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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

This Submissions Report has been prepared on behalf of ESR Developments (Australia) Pty Ltd to address 
the matters raised by government agencies, local Council, and relevant stakeholder groups during public 
exhibition of the proposed development at 3 Johnston Crescent, Horsley Park. 

The State Significant Development Application (SSDA) was lodged with the Department of Planning, 
Housing and Infrastructure (DPHI) and placed on public exhibition. Exhibition of the development application 
ended on 12 December 2024. DPHI issued a letter to the Applicant on 15th January 2025 requesting 
additional information on the following issues: 

• Amendments to EIS report. 

• Addendum to the Transport and Accessibility Impact Assessment. 

• Minor updates to technical reports, including Air Quality Impact Assessment and submission of Civil 
Engineering Report and Water Cycle Management Strategy. 

• Confirmation of landscape details, including tree size.  

This Submissions Report clarifies and responds to all concerns raised within DPHI’s letter, including 
amendments to the relevant reports as requested.  

Overview of Submissions 
The SSDA was on public exhibition between 15th November 2024 and 12th December 2024. A total of 9 
submissions were received from NSW government agencies and Fairfield Council, including: 

• Transport for New South Wales (TfNSW) 

• Biodiversity, Conservation and Science Group (BCS) 

• Heritage NSW (HNSW) 

• Water NSW 

• Fire and Rescue NSW (FRNSW) 

• Sydney Water 

• Endeavour Energy 

• Fairfield Council 

The key issues raised in the submissions can be broadly grouped into the following categories:  

• Landscape design.  

• Waste management. 

• Flooding. 

• Carparking and driveway design. 

• Electricity capacity and infrastructure. 

Since only a small number of submissions were received, this Submissions Report provides a response to 
each individual submission within Section 4.  

No community submissions were received.  

Actions Taken Since Exhibition 
No amendments to the project are sought and therefore there are no additional actions or engagement 
required.  
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Conclusion 
The issues raised within the submissions require only minor document updates and clarifications. Given no 
further design changes are proposed and no design amendments are required by the submissions, the 
development remains the same as exhibited and there will be no additional impacts generated beyond what 
has already been assessed. No amendments to the project are sought and therefore there is no change to 
the project justification, mitigation measures or evaluation.  

Having considered all relevant matters, there will be no additional environmental impacts as a result of the 
response to submissions. On this basis, the proposed development is appropriate for the site and approval is 
recommended, subject to appropriate conditions of consent. 
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1. Introduction  
This Submissions Report relates to the proposed warehouse and distribution facility within the former CSR 
Estate at 3 Johnston Crescent, Horsley Park (the site). On behalf of ESR Developments (Australia) Pty Ltd 
(the Applicant), this Submissions Report has been prepared to address the matters raised by public 
agencies, local Council, and other relevant stakeholders throughout the public exhibition period.  

The State Significant Development Application (SSDA) was lodged with the Department of Planning, 
Housing and Infrastructure (DPHI) in October 2024 (SSD-71144719). The SSDA was placed on public 
exhibition for 28 days between 15th November 2024 and 12th December 2024.  

This Submissions Report has been prepared in accordance with the DPHI State Significant Development 
Guidelines – Preparing a Submissions Report (Appendix C) July 2021. 

1.1. EXHIBITED PROJECT 
The project comprises the construction of two warehouse buildings with ancillary offices. The two buildings 
occupy a single lot comprising of a continuous pad level, with hardstand areas. Both buildings will support 
warehouse and distribution use and have the same owner. 

The SSDA seeks consent for: 

• Minor site grading works from the current pad levels (ranging from RL80 to RL83) to provide a singular 
pad level at RL78.9 and filling of the sediment basin. 

• Total GFA of 55,900sqm, split across two buildings:  

‒ Warehouse A (two tenants): 20,250sqm  

• Warehouse A1 GFA: 10,825sqm  

• Office A1 GFA: 520sqm  

• Warehouse A2 GFA: 8,388sqm  

• Office A2 GFA: 517sqm 

‒ Warehouse B (single tenant): 35,650sqm  

• Warehouse GFA: 33,581sqm  

• Office GFA: 2,069sqm  

• An internal access road, with separate truck and car entry via Johnston Crescent along the eastern 
boundary.  

• 254 onsite car parking spaces, located on grade and under-croft area. 

• Landscape setbacks along all three street frontages. 

• Outdoor areas for staff.   

1.2. SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION  
This Submissions Report is supported by the following technical reports and documentation.  

Table 1 Supporting Documentation 

Appendix  Report Prepared By 

Appendix A Updated Environmental Impact Statement Urbis 

Appendix B Updated Architectural Plans Nettleton Tribe 

Appendix C Updated Landscape Plans Scape Design 
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Appendix  Report Prepared By 

Appendix D Civil and Stormwater Report Costin Roe 

Appendix E Updated Stormwater Design Costin Roe 

Appendix F Traffic Response Letter Ason Group 

Appendix G Noise Letter to address waste management SLR 

Appendix H Updated BDAR Waiver Request Fraser Ecological Consulting 

Appendix I Updated Air Quality Impact Assessment SLR 

Appendix J Updated Waste Management Plan SLR 

Appendix K Shadow Diagram Nettleton Tribe 

Appendix L Endeavour Energy - Design Brief letter Endeavour Energy  

Appendix M Endeavour Energy – Supply Offer letter Endeavour Energy  

Appendix N Response to FRNSW Letter Affinity Fire Engineering 
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2. ANALYSIS OF SUBMISSIONS 
This section provides a summary of the submissions received including a breakdown of respondent type, 
nature/ position and number of submissions received for each issue raised. 

2.1. BREAKDOWN OF SUBMISSIONS 
The SSDA was publicly exhibited between 15th November 2024 and 12th December 2024. There were 9 
submissions received from public agencies and Fairfield Council. No submissions were received from special 
interest groups, members of the local community or individuals.  

All submissions were managed by DPHI, which included registering and uploading the submissions onto the 
‘Major Projects website’ (SSD-71144719).  

