage significance through the 
modifications to the building and removal of its significant 
elements. Given that this item has lost most of its original 
details the HO does not object to the demolition of the 
former Yard master's Office. However full archival 
recording of this item or any other heritage item on the site 
that is to be demolished or relocated should be undertaken 
in accordance with the NSW HO guidelines. 
 
Applicant should be asked to prepare a heritage 
interpretation plan and strategy for the whole site prior to 
commencement of works. This should be prepared in 
consultation with Heritage Office and in accordance with 
Heritage Office guidelines. The approved interpretation 
plan shall be imparted at an appropriate location for public 
appreciation for example at the proposed community and 
ecological area. 
 
The AHI, however, does not assess the impacts of the 
proposed development on the potential European 
archaeological relics on the site. It is understood that the 
proposed project will be an 'approved project' for the 
purposes of Part 3A of the EP&A Act and 75U of the Act 
therefore suspends the requirement for an excavation 
permit under section 139 of the Heritage Act. The 
applicant, however, should be asked to investigate the 
impact of the proposed development on the potential 
archaeological significance of the site. The assessment 
should be accompanied by an archaeological research 
design and appropriate mitigation techniques, and should 
be ideally undertaken prior to the issue of the consent as 
the findings of this assessment may result in some 
recommendations to the proposed design. It is requested 
that upon the result of these studies appropriate conditions 
regarding the prevention of the potential archaeological 
remains and their appropriate management should be 
included within the conditions of consent should approval 
be granted. 

 
 
 
Full archival recording of the Yard Master’s office would 
be undertaken prior to demolition. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A heritage interpretation plan and strategy for the entire 
site will be undertaken by SPC prior to construction 
works commencing on site 
 
 
 
 
 
 
An archaeological assessment for indigenous and 
non-indigenous heritage was undertaken by Navin 
Officer in 2001. The report was referenced in the study 
by Graham Brooks and Associates (Appendix H to the 
EA). The indigenous studies in the Navin Officer report 
were updated for this project, but no changes were 
warranted for the non-indigenous aspects of the report. 
This report will be provided to the Department of 
Planning and the Heritage Office. 
 
The Navin Officer (2001) report concluded that,” given 
the picture of massive disturbance across the site, it is 
unlikely that significant archaeological deposits remain 
on the site. The only possibility is that some deposit may 
have been sealed under extant buildings or slab 
foundations. Even so, it is unlikely that such deposits 
have the potential to tell us more about this site or the 
construction of what are relatively well documented 
buildings”. Limited archaeological testing for European 
archaeology is recommended for the area of the Wagon 
Repair Shed and the Yard Master’s Office. This will be 
undertaken. 
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Hydrology The DEC commends the reuse of rainwater on site 
(p10-18) for truck wash bays, toilet flushing and 
top up of the frog pond. 

Noted 825 DEC 
Submission No 309 
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management We suggest the additional actions to those identified in the  
environmental management plan (Table 21-1) to mitigate 
construction noise impacts: 
 
Noise and Vibration 
Minimise construction noise impact on surrounding 
residences. 
 
Time restriction for construction activities - which allow 
construction work from 7am to 6pm on Saturday (if 
approved) ONLY if this work is inaudible at residential 
premises as outlined in Appendix E, Section 6.4. 
 
A more extensive community consultation and liaison plan 
which include community involvement in the plan, 
community access to compliance monitoring data, regular' 
reporting of complaints, and the actions undertaken to 
resolve these complaints. 
 
Utilising "best practice" technology should specify a 
commitment to the utilisation of alternative quieter 
construction technologies (not just technology on existing 
equipment) and specifically identify these technologies. 
This is especially important for the most significant noise 
generators for each stage as identified in Appendix E pp.47 
- 48  
 
The use of alternative quieter technologies (such as electric 
powered machinery). The implementation of best work 
practices and site design to minimise intermittent noise 
generation from unloading and loading containers. 
 
A comprehensive community consultation and liaison plan 
that includes community involvement, initial monitoring to 
determine actual impact, a response strategy should noise 
impacts be unacceptable, and a responsive noise 
complaints mechanism, with regular reporting of complaints 
and the actions undertaken to resolve these complaints to 
the Department of Planning and the community. 
 
Minimise dust generation during construction Dust 
Management Plan should include continuous downwind 
boundary monitoring of PM10, with feedback mechanism to 
site manager when pre-determined levels for modifying and 
ceasing works are reached. 
 
Timely mechanism linking community complaints line to site 
manager so that works can be modified or ceased when 
high off-site dust levels are reported. 
 
The M5 LAQMP has not been justified, and more recent, 

 
 
 
 
 
This would be dealt with in the Construction  EMP 
 
 
SPC will seek to maintain the construction times as specified 
in the EA. However, an undertaking will be provided, and 
written into the Noise Management Plan, that high noise 
operations will not be undertaken after 1pm on Saturdays.  
 
Consultation Plans would be prepared and implemented prior 
to construction and operation commencement. 
Communication methods will be developed at that stage.  
 
