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1. INTRODUCTION 
1.1. OVERVIEW 
This Response to Submissions (RtS) and Amended Project Report (APR) has been prepared by Urbis Pty 
Ltd (Urbis) on behalf of Qantas Airways Limited (Qantas) (the Proponent) in response to public 
submissions relating to a State Significant Development Application 10154 (SSDA) for the development of a 
new flight training centre, multi-deck car park, and associated supportive and ancillary works (the Project) at 
297 King Street, Mascot (the Site). 

The SSDA was formally lodged with the Department of Planning and Environment (now Department of 
Planning, Industry and Environment (DPIE)) on 31 May 2019. The SSDA was placed on public exhibition for 
30 days between 4 June 2019 – 4 July 2019, before being extended to 12 July 2019 to allow for Bayside 
Council (Council) staff to present their proposed submission to Councillors at a General Council Meeting. 

This RtS and APR has been prepared with reference to clause 85A of Division 6 of the Environmental 
Planning and Assessment Regulations 2000 (EP&A Regulations) which states as follows: 

(1)  The Planning Secretary is to provide to an applicant for State significant development the 
submissions, or a summary of the submissions, received in relation to the application during 
the submission period. 
(2)  The Planning Secretary may, by notice in writing, require the applicant to provide a written 
response to such issues raised in those submissions as the Planning Secretary considers 
necessary. 

In response to the above, this RtS and APR identifies, discusses and addresses the submissions received 
by the DPIE from the exhibition of the SSDA, setting out the final proposal to be assessed by the DPIE for 
determination by the Independent Planning Commission as a delegate of the Minister of Planning. The report 
encompasses the following: 

• Identification of preferred project which outlines an overview of the proposed development and the 
proposed changes to the project in response to issues raised or arising from design development;  

• A response to the submissions received in relation to the exhibition of the application and how these 
matters have been resolved in the final preferred project; and  

• Additional assessment where required of the amended proposal in response to strategic and statutory 
considerations. 

1.2. THE EXHIBITED PROPOSAL 
The need for this Project is a direct result of the Sydney Gateway Project (Gateway) proposed by Roads and 
Maritime Services (RMS). The proponent supports RMS’s investment in road and rail infrastructure. In order 
to facilitate the widening of Qantas Drive as part of Gateway, the proponent needs to construct a new flight 
training centre as the existing centre located within the Jetbase will be directly impacted.   

The proponent seeks to construct a new flight training centre that will be the most advanced and largest 
training centre of its kind in the Southern Hemisphere. It will comprise purpose-built facilities where Flight 
Crew (pilots) and Cabin Crew will benefit from high level practical and theoretical training.  

The new flight training centre will contain bays for 14 full motion flight simulators (simulators), aircraft cabin 
mock-ups, ditching pools and multimedia learning centres. The Project also includes a new internal access 
road network within the site to enhance intra-campus connectivity, complemented by a considered 
landscaping strategy.  

Located on the adjacent site to the north of the Sydney Water drainage channel, the proposal includes a new 
multideck split-level staff car park with spaces for some 2,059 cars to be built over two stages to a maximum 
height of 14 levels. 

Due to the specialised nature of the flight training centre and the length of time it takes to relocate, install and 
recalibrate the simulators, the process is expected to take a minimum of 23 months from start of construction 
until the new flight training centre is operational.  
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In order to meet RMS’ construction timetable set down for Gateway (vacating existing facility by 30 June 
2021), the proponent originally identified that they would need to start construction by no later than 1 
September 2019. Acknowledging that this date was ambitious and has slipped, the proponent is currently 
working with contractors and expert schedulers to develop a construction methodology and sequence to 
enable the facility to be operational by 30 June 2021.  

As such it is even more critical that the that the project is granted extended construction hours of 06:00am – 
08:00pm seven days a week (inclusive of public holidays), and 24 hour construction during fit out works with 
no noisy works beyond the standard hours. Without the ability to work two construction shifts per day, it is 
unlikely that the proponent will be able to meet RMS’ construction timetable, the consequences of which 
are stark. Further discussion of the exhibited project is contained within Section 2.2 of this Report. 