A breakdown of the submissions made by group and issues raised is provided in Table 2.  

Overall, all agencies supported the project based on the submissions received, subject to their comments 
being addressed.  

2.2. CATEGORISING KEY ISSUES 
The key issues raised in the submissions are summarised and include:  

• Amendments to EIS report. 

• Updates to technical reports.  

• Driveway design. 

• Landscape plans.  

• Waste management. 

• Flooding. 

• Carparking and driveway design. 

• Electricity capacity and infrastructure 

Since only a small number of submissions were made, a response to each individual submission is included 
within the Response to Submissions table at Section 4.  
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 Table 2 Breakdown of Submissions Received 

Submitter Category of Issues Raised 

The 
Project 

Procedural 
Matters 

Impacts Justification and 
Evaluation of the 
Project 

Issues Beyond 
the Scope of 
the Project 

Economic Environmental Social 

Public Authorities (State or Commonwealth Agencies and Council) 

DPHI 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 

BCS 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Water NSW 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

TfNSW 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 

FRNSW 3 2 0 0 1 0 0 

Endeavour Energy 4 3 0 1 0 0 0 

Heritage NSW 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Sydney Water 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 

Fairfield Council 15 3 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 38 12 0 1 1 0 0 
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3. ACTIONS TAKEN SINCE EXHIBITION  
In response to the key issues raised within the submissions, minor document updates and clarifications have 
been made since public exhibition. Given no design changes are proposed and no refinements to the 
proposed development are required, the development remains the same as exhibited, and there will be no 
additional impacts generated beyond the impact that has already been assessed. No amendments to the 
project are sought and therefore there is no additional actions or engagement is required.  
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4. RESPONSES TO SUBMISSIONS 
Since only a small number of submissions were received during the public exhibition process, a response to 
each individual submission is included in the following tables. 

• DPHI response table – refer Table 3 

• Council response table – refer Table 4 

• TfNSW response table – refer Table 5 

• BCS response table – refer Table 6 

• Water NSW response table – refer Table 7 

• Heritage NSW response table – refer Table 8 

• Fire Rescue NSW response table – refer Table 9 

• Sydney Water response table – refer Table 10 

• Endeavour Energy response table – refer Table 11 
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 Table 3 DPHI Response Table 

Comment  Response Supporting Document 

EIS 

DA893.1/2013 appears to be inconsistently described i.e. 
in Table 2 it is described as Torrens Title subdivision to 
create 14 lots and 1 residual lot in 3 stages, whereas in 
the subsequent text it is described as 'the approval 
enabled the former CSR Estate to be subdivided and 
constructed in three stages'  

These comments have been addressed and the relevant changes have been made 
to the EIS. The correct approval history of the site is updated, refer to Table 2 in the 
updated EIS.  
 
In addition, DA893.1/2013 was approved by the Land and Environment court. 

Appendix A Updated 
Environmental Impact 
Statement 

A review of the Council's DA records indicates 
DA893.1/2013 was submitted in December 2013, and not 
approved on this date as stated in Table 

It is unclear whether the LEC or Council approved 
DA893/2013 and what this DA involved as it appears to 
have been excluded from Table 2 but then discussed in 
the subsequent text 

Transport and Accessibility Impact Statement 

Three driveways are proposed within close proximity to 
each other along Johnston Crescent for cars and trucks. 
This design may result in vehicular conflicts when entering 
the site from Johnston Crescent. Consider rationalising 
these driveways. 

A minimum 10.3-20.3m metres of separation is provided between the truck driveway 
to either car driveway – measured along the property boundary as shown below.  
 

Appendix F Traffic 
Response 
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Comment  Response Supporting Document 

 
 
With reference to the swept path assessment as part of the Transport and 
Accessibility Impact Assessment (TAIA) prepared by Ason (Appendix A, 
P2521r01v01 SSDA TAIA_3 Johnston Crescent, Horsley Park – HLP Stage 2), 
swept paths demonstrate cars and trucks can enter and exit the site independently 
without impeding the adjacent driveway or encroaching the centreline of the public 
road. Therefore, the design would not result in vehicular conflicts from cars or trucks 
entering the site. 
 
Furthermore, the proposed design provides for separate light vehicle access and 
heavy vehicle access and clearly defined access points for their purposes – reducing 
potential vehicle conflicts. 

Please provide an indicative construction traffic generation 
figure.   

At the time of preparation of this RtS, a Contractor has not been engaged and 
therefore detailed construction traffic volumes cannot be obtained. 
 
Notwithstanding, Ason Group has investigated similar recent developments in the 
Western Sydney Employment Area to obtain typical peak and daily construction 
traffic generation data.  
 
Per this data, the peak and daily construction traffic volumes have been estimated 
based on pro-rating reference developments comprising of similar gross floor area 

Appendix F Traffic 
Response 
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Comment  Response Supporting Document 

(GFA) and building typology with the Proposal. The following indicative numbers are 
estimated: 
• AM peak: ~70-80 veh/hr 
• PM peak: ~50-60 veh/hr 
• Daily: ~700-900 veh/hr  
 
Evidently, the above construction traffic generation falls within the operational traffic 
generation threshold established in the TAIA to the order of 75 veh/hr (AM peak) and 
54 veh/hr (PM peak). 
 
Importantly, it is reiterated that the above construction traffic volumes are indicative 
only and that more accurate volumes would be determined once a Contractor has 
been appointed. It is noted a detailed Construction Traffic Management Plan would 
be prepared prior to construction certificate to ensure construction traffic volumes are 
within the above operational traffic generation thresholds. 

Statutory Compliance Table 

The compliance table states that “Trees can be minimum 
height of one metre at the time of planting. Proposed 
landscaping includes trees of varied size”. All trees should 
have a minimum size at planting of 1 metre to comply with 
the DCP. 

All trees are specified as 75L minimum, which equates to minimum 1m in height. A 
note to the landscape plan has been added to ensure trees planted are 1m minimum 
height at the time of planting. 