 
 
Actions are considered reasonable.  Noise management 
measures as outlined in Chapter 11 of the EA would be 
incorporated into the Construction Noise Management Plan 
developed for the site.  
 
 
 
 
The Operational Environmental Noise Management Plan 
would include procedures for monitoring noise and responsive 
noise complaints mechanisms.  
 
 
Noise management measures and consultation and liaison 
will be incorporated into the Operation Noise Management 
Plan developed for the site.  
 
 
 
 
 
This is proposed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

833 NSW Health 
Submission No 318 
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validated emission factors should have been used. 
The approach to modelling the on-site contribution to 
operational phase impacts is appropriate, however we note 
that the assessment has assumed the use of low emission 
(US Tier 3 & LPG) plant. We note that there is no 
commitment in the management plan to use this plant.  
 
The use of emission data for cars and trucks from the M5 
LAQMP has not been justified, and more recent, validated 
emission factors should have been used. 
 
Operational Environmental Management Plan 
The environmental management plan (Table 21-2) should 
be expanded to further mitigate operational phase air 
quality impacts. We suggest additional actions: 
 

Á Minimise emissions from plant and equipment 
Á All on-site plant to be low (US Tier 3 or better) or 

zero 
Á emission (such as electric powered 

machinery)(also provides noise reduction 
benefits). 

Á On-site staff transport to be electric, hybrid or 
other low emission vehicles OR the requirement 
for the projected 300 on-site car trips per hour be 
substantially reduced by better site design and 
work-practices. 

Á Trucks accessing the site to be Euro 3 or better, 
on approved maintenance schedule. 

Á Requirement for minimal truck idling times 
on-site. 

Á Liaise with rail freight operator to utilise cleaner 
fuel improved maintenance to reduce emissions.

 
 
 
 
 
Remediate contaminated soils 
A comprehensive remediation plan needs to be developed, 
including better characterisation of existing contaminant 
levels and strategies to minimise migration of contaminants 
from the site. The plan should include particular 
consideration of the potential for dispersion of contaminants 
during excavation, and an assessment of any additional 
health risk to surrounding residents above that of inert dust 
exposure.  
 
If land farming to volatise hydrocarbons from contaminated 
soil is undertaken then a health risk assessment for the 
surrounding community should again be undertaken. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
The vehicle emission factors used for the off-site air quality 
impact assessment were sourced from the M5 East Air Quality 
Management Plant (M5 East AQMP).  The M5 East AQMP 
states that the emission factors were supplied by the EPA with 
the following references: 
Xu, C (2001a) 2002 Emission Factors. NSW Environment 
Protection Authority, personel communications. The three 
reports from which these factors have been derived are in the 
process of formal peer review and are: Xu, C (2001) Revision 
of Emission Factors for Existing Late Model Petrol Cars. 
MVEPS Improvement Program Technical Report 1; Xu, C 
(2001) Revision of Emission Factors for Future Model Petrol 
Cars with Scenario Projections. MVEPS Improvement 
program Technical Report 2.  Xu, C (2001) Development of 
Diesel Vehicle Emission Factors. MVEPS Improvement 
Program Technical Report 4. 
 
With respect to the on-site equipment US EPA provided the 
only available set of "robust" emission factors for the type of 
equipment proposed, and Tier 3 best co-incided with the likely 
year when this equipment would be required at Enfield.  It 
should be noted in terms of NO2 the predicted operational 
phase impacts (on-site equipment / trucks / trains) are well 
below DEC 1-hour and annual criteria, at most 77 % of the 
1-hour criteria, for the worst-case including background levels. 
In the case of PM10 where impacts are only marginally less 
than the 24-hour criteria it should be noted that there    
is no difference in particulate emission factors for Tier 0, 1, 2 
and 3 equipment, for the relevant engine sizes considered in 
the assessment. 
 
 
A Remediation Action Plan would be prepared by a suitably 
qualified contaminated land consultant in accordance with 
Contaminated Sites: Guidelines for Consultants Reporting on 
Contaminated Sites, DEC 1997 prior to the commencement of 
earthworks. This would include specific measures to 
remediate contamination hotspots identified, cleanup criteria 
to be achieved and procedures for the identification and 
management of potential contamination unearthed during 
remediation and earthworks.  
 
Hydrocarbons would be bioremediated rather than volatilised. 
No risk study would be required. 
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management For the construction phase of the project, the DEC's 
principal concerns are noise impacts, sediment and erosion 
control, dust control, waste management, contaminated 
land and chemical storage. Generally, the DEC considers 
that the environmental impacts associated with construction 
are manageable to acceptable levels provided all project 
impacts are fully characterised during the sub-plan process 
and appropriate controls and mitigation measures 
undertaken. 
 