1.3. SUMMARY OF CONSULTATION PROCESS 
The project was the subject of public exhibition undertaken by the DPIE in accordance with Division 6 of the 
EP&A Regulations.   

Exhibition commenced on 4 June 2019 and closed on the 12 July 2019. The Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) and supporting consultant documentation was made publicly available online at the DPIE’s 
Major Projects website, where copies of all plans and technical reports could be and remain able to be 
viewed and downloaded.  

Following the conclusion of the extended exhibition period, the DPIE issued correspondence dated 15 July 
2019 requesting that the proponent respond to the issues raised in the submissions received during the 
public exhibition period.  

A total of seventeen (17) submissions were received during and after the exhibition period. Twelve (12) were 
received from State government agencies, Bayside Council, utility providers and aviation stakeholders during 
the exhibition period. Five (5) submissions from members of the community were received during and after 
the exhibition period.  

During and post the exhibition period the Project team have continued to engage with stakeholders to seek 
to resolve any matters as they arose; this has included: DPIE; ARTC; AMP Capital; Bayside Council staff 
and Councillors; Travelodge and Sydney Water. 

1.4. PURPOSE AND STRUCTURE OF THIS REPORT 
This RtS and APR has been prepared in accordance with clause 85A of the EP&A Regulations. This report 
documents and considers issues raised in the submissions made to the DPIE during the public exhibition of 
the EIS and is structured as follows: 

Section 2 – Amended Project Description: Provides a description of the SSDA as submitted, and details 
the changes made to the proposal in response to the submissions received, design development and the 
additional information submitted with this report.  

Section 3 – Agency Submissions: Provides an overview of the key issues raised in the Agency 
submissions, and provides a detailed response to the matters raised, identifying additional or amended 
technical information as appropriate.  

Section 4 – Community Submissions: Provides an overview of the key issues raised in the community 
submissions, and provides a detailed response to the matters raised, identifying additional or amended 
technical information as appropriate.  

Section 5 – Assessment of Preferred Project: Provides a brief assessment of the amended elements of 
the amended project. References are made to the Environmental Impact Statement if the conclusions remain 
the same.   

Section 6 – Conclusion.  
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1.5. SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION 
Technical Reports and Plans have been prepared to support the proposed modifications. The documentation 
prepared is outlined in Table 1.  

Table 1 – Supporting Documentation 

Document Title  Consultant Appendix Reference 

Revised Quantity Surveyors Cost Assessment Airgonomics Appendix A 

Amended Architectural Plans Noxon Giffen Architects Appendix B 

Amended Architectural Design Statement Noxon Giffen Architects Appendix C 

Amended Public Domain and Landscape Design Report & 

Landscape Architectural Plans 

Scott Carver Appendix D 

Addendum Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment Scott Carver Appendix E 

Addendum Aboricultural Impact Assessment The Ents Tree Consulting Appendix F 

Addendum Traffic and Transport Report CBRK Appendix G 

Addendum Acoustic Advice  Norman Disney and Young Appendix H 

Addendum Water Supply Reticulation and Hydraulic Advice Norman Disney and Young Appendix I 

Addendum Sustainability Advice Norman Disney and Young Appendix J 

Revised Environmental Site Assessment Arcadias Appendix K 

Amended Preliminary Construction Management Plan APP Appendix L 

Addendum Fire Safety Strategy  XEL Consulting Appendix M 

Microbat Investigation Summary WSP Appendix N 

Amended Flooding Documentation Enstruct and Catchment Simulation Solutions Appendix O 

Updated Survey Land Partners Appendix P 
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2. AMENDED PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
2.1. PROJECT OVERVIEW 
As a result of Roads and Maritime Services’ (RMS) Sydney Gateway Project (Gateway), Qantas Airways 
Limited (Qantas) need to relocate their existing flight training centre from its current location within Sydney 
Kingsford Smith Airport (the Airport) to a new location within their landholdings in Mascot. This requirement 
has arisen due to Gateway’s proposal to acquire part of the existing flight training centre and demolish it in 
order to widen Qantas Drive. An operational flight training centre is critical to Qantas’ business and 
operational continuity. 