Appendix C Updated 
Landscape Plans 

Air Quality Impact Assessment 

Update Figure 4 to reflect the subject site   Figure 4 in the Air Quality Impact Statement has been updated to show the correct 
site location.  

Appendix I Air Quality 
Impact Assessment 

Civil Engineering Report and Water Cycle Management Strategy 

Appendices within Appendix U are missing. Please update 
Appendix U. 

All appendices in the Civil Engineering Report have been included in this response.  
Refer to Appendix D.  

Appendix D Civil and 
Stormwater Report 

Landscape Plan 

Confirm why the landscape setback from Burley Road is 
primarily turfed and does not contain more significant 
landscaping. 

Landscape setback is shown along the future lot boundary. There is significant 
acquisition proposed to facilitate the future Southern Link Road. If significant 
landscaping was to be proposed it may conflict with the road acquisition. Turf is 

N/A 
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proposed to be planted in areas to be dedicated as future road to support the 
Southern Link Road upgrade.  

Sections provided in the landscape plan all show shallow 
planting areas with insufficient depth to accommodate 
trees which is inconsistent with the remainder of the 
landscape report which shows trees in these locations. 

Sections have been updated to indicate tree pits and reference details to ensure 
sufficient depth is available to support the proposed landscape. Refer to landscape 
plans at Appendix C.  

Appendix C Updated 
Landscape Plans 
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Table 4 Council Response Table 

Comment  Response Supporting Document 

Staging of Development 

The construction of the development will be undertaken in 
one stage however should the construction be staged 
then notification in writing to Council and the consent 
authority must be made at least one month before the 
commencement and the issue of a construction certificate 
for any part of the development on the respective lot.  
 
The payment of a levy of 1% of the proposed cost of 
carrying out the development on that lot must be paid to 
Council under s7.12 of the EP&A Act 1979.  

The proposed development will be undertaken in one stage. However if this 
changes, a staging condition can be adopted consistent with similar SSDAs.  
 
Section 7.12 levy will be paid across the entire estate and is not proposed to be 
staged. It will be paid prior to issue of construction certificate consistent with the 
standard condition wording.  

N/A 

Parking 

The proposal calculates the parking requirement in 
accordance with TfNSW Guide to Transport Impact 
Assessment 2024 (1 space per 300m2) which is 
consistent with other nearby developments of similar 
scale. Although the proposal meets the requirement at this 
stage, the applicant shall confirm the parking provision 
also considers the anticipated daily staff and visitor 
numbers to avoid any shortfalls in future. 

Reference is made to Section 5.1 of the TAIA which accompanied the SSDA (Ref: 
P2521r01v01 SSDA TAIA_3 Johnston Crescent, Horsley Park – HLP Stage 2). The 
report provides a robust assessment with consideration for both the theoretical 
parking assessment and first principles assessment based on anticipated staff 
numbers. The preliminary tenant details provided by ESR indicates that the proposed 
development is anticipated to accommodate 220 staff. A conservative assessment of 
single occupant vehicle mode share indicates that 220 spaces will likely be required 
for staff. Noting that the proposal involves the provision of 254 spaces, this provides 
34 additional spaces which can accommodate the visitors and flexibility in staff 
operational schedules and/or staff numbers. Therefore, both the theoretical and first 
principles assessment indicates that the proposal has sufficient on-site car parking 
spaces to accommodate the parking demand for the Site. 

Appendix F Traffic 
Response 

The driveway and ramp design shall be subject to 
approval by Council. 

Noted. Driveway and ramps have been designed in accordance with Council 
engineering standards and Australian Standards.  
 
The detail of the ramp design is contained in the Civil Engineering Plans, which was 
submitted as part of the Exhibition package. 

N/A 

The car parking areas shall be designed in accordance 
with AS2890.1, AS2890.2 and AS2890.6 as required. 

Car parking has been designed in accordance with the Australian Standards listed by 
Council. Detailed design post-approval will ensure these standards are maintained. 
 

N/A 
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Requirements to adhere to these standards can be dealt with as a Condition of 
Consent.  

Compliant parking spaces for anticipated service/delivery 
vehicles shall be provided. 

Noted. Loading area is provided onsite, service/delivery vehicles can also 
temporarily park at the hardstand area whilst a bay becomes available within the Site 
and not impact on the external road network. 
 
A loading dock management plan can be prepared prior to issue of occupation 
certificate.  

N/A 

The parking requirement should be met within the site with 
no reliance on on-street parking. 

The site is proposed to contain all parking requirements and does not rely on on-
street car parking.  
 
A condition of consent can be included which prohibits car parking on the street.  

N/A 

Swept paths assessment of all anticipated vehicles and 
their movement (listed below) shall be provided to inform 
the car park design and layout to ensure adequate 
circulation aisle width is available for vehicles to 
manoeuvre safely within the site without any conflict 
(vehicular or pedestrian).  
• B99 and B85 vehicles entering and exiting the 

driveway simultaneously.  
• B99 and B85 vehicles simultaneously passing the 

ramp. 
• B99 vehicles making a U-turn when all carparking 

spaces are occupied. 

Ason has prepared a technical memo, which is included in this Response to 
Submissions. Additional swept path analysis has been undertaken in accordance 
with Council's request. The swept paths confirm compliance. Refer to technical 
memo at Appendix F. 

Appendix F Traffic 
Response 

Appropriate pedestrian walkways and line-marking shall 
be provided for each car parking area to ensure 
pedestrian safety within the site. 

Line marking and pedestrian access is documented on the Architectural Plans 
submitted as part of the EIS submission. No further changes are proposed as part of 
this Response to Submissions.  

N/A 

Access points and traffic conflicts 

Swept paths assessment reflecting the largest vehicle 
entering and exiting the driveway and circulating within the 
site including the scenario where all loading docks are 
occupied, and a truck needs to turn around and exit the 
site shall be provided to ensure potential conflicts in traffic 
movements have been considered.   