Environment Protection Licence 
The DEC notes on page 2-8 of the EA that the ILC may be 
used to store in excess of 2,000 tonnes of chemical 
substances. An Environment Protection Licence will be 
required if activities at the ILC result in all or part of the 
facility meeting the criteria for a 'Chemical Storage Facility', 
as defined in Schedule 1 of the Protection of the 
Environment Operations Act 1997 (POEO Act). The DEC 
stresses that any such licence could cover a range of 
environmental media as required and, for example, may 
include noise limits. 
 
Environment Performance Monitoring 
The DEC'S experience with similar infrastructure projects 
suggests environmental performance would be significantly 
enhanced by an independent performance monitoring and 
reporting process. To be most effective, the monitoring and 
reporting should inform and be integrated with the project's 
management decision making process. 
 
The DEC is the Appropriate Regulatory Authority for the 
construction phase of the project under section 6 of the 
POEO Act. In this regard, the DEC expects that the 
proponent ensures optimal environmental performance on 
the site at all times, including the implementation of 
appropriate controls that are maintained on a regular basis.
 
Chapter 21, page 21-1 of the EA states that the 
environmental management commitments proposed 
include the preparation of a Construction Environment 
Management Plan (CEMP). The CEMP should contain an 
environmental monitoring and reporting program and it is 
important that this program facilitates ongoing 
improvements in the on-the-ground performance of the 
project. 
 
The selected contractors for the project should receive an 
appropriate environmental induction before working on the 
site. Environmental training of site personnel should include 
regular 'toolbox' meetings to discuss mitigation measures to 
resolve complaints and other environmental impact issues.
 
Water management  
Under section 9.4.1 titled 'Soil Erosion' (p9-13) the DEC 

A series of environmental management plans are to be 
prepared for the construction and operation phases to ensure 
identified impacts are minimised and managed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SPC will not be seeking a licence at this stage. An EPL may be 
sought by the site operators if quantities of chemicals to be 
handled or stored exceeded the threshold limits. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
Comprehensive environmental management plans to be 
prepared for the construction and operation phases would be 
based on current best practice methods. 
 
 
 
 
The CEMP would include measures for monitoring and 
reporting on environmental performance. Continual 
improvement would be a key environmental objective.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The CEMP would include requirements for environmental 
inductions and awareness training for contractors prior to 
commencement on site.  
 
 
 
 
 

825 DEC 
Submission No 309 
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notes that during the construction phase, a Stormwater 
Water Management Plan will be prepared in accordance 
with the Department of Housing's Managing Urban 
Stormwater - Soils and Construction, 4th Ed, 2004 (the Blue 
Book). The DEC emphasises that once adequate sediment 
and erosion controls are established on site, they should be 
maintained on a regular basis and updated as required in 
response to changing site conditions. Further, the DEC 
advises that all temporary construction exits should be 
primarily fitted with appropriate vehicle shakedown and 
washing facilities to contain sediment and mud on site. 
These facilities may be complemented with secondary 
and/or tertiary controls if needed. 
 
Chemical storage 
Chemical Storage of fuels, oils or chemicals are to be 
stored on site, then appropriately bunded and covered 
storage facilities with impervious floors should be provided 
to prevent leaching or spillage of these materials into the 
surrounding environment. The DEC's document Bunding 
and Spill Management provides guidelines for the 
development of bunds. Where applicable, the construction 
of bunds should comply with the requirements of: 
•    Australian  Standard  AS 1940  2004:   The  Storage and 
Handling of Flammable and Combustible Liquids; 
•    Australian Standard AS4452 1987: The Storage and 
Handling of Toxic Substances; and 
•    The Dangerous Goods Act 1975. 

These management measures would be addressed through 
the Soil and Water management Plan.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
To be addressed in the CEMP and OEMP. 
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Noise Construction Noise 
The construction noise levels provided in the EA indicates 
that there is the potential for an increased risk of health 
effects from noise exposure for all residences at various 
stages of construction. 
 
NSW Health indicated in its Director General requirements 
that noise impacts upon sensitive receptors should be 
specifically considered. This does not appear to have 
been addressed and consequently the predicted impact of 
construction noise upon St. Anne's School, Strathfield 
South High School and other sensitive receptors cannot 
be- ascertained. 
 
It is likely, as with many major construction projects in an 
urban area, that exceedance of the noise goals will occur 
after feasible and reasonable noise mitigation measures 
have been used. Section 4.12.5 lists the proposed 
construction times as 7am to 6pm Monday to Saturday. 
However, the DEC advises that normal construction times 
should be 7am to 6pm Monday to Friday and 8am to 1pm 
Saturdays and no work on Sundays and Public Holidays. 
Works should not be conducted outside these hours unless 
there is specific justification for doing so. In addition a, a 
community consultation program and a 24 hour complaints 
handling system should be implemented prior to any out of 
hours works.  
 