Absent for Gateway, the proponent would not be moving from their existing flight training centre due to the 
latent economic value, ongoing functionality and strategic location of the existing centre. 

‘The Project’ seeks consent for the construction and operation of a new flight training centre to service 
Qantas’ fleet. It will include space to house full motion flight simulators for pilot training, and emergency 
training for pilots and cabin crew. The proponent’s existing flight training centre at Mascot is the largest flight 
training centre in the Southern Hemisphere. The project represents a modern purpose-built replacement of 
their existing facility.  

The location of the flight training centre in Sydney enables Qantas’ long-term employment generation to 
remain predominantly in Sydney and represents a logical co-location with Qantas’ Head Office in its 
corporate campus. More specifically the project will create a new strategic centre for the airline’s operations, 
within a new Qantas Corporate Precinct which brings together the existing Qantas Campus, new flight 
training centre and consolidated staff car parking. 

The development is consistent with the surrounding commercial/industrial context and the broader strategic 
land use objectives of retaining the land surrounding the airport for industrial and airport-related uses.  

The CIV for the proposal has been reviewed and is calculated at $165,371,000 excluding GST. The CIV 
includes all design and construction costs together with relevant civil and infrastructure works, site services, 
all anticipated labour costs, consultant fees and authority fees.  

The proposal will generate a total of 380 fulltime equivalent (FTE) construction jobs. The project will ensure 
the retention of 149 existing FTE jobs. The Qantas Group makes a significant contribution to employment in 
NSW accounting for 12,983 direct FTE jobs and an additional 10,011 indirect FTE jobs. 

The proposed flight training centre is a like for like translation of the existing facility which includes the 
transfer of existing employees (149), however it is noted that the facility will include provision for expansion 
in simulator bays 13 and 14 to accommodate growth in the Qantas Group fleet. This anticipated growth will 
see a direct growth of six (6) full time employees necessary to operate and maintain the new full motion flight 
simulators bringing its total employment figure to 155 FTE jobs. 

2.2. PROPOSED WORKS 
In response to submissions received, the SSDA as amended seeks development consent for the following 
works outlined in this document and supporting documentation. The key changes to the Project are (all 
changes highlighted in red and bolded for clarity): 

• Demolition of existing at-grade car parking, industrial shed and disused gatehouse to facilitate the 
construction of the new flight training centre and associated works; 

• Demolition of an at-grade car park to the north of the Sydney Water asset to facilitate the staged 
construction of a 13 14 level multi-deck split-level car park; 

• Removal of 86 trees across the site and retention of trees along King Street, various trees and tree 
groups at the eastern boundary of the site, all trees along the western boundary of the site and tree 
groups on either side of the Sydney Water drainage channel; 

• Construction of the flight training centre; a four level, industrial training facility for the training and 
education of Flight and Cabin Crews with a total GFA of 15,051sqm. The flight training centre is defined 
by one building with two distinct forms that are internally connected, reflective of the different functional 
requirements of the proposed uses as follows:  
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− Emergency Procedures Hall (EPH) on the western extent of the flight training centre. The EPH will 
contain emergency procedures training and related classrooms, including cabin evacuation 
emergency trainers, evacuation training pool, slide descent towers and aviation medicine training.  

− Flight Training Hall (FTH) to the eastern extent of the flight training centre, accessed via the main 
external gate and foyer at the ground floor level. The FTH will primarily accommodate 14 full motion 
flight simulators, SIM IT rooms, associated briefing rooms, office spaces and classrooms.  

− A number of ancillary uses are also provided within the flight training centre to support the operation 
of the building, including meeting rooms, lunch-rooms, reception, internal roads and amenities.  