It is noted that an Operational Traffic Management Plan will be prepared to ensure 
that such situations are avoided whereby a vehicle enters the Site when no loading 
docks are available. However, in the rare occasion due to unforeseen circumstances 
that such situation occurs, the Site provisions for ample hardstand areas where a 
vehicle can temporarily wait whilst a bay becomes available within the Site and not 
impact on the external road network. 

Appendix F Traffic 
Response 
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Comment  Response Supporting Document 

Swept path assessment has been prepared using a 26.0m B-Double which is 
expected to be the largest vehicle entering and exiting the Site. The assessment 
indicates that the proposed access driveway design can accommodate the 
manoeuvres therefore is considered appropriate. The swept path assessment has 
been provided in the Traffic Response at Appendix F. 

Swept paths of waste servicing vehicles shall also be 
provided to ensure servicing vehicles can adequately 
manoeuvre on-site in a forward direction without impeding 
on other users and have unobstructed clearances. 

Swept path assessment indicates that there are several loading docks which require 
the waste service vehicle to manoeuvre into the loading docks. The Operational 
Traffic Management Plan which will be prepared prior to operation of the 
development will ensure that these loading docks are vacant whilst a waste service 
vehicle is within the Site.  
The swept path assessment of the waste servicing vehicle indicates that the vehicle 
is able to manoeuvre into and out of the service area in a forward direction. 

Appendix F Traffic 
Response 

Details of the driveways dimensions are to be provided on 
the plans. 

Appropriate dimensions of the driveway have been provided. The dimensions are 
provided as part of the swept path assessment and design review in Appendix F. 

Appendix F Traffic 
Response 

Loading Management 

A loading and operational management plan shall be 
provided incorporating details of anticipated vehicular 
movements within the loading area as well as the entire 
site including pedestrian movements. 

A loading and operational management plan can be prepared prior to issue of 
occupation certificate. The requirement can be included as a Condition of Consent, 
consistent with the wording in the consent for Horsley Logistics Park Stage 1 (SSD-
10436).  

N/A 

Waste Management 

The collection of waste materials from the site must be in 
accordance with the NSW Environment Protection 
Authority, Industrial Noise Policy (2000). 
 
A designated waste storage collection room that includes 
for bulky waste is to be provided for each tenancy and 
located within close proximity to the integrated on-site 
waste loading bay. The room is to accommodate the 
following infrastructure:  
• Accessed via dual, 180-degree, outwards opening, 

self-closing sealed doors with a minimum opening of 
1800mm  

• Minimum internal width of 1800mm  

A letter has been prepared from SLR Acoustic team confirming the collection of 
waste materials is in accordance with the NSW EPA Industrial Noise Policy. The 
collection of waste is a minor contributor to noise generated on site.  
 
Further, the Architectural Plans at Appendix B and Waste Management Plan at 
Appendix J have been updated to reflect Council's waste requirements.  
 
The waste management plan recommends 4sqm be allocated for bulky waste 
storage for each warehouse. The proposed 3sqm front lift bins are able to 
accommodate bulky waste to a significant degree so large areas for other bulky 
waste are not required 

Appendix G Noise 
Letter of Waste 
 
Appendix B Updated 
Architectural Plans 
 
Appendix J Waste 
Management Plan 
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• Room enclosed, walled, and not permit through 
access to other on-site infrastructure  

Note that the submitted WMP provides no designated 
bulky waste infrastructure and proposed co-disposal 
within the m3 bins. This co-disposal is not permitted, 
separate and designated infrastructure is needed for each 
waste stream. 

Landscape and Planting 

The proposed landscaping must ensure that there is a 
visual amenity buffer between the rural/ industrial 
developments in the surrounding area. The intention is to 
contribute to the streetscape and amenity of the area 
through incorporation of mass planting of trees, shrubs 
and soft landscaping. Based on a review of the plans, the 
following items raised are to be addressed: 

Refer to the following comments. Appendix C Updated 
Landscape Plans 
 
Appendix K Shadow 
Diagram 

• The Landscape Design Statement appears to be a 
copy paste statement with incomplete figures. The 
statement needs to provide values in here i.e. plant 
numbers, canopy coverage etc. 

The landscape plans have been updated to include tree numbers, tree canopy 
coverage and added more detail to support the proposed development. Refer to 
updated landscape set at Appendix C.  

• Design Details for Landscape Plans required to 
ensure its appropriateness:  
‒ Plants  
‒ Trees  
‒ Details of trees and garden in ‘island planting’ for 

finishes (is the surface mulch, deco, and or 
planted garden?)   

‒ Soil and mulch profile including specification of 
soils (as majority of plants are natives, native soil 
mix must be specified to prevent phosphorous 
burns on plants) and specification for mulch (to 
prevent premature soil erosion and drying out) 

Design details have been added to the landscape documentation package to provide 
information on the installation of trees, plants and turf.  
 
Specific details have been added for car park tree planting which is designed to both 
decomposed granite and planted 'islands', dependent on the width of the island. In all 
instances, a vaulted area of structural soil is proposed beneath the car park surface 
(6m x 5m) to supplement the individual tree pit excavation.  
 
Notes have been added regarding the use of low phosphorus soil and fertiliser. In 
addition, notes have been added concerning the use of the mulch. Refer to updated 
landscape set at Appendix C.  

• Confirmation that deep soil is provided to all tree 
planting areas and are not just in structural soils to 
trees behind retaining walls. Noting that there 

Deep soil is to be provided to all tree planting areas (refer to tree planting details at 
Appendix C). This is now indicated on updated landscape sections. For tree planting 
within car parking islands, structural soil vaults are provided beneath car park 
surface. Specific details have been added to illustrate this.  
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appears to be very small planting space for trees 
located in islands in parking spaces. 

• Trees should have a clearer indication which trees 
are going where (i.e. use initials not just coloured dots 
to determine appropriateness). 

All tree species have been labelled on the planting plans and added different colour 
symbols to support is. Refer to Appendix C for the updated landscape set.  