Operational Noise 
Table 11-7 (Chapter 11) of the Environmental Assessment 
highlights the predicted exceedances of operational noise 
criteria when compared to the NSW EPA Industrial Noise 
policy guideline values. It is noted that predicted noise 
levels for two of the six residential sites considered exceed 
criteria levels during calm and isothermal weather 
conditions even after mitigation measures are used. 
Exceedances are greater under adverse weather 
conditions with these adverse wind conditions expected to 
occur approximately one third of the year. The 
exceedances have been predicted to be as much as 15dB 
above criteria. It is of further concern that noise impacts up 
to 7dB above criteria are predicted at St Anne's school. It is 
noted that the predicted values are based on the 
assumption that all noise sources operate concurrently 
("worse-case" assessment). However, the noise 
consultants report noted that there is little to no reduction in 
noise impact between a "worse-case" scenario and 
"normal-case" scenario. 
 
Intermittent /instantaneous noise generation was assessed 
through the NSW Environmental Noise Control Manual in 
the form of a sleep arousal criterion. Exceedances of these 

Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
Construction noise was assessed in the report to the 
nearest affected residential receivers, as these were 
closer to the site than other sensitive receivers, 
including St. Anne's School and Strathfield South High 
School.  Further to this the Strathfield South High School 
is shielded from the site by the industrial area to the 
north of the site and the existing noise wall along the 
southern boundary of the school.  There are no DEC 
criteria that distinguish appropriate levels for residential 
receivers versus non-residential receivers and impacts 
at non-residential locations would be similar to or less 
than those identified for residential locations. Therefore 
the assessment that has been undertaken for the 
construction phase noise is considered appropriate.  
SPC will seek to maintain the construction times as 
specified in the EA. However, an undertaking will be 
provided, and written into the Noise Management Plan, 
that high noise operations will not be undertaken after 
1pm on Saturdays.  
 
 
 
Mitigation measures were extensively reviewed as part 
of the EA.  It is considered that at this stage of the 
project, when the design is still fairly flexible, all 
reasonable and feasible mitigation measures have been 
considered to reduce overall noise emissions from the 
site.  Additional mitigation will need to be considered at 
the design phase to reduce noise levels to achieve 
compliance with the Project Specific Noise Levels 
(PSNLs).  Any further measures considered would 
include source specific measures, such as limiting plant 
noise levels and use of local shielding (eg container 
stacks, sheds, buildings) in specific locations.  These 
more specific design matters are difficult to determine at 
this stage of the project.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

833 NSW Health 
Submission No 318 
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criteria are predicted in all weather conditions, some by as 
much as 15dB (giving a 30dB increase from background). 
As this development intends to be an ongoing 24hour/7day 
a week operation it is important that community noise 
impacts strictly comply with noise criteria and it would be 
desirable to reduce this level below this criteria where 
practical. Intermittent /instantaneous noise generation 
should be kept to a minimum to reduce any potential 
adverse effect on health through both sleep disturbance 
and annoyance.  
 
Road Noise 
Current road noise levels are already between 7 to 21dB 
above the criteria set in DEC Environmental Criteria for 
Road Traffic Noise. The predicted additional noise 
generated from this proposed development falls within the 
2dB increase allowed under the DEC Environmental 
Criteria for Road Traffic Noise. Despite this compliance 
additional mitigative options should be pursued in view of 
the pre existing noise impacts experienced by affected 
residents. 
 
 
 
Rail Noise 
This has not been directly assessed in this application and 
relied on Port Botany Expansion EIS assessment. Due to 
the small number of predicted train movement it is 
estimated that an increase in noise levels from this source 
should be up to 1dB. This increase should be further 
reconsidered in the context of cumulative noise impacts.  
 
Cumulative Noise Impacts 
it is important that cumulative predicated impact of road 
and rail be added to the predicted operational impacts to 
determine a more accurate prediction of noise impacts. We 
note that cumulative impacts of road and operational noise 
may be significant to the northwest of the proposal 
(residences located between Norfolk Road, Hume 
Highway, Roberts Road and Waterloo Road). Cumulative 
rail and operational noise impacts may be significant to the 
southeast of the proposal (residences located in the vicinity 
of Bazentin Road, Belfield) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The project is not responsible for existing road traffic 
noise levels.  The contribution to traffic noise from this 
project is calculated to be in the order of 0 – 0.2dB(A) at 
residential receiver locations – refer to the RT&A 
Technical Memo (Appendix E).  Such a small traffic 
noise increase is considered minor, insignificant and 
inconsequential. Furthermore, the NIA found that 
mitigation of existing noise, through the provision of 
noise barriers for residences is not possible as driveway 
access to roads is required. Therefore it would not 
reasonable and feasible to reduce traffic noise levels. 
 
The appropriate approach to the management of effects 
from the rail freight line corridor  is one that includes all 
relevant Government agencies, including DEC, 
RailCorp and ARTC. SPC will work with these other 
agencies and relevant Councils to consider ways of 
managing impacts associated with rail operations in the 
dedicated freight rail corridor. 
 
 
Cumulative noise impacts have been considered to the 
extent that NSW noise policy allows, through the 
application of the amenity criteria.  It is noted that in 
NSW road, rail and industrial noise are assessed to their 
own separate criteria, as different types of noise are 
perceived differently in the community.  There are 
currently no overall criteria that address total 
environmental noise. 
 