• Staged construction of a multi-deck car park in the north east corner of the side adjacent to the existing 
catering facility and trigeneration plant. The proposed car park is intended to be constructed as follows: 

− Stage 1: 748 car parks in the multi-deck car park and 39 38 car parks at grade (787 786 total); and 

− Stage 2: 1,272 car parks in the multi-deck car park. 

• This totals 2,059 car parks in the multi-deck car park and 39 38 car parks at grade on site, or 2,098  
2,097 across the Project. 

• Delivery of integrated landscaping across the site, including: replacement planting of 68 92 trees (a 
replacement rate of over 1:1), shrubbery, public domain elements, a raised planter and pergola 
structure above the car parking building with cascading planters, green roof to the bus stop, green wall to 
entrance of the flight training centre, vertical landscaping on the car park, porous pavers and rain 
gardens.  

• Erection of building identification and wayfinding signage across the site, comprising the following 
signage:  

− 3 building identification signs: 

▪ 1 on the western elevation of the flight training centre; and  

▪ 1 on both the eastern western and southern facades of the car park 

− Wayfinding signage including: 

▪ 1 building identification sign at the pedestrian entrance to the flight training centre; and 

▪ 2 external wayfinding signs at each of the new crossovers to King Street to identify the flight 
training centre and direct vehicle movements. 

Due to the time sensitivities associated with the project, no change to the proposed extended construction 
hours are sought for the project, however they have been clarified to read: 

Permitted work hours are generally proposed to be between 6am to 8pm Monday to Sunday for 
external works and internal works permitted to be conducted 24 hours Monday to Sunday, but with 
specific restrictions as follows: 

External works - 6am to 8pm Monday to Friday; 6am to 5pm Saturday and 7am to 5pm Sunday (NB: 
Sunday required for maintaining progress of critical works or recovering lost time to meet 
Construction completion milestone date) 

Upon completion of building envelope, Internal ‘non-noisy’ works – 24 hours Monday to Saturday 
and Sunday is required only for maintaining progress of critical works or recovering lost time to 
meet Construction completion milestone date . (NB: Deliveries would generally be restricted to 6am 
to 8pm Monday to Friday and 6am to 5pm Saturday) 

Construction hours are to be between 6:00am – 8:00pm Monday to Sunday inclusive of Public 
Holidays, with the following restrictions: 

• External works ‐ 7:00am – 7:00pm Monday to Sunday, noting: 

− Low noise start‐up activities to commence from 6:00am Monday to Sunday provided they 
occur away from the boundary with the Travelodge; 
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− Any impact pile driving shall only be undertaken between 9:00am – 12:00pm and between 
2:00pm – 5:00pm, Monday to Sunday; and 

− Bored piles shall only be undertaken between 7:00am – 7:00pm, Monday to Sunday. 

• Upon completion of building envelope, low risk and inaudible activities such as internal fitout will 
be undertaken at all periods subject to not exceeding 50 dB(A) Leq(15 minute) at the nearest 
façade of the Travelodge Hotel. 

Whilst there is no change to the general spatial layout of buildings, land uses, construction details and 
demolition works, a number of amendments are proposed to the exhibited proposal in response to the 
matters raised by relevant public authorities and community submissions (refer Section 3 and 4 of this RtS 
and APR). These amendments are detailed in the subsequent Section 2.3. 

2.3. AMENDMENTS TO EXHIBITED SSDA 
The amendments to the proposal since exhibition include the following: 

• Shadow diagrams updated to show full shadow extent; 

• Removal of 1 at grade car park adjacent to the flight training centre entrance to facilitate increased 
landscaping and to meet the requirement for 1 tree per 5 car parks in this area;  

• Building identification sign on the eastern façade of the car park relocated to the western façade to 
reduce impact to Connect Corporate;  

• The number of bicycle parks to be provided in Stage 2 has been revised to a total of 120 bicycle spaces 
at the ground floor level of the multi-deck car park, representing 10% of the uplift in spaces in the car 
park;  