• Shadow diagram indicating minimum requirements of 
sun in summer and winter required in relation to the 
building. Particularly relevant to the gardens and 
trees south of Warehouse B and A. 

A shadow diagram has been prepared to show the proposed development's 
relationship to surrounding buildings, refer to Appendix K.  
 
The shadow diagrams demonstrate the proposed buildings do not impact on 
surrounding properties for a significant period during the winter solstice period. There 
is sufficient allowance of sun at all perimeter boundaries to enable plant growth 
during the winter period. There is no solar impact during the summer solstice.  
 
Further, planting mix locations have been reviewed and additional shade tolerant 
plants added to existing mixes.  
 
To note, more specific plant locations will be detailed during the detail design stage 
post approval. 

• Establishment period for minimum 12 months is 
required for all vegetation in the landscape design. 
Confirmation of schedule and confirmation plants will 
be established and maintained properly. All trees to 
fail to be replaced within this 12-month period to 
ensure canopy coverage is achievable. This is 
essential to ensure softening of the development and 
reduce the impact on potential nearby sensitive uses. 

ESR will have a defect period of 12 months with the building contractor following 
occupation of warehouse building. This includes replacement of landscaping should 
it fail to establish. Contractor is required to replace all vegetation within this period in 
accordance with the landscape plans.  
 
Following this defect period, ESR has landscape contractor for ongoing maintenance 
of the landscape for the proposed development.  

Operational Noise 

An acoustic report is to be prepared and submitted to 
consent authority for its assessment and approval within 
three (3) months of occupation/completion of the 
development. The report shall include but is not limited to 
the following information:  
(a) Noise measurements taken at the nearing noise 

sensitive locations. 

A noise verification report can be prepared 3 months following occupation of 
warehouse buildings. This can be included as a Condition of Consent. 

N/A 
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(b) Verification that noise levels at the nearest potentially 
affected receiver comply with all relevant assessment.  

(c) All complaints received from residents in relation to 
the operation of the premises/development.  

(d) Where noise measurements required under point a) 
above indicate that the relevant assessment criteria 
are exceeded, recommendations shall be provided in 
relation to how noise emissions can be satisfactorily 
reduced to comply with the assessment criteria.  

 
Following written approval from the consent authority, any 
recommendations provided under point d) above shall be 
implemented fully. This is to ensure the use of the 
premises does not have a negative impact upon nearby 
owners/occupants. 

Stormwater Drainage 

The top of kerb level shall be clearly shown at each 
connection point to Council’s underground drainage 
system to demonstrate there will be no surcharge within 
the subject site due to any blockage in street drainage 
system. 
 
Adequate details shall be provided to ensure the OSD 
storage is above the top of kerb level at connection points. 

The stormwater drawings have been revised to note the top of kerb levels at each 
connection point. Refer to Appendix E.  
 
Top of kerb level is noted to be below the OSD storage sump as a such there will be 
no surcharge within the subject site due to potential blockage in the street drainage 
system.  

Appendix E Stormwater 
Design Update 
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Comment  Response Supporting Document 

Local Road consideration 

TfNSW notes that the development proposes four vehicle 
access points on Johnston Crescent (local road). Council 
as the relevant Road Authority should be satisfied with the 
design, layout and proposed access arrangement 
including swept path movement. 

Noted. 
 
Refer to the above comments and responses related to swept paths under Council 
section in the Response to Submissions.  

N/A 

Traffic Generation 

The traffic generation and trip rates for the proposed 
development should be consistent with TfNSW agreed 
rates for the Western Sydney Employment Area (WSEA) 
to avoid underestimating overall traffic generation.  
 
As part of the Response to Submissions (RtS) TfNSW 
requests that the proposed development traffic generation 
and trip rates aligns with the WSEA rates. 

Trip generation assessment has been undertaken in accordance with the WSEA trip 
rates. Refer to Ason's technical memo at Appendix F.  
 
Table 12 of the TAIA provides a detailed breakdown of various trip rates assessed. It 
is noted that the SIDRA modelling has been undertaken for future scenarios adopting 
the recently  approved trip generation rates in the area (including  for SSD-
37486043). As such the adopted traffic generation for the modelling purposes are as 
follows: 
- AM = 101 trips 
- PM = 89 trips 
 
Adopting WSEA trip rates would result in the following trips: 
- AM = 101 vehicular trips 
- PM = 101 vehicular trips 
 
It is apparent that the modelled traffic volumes are consistent with the WSEA trip 
rates. The marginal increase of 12 trips in the PM peak equates to only 1 vehicular 
trip every 5 minutes which will not have any material impact on the modelling 
outcomes. Therefore, the provided results are considered robust with the proposed 
development expected to have no material impact on the external road network 
performance. 
 
It is therefore concluded that  no further modelling would be required 

Appendix F Traffic 
Response 
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Biodiversity   

BCS issued its BDAR waiver determination to the 
Department for this subject SSD application on 20 August 
2024.  As stated in BCS’s determination, Proposed 
development means the development as described in 
DOC24/419972 and Schedule 1. If the proposed 
development changes so that it is no longer consistent with 
this description, a further waiver request is required.  Based 
on the information provided in the EIS, it appears that the 
proposed development is not consistent with the description 
in BCS’s determination. A new BDAR waiver will need to be 
submitted prior to the determination of the application  

The description of the proposal has been updated under the BDAR waiver request, 
including updated final architectural plan and is submitted as part of the Response 
to Submissions. 

Appendix H BDAR 
Waiver Request 

Flood Risk Management   

The completed flood studies indicate that the site is not 
subject to flooding and not expected to be flood affected 
under the PMF Event. The site would not have secondary 
flood impacts nor evacuation constraints during major 
flooding events including the PMF Event. On that basis BCS 
does not have any flood related comments to make. 