 

Noise For operation of the project, the DEC's principal concerns 
are noise impacts and air quality issues  
 
The DEC notes that the Noise Impact Assessment 
presents only the result of an assessment of potential noise 
enhancing weather effects. The meteorological data used 
and the weather station location has not been presented in 
the NIA.  
 

Noted 
 
 
The NIA presents predictions under both 
calm-isothermal (acoustically neutral) conditions and 
adverse weather (noise-enhancing wind) conditions. 
The weather stations from which the meteorological 
data was acquired are Bankstown Airport AWS and the 

825 DEC 
Submission No 309 
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The DEC notes that the noise modelling considered two 
broad operating scenarios. The difference between the two 
scenarios is that Scenario 1 included both shunting 
locomotives (2x48class) and locomotives involved in 
moving a train set on to the site (3x81 class), while scenario 
2 only considered the shunting locomotives. It should be 
noted that it is DEC’s experience that older and noisier 
locomotives also operate on the Botany Goods Line. 
 
 
 
The NIA does not indicate the number of residences 
potentially affected by noise levels that exceed the Project 
Specific Noise Levels (PSNL) under noise enhancing 
weather conditions. The DEC notes that Table 4.12 in the 
NIA indicates that under calm isothermal conditions that 
140 houses are predicted to experience noise levels 
slightly above the PSNL. The number of houses with 
significant exceedances above the PSNL during noise 
enhancing weather conditions is likely to be significantly 
more. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
It is clear from the NIA that widespread and significant 
exceedances of the PSNL are predicted. (In this case the 
PSNL are determined from the amenity criteria). 
Importantly, predicted noise levels are normally used to 
establish appropriate noise limits for an operation (where 
applicable). In cases where it is not possible to achieve the 
PSNL even after applying all feasible and reasonable 
mitigation measures, predicted noise levels may be used to 
set noise limits that are up to 5 dB above the PSNL 
following negotiation with the regulator and/or consent 
authority. In contrast, negotiated agreements would 
normally be required where predicted levels are still more 

Lidcombe AWS.   
Information regarding wind was based on available 
AWS wind rose data – see the RT&A Technical Memo’s
Annexure 1 (in Appendix E).  
According to the NSW INP, prevailing winds above 3m/s 
(11km/h) are not considered in noise assessments as 
they do not increase noise impacts.  Furthermore, noise 
measurements should not be undertaken when wind 
speed exceeds 5m/s (18km/h). 
 
SPC advised that, based on current information, 
48-class locos will typically be used as 'shuttle trains' 
and 81-class locos will be used for rural bound trains.   
The issues of older and noisier locomotives are a result 
of new entrants to compete in a deregulated freight rail 
market. As the percentage of container movements by 
rail increases, the improved economic certainty will 
increase the commercial viability for further investment 
in more efficient rolling stock.  
 
It is noted that the number of houses affected shown in 
Table 4.12 of the NIA is high as the noise model was 
conservative in not taking into account local shielding 
provided by residential and other non-industrial 
buildings off site.  Such building data was unavailable for 
inclusion in the noise model at this stage.  It is intended 
that building data be included in the detailed noise 
model to be run at the Detailed Design / EMP phase, 
which is expected to show a significant reduction in the 
number of houses affected.  Therefore, an analysis of 
the number of affected houses would be more 
accurately conducted at the DD / EMP phase and after 
all additional reasonable and feasible noise mitigation 
options, as set out in the RT&A Technical Memo (in 
Appendix E), have been incorporated into the noise 
model 
 
 
Exceedance of the noise criteria was predicted after the 
application of mitigation measures, but only during 
adverse wind conditions and mostly in terms of the 
‘amenity’ criteria.  The modelling conservatively 
assumes that the site is operating at capacity and all 
plant is operating at full load over the entire night-time 9 
hour assessment period.  As this is unlikely to occur, 
then the typical operational scenarios have now been 
modelled.  The results of these assessments are 
presented in the RT&A Technical Memo in Appendix E.  
In summary compliance is achieved with both the 
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than 5 dB above the PSNL after the application of all 
feasible and reasonable mitigation measures. 
 
In view of the likely number of noise-sensitive receivers 
affected by exceedances of the PSNL and the magnitude 
of these exceedances, it is recommended that: 
- Further mitigation measures are investigated with a view 
to reducing the extent and magnitude of exceedances of 
the PSNL to within an acceptable range, including through 
the use of best-practice rolling stock on the ILC site; and 
- Additional consideration is give to the extent to which 
negotiated agreements may be feasible and reasonable 
mitigation measure, for example land use mapping with 
overlayed noise contour plots.  
 