• Removal of proposed 2,000L aboveground rainwater tank and introduction of an in-ground rainwater 
tank at service yard for 10,000L;  

• Location of fire hydrant booster assemblies clarified and consistent with FRNSW requests; 

• Clarification that the main activation mechanism of activating emergency warning and fire brigade 
notification is automatic fire detection system; 

• Clarification of Emergency vehicular access on an overall site plan including the flight training centre and 
the car park; 

• Construction hours clarified; 

• Further detail provided on proposed construction mitigation measures; 

• Further protection measures proposed for above-ground water main; 

• Further detail provided on ESD measures proposed as part of project; 

• Further assessment of traffic matters raised during exhibition including assessment of surrounding 
developments; 

• The Capital Investment Value of the project has been revised; 

• Increase in total site soft landscaped area to 5,894sqm or 11.21% (including vertical landscape area). 
This is an increase of 1,436sqm or 170%;  

• Addition of 1,035sqm porous paving along the eastern and northern elevations of the flight training 
centre, and on the southern interface of the Sydney Water channel; 

• Introduction of 21 façade planter boxes to the car park façade; 

• Increased tree replacement from 68 trees to 92 trees. This represents above a 1:1 ratio of removal (86) 
and replacement (92) of trees throughout the site, and increase in canopy cover;  

• Introduction of rain gardens to planting areas adjacent to car park spaces; 
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• Additional proposed Eucalyptus haemastoma trees to public domain nature strip; 

• Amended planting schedule to include more detailed planting list and endemic plants that are available 
at local nurseries; 

• Fencing details for security fence, pedestrian gate & acoustic fence;  

• Photomontages of the project have been updated to better reflect landscaping context and design 
changes;  

• Visual Impact Assessment updated to include additional view from Connect Corporate Offices Level 7 to 
represent views and visual effects from Levels 7-11 

• Flooding Impact Assessment has been updated and external Peer Review provided; and 

• MUSIC Model provided. 
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3. AGENCY SUBMISSIONS 
Correspondence from the Department referenced submissions from local and State authorities. A review of 
the matters raised in these submissions has been undertaken and a detailed response to the issues is 
provided below. For ease of reference the matters raised by the authorities are presented in bold italics and 
the response follows. 

3.1. DPIE 
The DPIE identified a number of issues that required further design, planning and engineering consideration 
and additional information to enable the assessment of the scheme. These issues are identified below.  

1. Traffic and Transport 

Given the loss of parking on King Street North to accommodate the proposed flight training centre, 
where will these car spaces be temporarily located while the new car park is being constructed? In 
addition, where will flight training centre staff and Qantas employees accessing the flight training 
centre park temporarily while Stages 2 and 3 of the development (i.e. carpark) are constructed? 

The proponent is committed to leasing like for like car parking to replace losses during construction phases 
within 4km of the Airport and Mascot Campus (with a clear preference for proximate parking locations) prior 
to commencement of construction of the relevant stages.  

The proponent is currently working towards leasing car parking spaces within the surrounding Mascot 
precinct for use of employees and visitors during the interim construction period of the development. The 
proponent will manage transporting employees from these temporary areas through the amplification of 
current transport practices, ensuring there will be no major inconvenience to employees or visitors.  

Furthermore, the intent of Stage 1 of the car park is to replace lost parking on the site an is intended to be 
constructed either concurrently with or immediately after the construction of the flight training centre. Should 
Stage 1 of the car park not be completed by the time the flight training centre becomes operational, the 
leasing strategy would be extended until such a time as those spaces could be accommodated on site. 

Timing of the construction of Stage 2 of the car park is dependant on a variety of factors, including but not 
limited to: 

• Confirmation of timing of losses across the broader campus, specifically at the Fifth St car park; and 

• The ability to extend leases of temporary parking in off-site locations. 

Section 3.17 to 3.21 of the Traffic Report describes in detail the access arrangements to and from the 
proposed development, particularly the car park. It is difficult to follow this commentary when 
reviewing the drawings included in the EIS (e.g. NGA-S1822-DWGDA2.40). Please provide a simple 
diagram/map that identifies the new and existing internal service roads and is consistent with the 
commentary provided in Section 3.17 to 3.21 of the Traffic Report. 