Noted. N/A 
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Table 7 WaterNSW Response Table 

Comment  Response Supporting Document 

WaterNSW has reviewed the EIS and notes that the 
Warragamba Pipelines, which are owned and managed 
by WaterNSW, are located downstream from the 
development site. The Pipelines convey water from 
Warragamba Dam to the Prospect Water Filtration Plan 
and are an integral component of the Sydney drinking 
water supply system. This water supply infrastructure 
must be protected from the potential impacts of upstream 
development.   

Noted.  N/A 

WaterNSW also notes that there are several groundwater 
monitoring bores within the adjoining allotment adjacent to 
the eastern boundary of the site. The proposal must avoid 
impacts on these bores.   

The proposal will not impact on the groundwater monitoring bores within the 
adjoining allotment. 

N/A 

Furthermore, WaterNSW notes that the EIS contains 
errors and would benefit by addressing the following:  
• The signature declaration in the EIS refers to the 

wrong year (25 October 2025, rather than 25 October 
2024).  

• Several sections of the EIS incorrectly refer to the 
land use zoning of the site as E4 rather than as IN1– 
General Industrial. 

These updates have been made in the EIS. Appendix A Updated 
Environmental Impact 
Statement 
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Comment  Response Supporting Document 

All reasonable steps must be taken to avoid harm, 
modification, or other impact to Aboriginal objects except 
as authorised by this approval. 

Noted. ESR accepts this proposed Condition of Consent. N/A 

The Registered Aboriginal Parties must be kept informed 
about the SSD. The Registered Aboriginal Parties must 
continue to be provided with the opportunity to be 
consulted about the Aboriginal cultural heritage 
management requirements of the SSD. 

Noted. ESR accepts this proposed Condition of Consent. N/A 

Prior to carrying out any development, the Applicant must 
ensure Aboriginal heritage management procedures are 
prepared for the development and included in the 
Project's Construction Environmental Management Plan 
(CEMP). The Aboriginal heritage management procedures 
must: 
(a) be prepared by suitably qualified and experienced 

persons; 
(b) be prepared in consultation with Registered Aboriginal 

Parties and be reviewed by Heritage NSW; 
(c) include a description of the measures that would be 

implemented for: 
(i) ongoing consultation with Registered Aboriginal 

Parties, including consultation regarding changes 
to the management of Aboriginal cultural 
heritage. 

(ii) a contingency plan and reporting procedure for 
the management of Unexpected Heritage Finds 
and Human Remains that is prepared by suitably 
qualified and experienced heritage specialist in 
relation to Aboriginal cultural heritage, in 
consultation with the Registered Aboriginal 
Parties and in accordance with the Code of 
Practice for Archaeological Investigation of 
Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales (2010). 
The Unexpected Heritage Finds and Human 
Remains Procedure, as submitted to the Planning 

Noted. ESR accepts this proposed Condition of Consent. N/A 
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Comment  Response Supporting Document 

Secretary, must be implemented for the duration 
of construction. 

(iii) ensuring workers on site receive suitable heritage 
inductions prior to carrying out any development 
on site, and that records are kept of these 
inductions. 
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Comment  Response Supporting Document 

Compliance is demonstrated with FRNSW fire safety 
guideline - Access for fire brigade vehicles and 
firefighters. Perimeter Vehicle Access must be provided at 
ground level and of an obvious and appropriate hardstand 
material. 

Affinity Fire Engineering can confirm that the vehicular perimeter access road around 
the development has been designed in accordance with the FRNSW Fire Safety 
Guideline “Access for fire brigade vehicles and firefighters v5.01'. Affinity Fire 
Engineering are of the opinion that the design, as currently documented, is capable 
of compliance with the FRNSW Guidelines and is in accordance with standard BCA 
conditions of consent. 
 
Further to the above, Affinity Fire Engineering can confirm that all portions of the 
roadway acting as part of the vehicular perimeter access road shall be constructed to 
achieve the minimum loadbearing requirements for a fire appliance as detailed in 
Section 9 of the FRNSW Fire Safety Guideline “Access for fire brigade vehicles and 
firefighters v5.01".  

Appendix N Response 
to FRNSW prepared by 
Affinity Fire Engineering  

It is the experience of FRNSW that the water demand for 
fire infrastructure servicing a development of this scope is 
unlikely to be supplied by mains water alone. FRNSW 
recommend that suitable design considerations are 
considered for the placement of tanks and other 
firefighting infrastructure if required. 

The development is provided with the following fire safety systems to assist in fire 
suppression and fire brigade operations: 
•  An automatic fire sprinkler system designed in accordance with AS2118.1:2017. 
•  A fire hydrant system designed in accordance with AS2419.1:2021. 
 
Fire Sprinkler System 
The automatic fire sprinkler system is provided through each of the two (2) buildings. 
The water feed for the fire sprinkler system is from the onsite water storage tank 
located on the south-eastern corner of Warehouse A. The water tanks are 
supplemented by the two (2) diesel pumps located within the fire pump room; located 
directly to the south of the fire sprinkler water tank. 
 
Fire Hydrant System 
The site is served by a single fire hydrant system. The fire hydrant system is fed from 
the pressurised town main feed, with a street connection and booster assembly 
located on the eastern side of the site adjacent the Office B1. Being fed from the 
pressurised towns main connection the system will not require any onsite water 
tanks to obtain the required 30L/s and there is adequate pressure in the mains to 
achieve compliant system pressure without the need for onsite pumps. 
 
The hydrant system will incorporate separate ring mains around each of the 
warehouse buildings as per the requirements of AS2419.1:2021. 
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That thorough analysis of the Fire Brigade Intervention 
Model is conducted to ensure that appropriate water 
supply is provided for hydrant and sprinkler systems. 

The fire sprinkler system and fire hydrant systems are provided with water flow 
requirements and durations in accordance with the regulatory requirements of 
AS2118.1:2017 and AS2419.1:2021 respectively. This results in a water supply 
duration of 60 minutes for the fire sprinkler system and 240 minutes for the fire 
hydrant system; noting that due to the fire hydrant system connection to the town 
main, there is essentially an unlimited duration of water supply for the hydrant 
system. 