 
 
 
 
The DEC advises that the exceedances of the sleep 
disturbance screening criteria are significant. Current DEC 
guidelines recommended that where the screening criteria 
is exceeded that a more detailed analysis is required. The 
detailed analysis should cover the maximum noise level or 
LA1, (1minute), the extent that the maximum noise level 
exceeds the background level and the number of times this 
happens in the night period. Some guidance on possible 
impact is contained in the review of research results in the 
appendices to the Governments Environmental Criteria for 
Road Traffic Noise (ECRTN). Other factors that may be 
important in assessing the extent of impacts on sleep 
include: 
•    how often high noise events will occur; 
•    time of day (sleep disturbance is normally taken to occur 
between 10pm and 7am); 
•    whether there are times of day when there is a clear 
change in the noise environment (such as during early 
morning shoulder periods). 
 
The NIA concludes that "under calm and isothermal 
conditions the levels remain below 65dB(A), which is 
considered to be the level that could cause arousal based 
on more recent research...". 
 
The reference to 65dB(A) comes from the Environmental 
Criteria for Road Traffic Noise (ECRTN) Appendix B which 
presents the results of limited studies regarding awakening 
reactions. The research suggests that maximum internal 
levels not exceeding 50-55dB(A) are unlikely to cause 
awakening reactions. It is generally postulated that a 10dB 
transmission loss occurs between a typical residential 
facade with windows open to allow minimum Building Code 

‘Intrusiveness’ and the ‘Amenity’ PSNLs under calm and 
worst-case noise-enhancing wind scenarios, at all 
receivers with the exception of a few minor 
exceedances during adverse wind conditions of 
1-2dB(A) and one 4dB(A) exceedance under adverse 
wind from one specific direction.  These results do not 
include additional noise mitigation measures, such as 
those discussed in the RT&A Technical Memo, 
therefore, there is scope to further reduce noise 
emission levels from the operation of the site as part of 
the DD / EMP phase, when more specific details about 
the site and its operations are known, in order to comply 
with the PSNLs. 
After all additional reasonable and feasible measures 
are incorporated into the design at the DD/EMP phase 
(as set out in the RT&A Technical Memo in Appendix E), 
it is expected that the PSNLs will be achieved.   
 
The DEC’s sleep arousal criterion is currently being 
reviewed, as the general opinion is that this criterion is 
conservatively low.  For the NIA, guidance was taken 
from the EPA’s ENCM, which provides a conservative 
criterion, and the ECRTN, which sets a suitable criterion 
which will ensure that 90% of the population (including 
the aged) are protected in their sleep, based on recent 
research. 
However, it is understood that the current DEC thinking 
is that an initial screening test should be carried out to 
determine whether instantaneous noise sources at night 
comply with the criteria established in the ECRTN.  If 
noise levels are found to exceed, more detailed analysis 
is required to determine the extent of potential 
disturbance to sleep, based on the number of events, 
timing of events etc.   
It is unlikely that this level of detail can be provided at 
this early stage of the project.  This matter would be 
better addressed at the design stage as part of the EMP, 
when details of site operations are known. 
Notwithstanding this, a more detailed analysis of sleep 
disturbance issues is carried out and included in the 
RT&A Technical Memo (Appendix E), based on several 
assumptions. 
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of Australia ventilation requirements, hence the reference 
to an external level of 65dB(A). 
 
Whilst the material in Appendix B to the ECRTN may be 
used as part of an assessment of sleep disturbance 
impacts, it should not be relied upon as being capable of 
informing an objective criteria. Other factors such as the 
number of times the maximum noise levels events are 
likely to occur during the night time period and the nature 
and character of the noise needs to be considered. 
 
Road Noise Assessment 
Table 5.4 in the NIA indicates that predicted 2016 
LAeq,15hr and LAeq,9hr noise levels, including ILC traffic, 
will not result in a greater than 2dB increase in existing 
traffic noise levels. It appears that the predicted 2016 
LAeq,period levels have also taken into account natural 
traffic growth (growth the would occur regardless of the 
ILC), and hence the predicted levels are conservative. It 
would however be beneficial for the traffic noise increase 
associated solely with ILC traffic be reported. However, it 
should be noted that the traffic noise levels  being 
experienced on Liverpool Road and Roberts Road 
significantly exceed the Roads and Traffic Authority's 
(RTA's) definition of acute traffic noise exposure (ie acute 
traffic noise levels are levels exceeding L.Aeq,i5hr 65dB(A) 
and LAeq,ghr 60dB(A)). This should be considered in the 
context that one of the objectives of the ILC is to reduce 
acute traffic noise impacts in the area around Port Botany. 
 
The number of residences experiencing acute noise levels 
has not been identified. This is not a criticism of the NIA, as 
that level of assessment is not normally undertaken. 
However, given the government objective of reducing road 
traffic noise increases on roads surrounding Port Botany, it 
would seem logical to consider the extent of traffic noise 
impact in the vicinity of the proposed ILC in terms of 
exposure to acute noise levels. 
 