Implement the applicable provisions of AS2419 Appendix 
C (informative). 

The fire hydrant system will incorporate the requirements of AS2419.1:2021 
Appendix C. This will be completed by the project hydraulic engineer and assessed 
for suitability within the Fire Engineering Report. 
 
Furthermore, given the buildings both exceed 108,000m3 in volume, the use of the 
AS2419.1:2021 fire hydrant standard requires a performance solution and 
consultation with FRNSW. This will be completed prior to the relevant CC whereby 
the fire hydrant system design is assessed within the fire engineering report and 
subject to FRNSW review and commentary in line with Legislative requirements. 

Prior to occupation or commissioning an Emergency Plan 
(EP) is developed for the site in accordance with HIPAP 
No.1 

An Emergency Plan can be prepared prior to Occupation Certificate. This 
requirement can be included as a Condition of Consent.  

Prior to occupation or commissioning an Emergency 
Services Information Package (ESIP) be prepared in 
accordance with FRNSW fire safety guideline - 
Emergency services information package and tactical fire 
plans.  

An Emergency Services Information Package can be prepared prior to Occupation 
Certificate. This requirement can be included as a Condition of Consent.  
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Water and Wastewater Servicing  
• Our preliminary assessment indicates that water 

and wastewater servicing should be available for 
the proposed development.  

• Amplifications, adjustments, deviations and/or minor 
extensions may be required. 

• Detailed requirements will be provided at the S73 
application stage. 

Noted.  N/A 

Should the Department decide to progress with the 
subject development application, Sydney Water would 
require the following conditions be included in the 
development consent.  
• Section 73 Compliance Certificate  
• Building Plan Approval   
Further details of the conditions can be found in 
Attachment 1. 

Noted. ESR accepts the proposed Condition of Consent. N/A 

DPHI is advised to forward the enclosed Sydney Water 
Development Application Information Sheet (for 
proponent) to assist the proponent in progressing their 
development. This Info Sheet contains details on how to 
make further applications to Sydney Water and provides 
more information on Infrastructure Contributions. 

Noted. N/A 

Attachment 1 Recommended Development Conditions 

Prior to the issue of an Occupation/Subdivision 
Certificate:  
Section 73 Compliance Certificate    
 
A compliance certificate must be obtained from Sydney 
Water, under Section 73 of the Sydney Water Act 1994. 
Our assessment will determine the availability of water 
and wastewater services, which may require extensions, 
adjustments, or connections to our mains. Make an early 
application for the certificate, as there may be assets to 
be built and this can take some time. A Section 73 

Noted. ESR accepts this proposed Condition of Consent. N/A 
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Compliance Certificate must be obtained before an 
Occupation or Subdivision Certificate will be issued. 
Applications can be made either directly to Sydney 
Water or through a Sydney Water accredited Water 
Servicing Coordinator. Go to the Sydney Water website 
or call 1300 082 746 to learn more about applying 
through an authorised WSC or Sydney Water. 

Prior to the issue of a Construction 
Certificate/Complying Development Certificate: 
Building Plan Approval (including Tree Planting 
Guidelines)  
 
The plans must be approved by Sydney Water prior to 
demolition, excavation or construction works 
commencing. This allows Sydney Water to determine if 
sewer, water or stormwater mains or easements will be 
affected by any part of your development. Any 
amendments to plans will require re-approval. Please go 
to Sydney Water Tap in® to apply.   
Sydney Water recommends developers apply for a 
Building Plan Approval early as to reduce unnecessary 
delays to further referrals or development timescales. 

Noted. ESR accepts this proposed Condition of Consent. N/A 

Tree Planting  
Certain tree species placed in proximity to Sydney 
Water’s underground assets have the potential to inflict 
damage through invasive root penetration and soil 
destabilisation. Section 46 of the Sydney Water Act 
specifies what might occur when there is interference or 
damage to our assets caused by trees.   
For any trees proposed or planted that may cause 
destruction of, damage to or interference with our work 
and are in breach of the Sydney Water Act 1994, 
Sydney Water may issue an order to remove that tree or 
directly remove it and seek recovery for all loss and 
associated compensation for the removal.   
For guidance on types of trees that can cause damage 
or interference with our assets see Sydney Water 
webpage Wastewater blockages. For guidance on how 

Noted. ESR accepts this proposed Condition of Consent. N/A 
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to plant trees near our assets, see Diagram 5 – Planting 
Trees within Sydney Water’s Technical guidelines – 
Building over and adjacent to pipe assets 
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Comment  Response Supporting Document 

To ensure an adequate connection, the applicant will 
need to engage an Accredited Service Provider (ASP) of 
an appropriate level and class of accreditation to assess 
the electricity load and the proposed method of supply 
for the development. 

Edgewater has been engaged as the ASP for the proposed development. An 
application has been made to Endeavour Energy, which confirms adequate power 
supply to support the proposed warehouse and distribution centre.  
 
Endeavour Energy have allocated a CAMS Project Reference UIL6856 to our 
connection application. Endeavour Energy supply offer is included in the Response to 
Submissions. 

Appendix L Endeavour 
Energy – Design Brief 
 
Appendix M Endeavour 
energy – Supply Offer 

The applicant will need to contact Endeavour Energy’s 
Customer Network Solutions Branch if this Development 
Application:   
• Includes any contestable works projects that are 

outside of any existing approved / certified works.  
• Results in an electricity load that is outside of any 

existing Supply / Connection Offer requiring the 
incorporation of the additional load for 
consideration. 

Contestable works will be carried out under Endeavour Energy project UIL6856 to 
establish 3 x 1000kVA padmount substations for the required site load. Works will 
involve completion of the L3 design and L1 construction to install the substations.  

N/A 

Any required padmount substation/s will need to be 
located within the property (in a suitable and accessible 
location) and be protected (including any associated 
cabling not located within a public road / reserve) with 
an appropriate form of property tenure as detailed in the 
attached copy of Endeavour Energy’s ‘Land Interest 
Guidelines for Network Connection’. 