Rail Noise Assessment 
The DEC'S position on the rail noise assessment for the 
Botany Goods Line is that no holistic and well informed 
analysis of the potential noise impacts arising from the 
Governments Policy of increasing rail modal share of port 
related traffic has been undertaken. More importantly, the 
responsibility and commitment to an assessment, and 
where necessary noise mitigation, is not clear. Further, the 
DEC directs the Department of Planning (DoP) to the Land 
& Environment Court proceedings for Robert Duncan Bell v 
Minister for Urban Affairs & Planning (No. 10046 of 1997) 
so as DoP can determine, in a planning sense, whether the 
assessment of rail noise impacts satisfies planning 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The assessment carried out in the NIA, compares 2016 
traffic noise levels (with ILC) to 2006 future-existing 
noise levels (without ILC).  This type of assessment is 
considered to be more conservative than a direct 
comparison in 2016. 
 
Nonetheless, an assessment which compares traffic 
volumes for with and without ILC (ie natural growth only) 
is attached in the RT&A Technical Memo (in Appendix 
E).   
 
 
 
 
 
 
It is agreed that this is not usually required as part of this 
sort of assessment, but it could be considered during the 
DD/EMP phase.  That is, the number of residences 
exposed to acute noise levels (with/without ILC) will be 
identified more accurately during the DD/EMP phase. 
 
 
 
 
The EA outlined that, if the NSW Government policy that 
40% of containers to and from Port Botany are to be 
carried by rail by 2011, the number of freight trains using 
the dedicated line from Port Botany would increase 
significantly beyond current levels, regardless of 
whether the ILC at Enfield is developed or not. The 
proposed ILC would not be generating more freight 
trains along the line. Rather, it would provide a loading / 
unloading point for some freight trains that are expected 
on and must use that line. The management and 
regulation of noise and vibration issues on the freight 
line is a matter for RailCorp (the current Environment 
Protection Licence (EPL) holder), the likely future EPL 
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requirements. 
 
The DEC also emphasises that the NIA has not explored 
the extent to which the use of best- practice rolling stock 
could be used to reduce the rail-related impacts both at the 
ILC and along the rail corridor between the ILC and Port 
Botany. It is the DEC's experience that valuable reductions 
in noise can be achieved through the use of modern rolling 
stock. It is noteworthy that the NIA assumes a class of 
locomotives for shunting that have typically been in service 
for 35 to 40 years and a class of mainline locomotives that 
have typically been in service for 20 to 25 years. Options 
for best-practice rolling stock that could be considered for 
the ILC include: 
•    modern locomotives that achieve the current locomotive 
noise criteria; 
•    multi-pack container wagons, to reduce the extent of 
noise generated by stretching and 
bunching of the train; 
•    ECP braking technology to allow for smoother braking; 
and 
•    the use of hybrid locomotives for shunting. 
 
The DEC considers it would be appropriate to further 
assess the feasibility and reasonableness of using 
best-practice rolling stock to deliver improved noise 
outcomes, particularly given the extent of exceedances of 
PSNL and the current high levels of rail noise along the 
Botany to ILC rail corridor. 
 
 
The statement of commitments for noise performance does 
not include a commitment to achieve acceptable noise 
levels at sensitive receiver locations, which, in this context 
means achieving noise levels that substantially comply with 
the Governments Industrial Noise Policy (INP). The NIA 
has indicated that, under noise enhancing weather 
conditions, that have been determined to be a significant 
feature of the area, the proposal will generate noise levels 
that significantly exceed the INP PSNL. The predicted 
levels significantly exceed the levels that DEC would 
normally license to. On this basis the statement of 
commitments are not considered capable of delivering 
acceptable noise outcomes. 
 
The DEC'S experience with similar infrastructure projects 
suggests environmental performance would be 
significantly enhanced by an independent performance 
monitoring and reporting process.  To be most effective, 
the monitoring and reporting should inform and be 
integrated with the project's management decision making 
process. 

holder (ARTC) and the regulator of the licence 
(Department of Environment and Conservation (DEC)).
The operation of the rail transport of freight to and from 
Enfield falls within the existing operating licences for the 
freight line, and no further assessment is required. 
However, it is noted in the DEC's comment on the rail 
noise assessment for the Botany Goods Line that no 
holistic and well informed analysis of the potential noise 
impacts arising from the NSW Governments aim of 
increasing the rail modal share of port related traffic has 
been undertaken. As a consequence the responsibility 
and commitment to an assessment, and the necessity 
for the application of feasible noise mitigation measures, 
is not clear.  
Sydney Ports acknowledges DEC’s concern, and in 
response to this Sydney Ports is prepared to participate 
in any interagency working group established to address 
rail noise impacts along the dedicated freight line. It 
should be noted that Sydney Ports, as a condition of 
consent for the Port Botany Expansion project, has 
established a Rail Noise Working Group to address 
previously identified rail noise issues along the Freight 
Line between Enfield and Botany Yard. This group 
includes Sydney Ports, RailCorp, DoP, ARTC and 
relevant councils and community members.  
Consultation with relevant regulatory authorities 
including DEC would also be undertaken.         
 
 
Mitigation options were extensively reviewed as part of 
the EA. It is considered that at this stage of the project, 
when the design is still fairly flexible, all reasonable and 
feasible mitigation measures have been considered to 
reduce overall noise emissions from the site.  Additional 
mitigation will need to be considered at the design 
phase to reduce noise levels to achieve compliance with 
the PSNLs.  After all additional reasonable and feasible 
measures are incorporated into the design at the 
DD/EMP phase (as set out in the RT&A Technical 
Memo in Appendix E), it is expected that the PSNLs will 
be achieved.   
 
 
This will be incorporated into the project’s environmental 
management planning. 
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Noise Noise and vibration- Reference to the proposed duplication 
project between mascot and Botany yard. RailCorp advises 
that this project is on hold, and that it has not proposed a 
preferred method of noise mitigation without undertaking 
extensive stakeholder consultation 
 

Noted 582 RailCorp 
Submission No 180 
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pollution The landscape and urban design assessment contained 
with the EIS (Appendix I) included an assessment of 
predicted light spillage, and concludes that the light spill 
into neighbouring areas will be virtually undetectable, with 
levels at the nearest residences of 0.0 to 0.02 lux. The final 
design plan of the proposed development should follow 
closely the lighting concept described in this assessment to 
ensure excessive light spillage onto the local residential 
area does not occur. 

Lighting would be addressed during the detailed design 
phase and the potential for light spill considered when 
siting lights and providing illumination specifications.  
 
 

833 NSW Health 
DoP Submission No 318 
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Rail Issues Cumulative impacts 
Report does not address cumulative impacts associated 
with increased usage of RailCorp network at a regional 
level, with particular emphasis on freight distribution and 
noise. Acknowledges this may be outside scope of consent 
but believes there should be an interagency working party 
to address the consequential impacts on regional rail 
corridors associated with projects that contribute to the 
NSW Government’s Port Growth Plan. 
 
Support for all inbound and outbound traffic between the 
project site and Port Botany to be on rail and to operate  on 
a 24 hour a day 7 day basis 

 
SPC is willing to be a part of any relevant interagency 
working party. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 

582 RailCorp 
DoP Submission No 180 
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Safety The preliminary hazard analysis contained within the EIS 
(Appendix K) demonstrates that there are very low risks of 
accidents involving the transport of hazardous goods either 
by road or by rail. The traffic management plan should 
ensure the transport of any hazardous goods occurs on 
roads away from residential areas where possible. 
 
A Local Area Management Plan should be developed in 
consultation with the local community and school 
representatives to ensure that any additional traffic that 
results from the proposed development dose not cause an 
increase in the number of accidents in the local area. 

To be addressed in the Local Area Traffic Management 
Plan 
 
 
 
 
 
To be addressed as part of the Local Area Traffic 
Management Plan 
 

833 NSW Health 
DoP Submission No 318 
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Site qualities Site is already linked to the port by a dedicated freight line. Noted 581 Ministry of Transport 
DoP Submission No 103 
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Socio Economic Health impacts of increased noise levels may include sleep 
disturbance, annoyance, and speech and communication 
interference and may in the longer term contribute to 
cardiovascular disease and mental health problems. These 
effects on the surrounding community, including sensitive 
receptors such as homes, schools and hospitals, need 
to be considered when assessing any development 
application with the potential to increase noise levels. 
 
To enable a full assessment of potential health impacts 
from construction noise it would be useful to reassess the 
predicted impacts at receptors by re-estimating with: 

Á Suggested mitigation strategies 
Á Noise impacts from buildings constructed onsite 

(should stage 4 and stage 5 operate 
concurrently) 

 
It appears, from the traffic impact assessment, that access 
to recreational and retail facilities and schools would not be 
affected, however this has not been specifically addressed 
in the EIS. Neither has there been identification of groups 
particularly sensitive to increased traffic volumes (such as 
children and the elderly) or the consideration of these 
groups in terms of predicted effects on pedestrian safety as 
a result of the proposed development. 

Construction and Operational noise issues would be 
addressed through the implementation of the  noise and 
vibration management plan. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The construction noise assessment  identified impacts 
at stage when many assumptions were made about the 
construction EMP.  More detailed assessment would be 
carried out as part of any Construction Noise MP.  This 
would take into consideration predicted noise levels with 
mitigation measures.   
 
Access to these facilities was not considered in detail as 
traffic volumes attributable to the proposed ILC at these 
locations was negligible. However, these issues would 
be considered during preparation of the Local Area 
Traffic Management Plan to ensure that traffic is not 
significantly increased at these locations. 

833 NSW Health 
DoP Submission No 318 
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Support Proposal Railcorp is extremely supportive of this development Noted  582 RailCorp 
DoP Submission No 180 
 

Support Proposal The MOT supports the development Noted 581 Ministry of Transport 
DoP Submission No 103 
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Vibration Noise and vibration-  
Reference to the proposed duplication project between 
mascot and Botany yard. RailCorp advises that this project 
is on hold, and that it has not proposed a preferred method 
of noise mitigation without undertaking extensive 
stakeholder consultation 

Noted 582 (RailCorp 
DoP Submission No 180 
 

 