Padmount substations are identified on the proposed architectural plans. They sit 
wholly on the property and are accessible from the public road reserve.  

N/A 

Endeavour Energy’s network asset design policy is 
generally to progressively underground all new urban 
developments.  All new cabling / reticulation 
infrastructure must be of an underground construction 
type.  Where existing overhead construction is present 
on or in proximity of the site, it may require 
undergrounding as the development proceeds. 

The early works package has delivered an underground cabling network via delivery of 
the roads. All additional cabling to connect to this network will be underground and 
consistent with Endeavour Energy's requirements.  

N/A 

The low voltage service conductor and customer 
connection point must comply with the ‘Service and 
Installation Rules of NSW’.  

All works associated with the delivery of power will comply with Endeavour Energy 
requirements, including the 'Service and Installation Rules of NSW'.  

N/A 
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The minimum required safety clearances and controls 
for buildings and structures (whether temporary or 
permanent) and working near overhead power lines 
must be maintained at all times. If there is any doubt 
whatsoever regarding the safety clearances to the 
overhead power lines, the applicant will need to have 
the safety clearances assessed by a suitably qualified 
electrical engineer / Accredited Service Provider (ASP). 

There are no overhead power lines in proximity to the development.  N/A 

Irrespective of the class / division and the quantities, any 
dangerous goods whether combustible and / or 
flammable should not be stored near electricity 
infrastructure and increasing the separation distance as 
far as reasonably possible is recommended. 

No dangerous goods are proposed as part of this SSD application. N/A 

The planting of large / deep rooted trees near electricity 
infrastructure is opposed by Endeavour Energy. Existing 
trees which are of low ecological significance in 
proximity of electricity infrastructure should be removed 
and if necessary replaced by an alternative smaller 
planting. The landscape designer will need to  ensure 
any planting near electricity infrastructure achieves 
Endeavour Energy’s vegetation management 
requirements.   
 
No planting of trees is allowed in the easement for a 
padmount substation. Screening vegetation around a 
padmount substation should be planted a minimum 
distance of 800mm plus half of the mature canopy width 
from the substation easement and have shallow / non-
invasive roots. This is to avoid trees growing over the 
easement as falling branches may damage the cubicle 
and tree roots the underground cables. All vegetation is 
to be maintained in such a manner that it will allow 
unrestricted access by electrical workers to the 
substation easement all times. 

The proposed landscaping has been coordinated with infrastructure in proximity to the 
site. This will be further detailed following approval of the DA and prior to delivery, to 
ensure these requirements are maintained during construction and operation of the 
warehouse and distribution facility.  

N/A 
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5. CONCLUSION 
The issues raised within the submissions require only minor document updates and clarifications. Given no 
design changes are proposed and no refinements to the proposed development are required, the 
development remains the same as exhibited, and there will be no additional impacts generated beyond what 
has already been assessed. No amendments to the project are sought and therefore there is no change to 
the project justification, mitigation measures and evaluation.  

Having considered all relevant matters, there will be no additional environmental impacts as a result of the 
minor updates and clarifications. On this basis, the proposed development is appropriate for the site and 
approval is recommended, subject to appropriate conditions of consent. 
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DISCLAIMER 
This report is dated 22 January 2025 and incorporates information and events up to that date only and 
excludes any information arising, or event occurring, after that date which may affect the validity of Urbis Ltd 
(Urbis) opinion in this report.  Urbis prepared this report on the instructions, and for the benefit only, of ESR 
Developments (Australia) Pty Ltd (Instructing Party) for the purpose of Response to Submissions 
(Purpose) and not for any other purpose or use. To the extent permitted by applicable law, Urbis expressly 
disclaims all liability, whether direct or indirect, to the Instructing Party which relies or purports to rely on this 
report for any purpose other than the Purpose, and to any other person which relies or purports to rely on 
this report for any purpose whatsoever (including the Purpose). 

In preparing this report, Urbis was required to make judgements which may be affected by unforeseen future 
events, the likelihood and effects of which are not capable of precise assessment. 

All surveys, forecasts, projections and recommendations contained in or associated with this report are 
made in good faith and on the basis of information supplied to Urbis at the date of this report, and upon 
which Urbis relied. Achievement of the projections and budgets set out in this report will depend, among 
other things, on the actions of others over which Urbis has no control. 

In preparing this report, Urbis may rely on or refer to documents in a language other than English, which 
Urbis may arrange to be translated. Urbis is not responsible for the accuracy or completeness of such 
translations and disclaims any liability for any statement or opinion made in this report being inaccurate or 
incomplete arising from such translations. 

Whilst Urbis has made all reasonable inquiries it believes necessary in preparing this report, it is not 
responsible for determining the completeness or accuracy of information provided to it. Urbis (including its 
officers and personnel) is not liable for any errors or omissions, including in information provided by the 
Instructing Party or another person or upon which Urbis relies, provided that such errors or omissions are not 
made by Urbis recklessly or in bad faith. 

This report has been prepared with due care and diligence by Urbis and the statements and opinions given 
by Urbis in this report are given in good faith and in the reasonable belief that they are correct and not 
misleading, subject to the limitations above. 
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APPENDIX A UPDATED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT 
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APPENDIX B UPDATED ARCHITECTURAL PLANS 
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APPENDIX C UPDATED LANDSCAPE PLANS 
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APPENDIX D CIVIL AND STORMWATER REPORT 
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APPENDIX E STORMWATER DESIGN UPDATE 
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APPENDIX F TRAFFIC RESPONSE 
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APPENDIX G NOISE LETTER OF WASTE 
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APPENDIX H BDAR WAIVER REQUEST 
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APPENDIX I AIR QUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
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APPENDIX J WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
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APPENDIX K SHADOW DIAGRAM 
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APPENDIX L ENDEAVOUR ENERGY - DESIGN BRIEF  
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APPENDIX M ENDEAVOUR ENERGY – SUPPLY OFFER 
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