An amended drawing has been provided as part of the Architectural Design Report (Appendix C) and is 
reproduced in Figure 1 that outlines the new and existing internal service roads proposed for the site, 
overlayed over the existing local transport network. The Access Plan details the new and existing internal 
service roads proposed for the site, in addition to improvements to the pedestrian and cycling networks.  

An Access Arrangement Plan was provided with the Traffic Report as part of the SSDA, this has been 
carried over into the Revised Traffic and Transport Plan provided at Appendix G. This has been reproduced 
at Figure 2 where the red line denotes vehicular ingress routes and the blue line denotes vehicular egress 
routes. As per Figure 2 access to and from the car park will be via three possible routes: 

• Eastern King Street driveway, or 

• Kent Road; or 

• Qantas Catering Bridge and Qantas Drive. 
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Figure 1 –Existing and Proposed Internal Road Network of Project Overlayed over Local and Campus Transport Network  

 
Source: Noxon Giffen 
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Figure 2 – Extract of Access Arrangement Plan  

 
Source: CBRK 
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2. Design and Built form  

Further consideration should be given to the use of green wall/green roof designs for both buildings 
as per the SEARs and the comments from Council and EES (former OEH). Limited green climbing 
planting is provided on the car park building and insufficient explanation is given as to the reasons 
why the flight training centre is not able to include these elements.  

In response to the requests from DPIE, Council, EES and AMP Capital for increased landscaping across the 
site, and specifically for green rooves and walls to both buildings the possibility to provide additional 
landscaping across the site was investigated. The landscaping solution for the site and the adequacy of this 
solution to respond to site constraints, integrate the built form and manage stormwater runoff was re-
assessed. It was concluded the site could accommodate additional landscaping in the form of 21 
cantilevered planter boxes on the façade of the car park, rain gardens, and additional trees and shrubbery.  

This is discussed in detail in Section 3.2 of this report; however a summary of key changes is provided 
below. Refer to the revised Public Domain and Landscaping Plans at Appendix D and Architectural Plans 
and Architectural Design Report at Appendix B and Appendix C for further detail. 

Green Facade on Car Park 

The multi-deck car park will incorporate a number of landscape elements to improve its visual quality and 
add to the landscape character of the site for the amenity of users and neighbours. At the time of lodgement, 
the car park included a number of landscaping elements including: 

• Retention of the existing trees to the west of the car park and augment with additional landscape green 
terrace outside the building footprint. 

• Retention and protection of the existing growth of Casuarina trees to the south of the structure along the 
Sydney Water Chanel. 

• At the ground-plane a planter incorporating climbers to grow up the mesh of the facade for the height of 
the ground floor to ground the building and provide a green datum (refer to Picture 1, Figure 3). 

• At the completion of Stage 2 a raised planter and pergola structure on the roof to accommodate both 
trailing and climbing plants. This landscaped treatment will perform the duel function of providing shade 
to the parked cars and visual mitigation for taller surrounding buildings and the public domain where the 
structure will be visible (refer to Picture 2, Figure 3). 

Figure 3 – Existing Landscaping Measures Proposed for Car Park 

 

 

 
Picture 1 – Ground Façade Section 

Source: Scott Carver 

 Picture 2 – Rooftop Façade and Pergola Section 

Source: Scott Carver 
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In response to the requests from DPIE, Council, EES and AMP Capital for green walls to the car park the 
possibility to provide additional landscaping within the car park was investigated.  

A design response was settled on that balanced the technical requirements of the project (maintain 50% 
natural ventilation of façade to avoid need for mechanical ventilation of car park, avoid vertical strips of 
landscaping up the façade to avoid fire issues, maintenance requirements etc.) with the desire to provide 
further green elements to the façade.  

The proposed design response is comprised of 21 façade planters at approximately 1.5m x 4m cantilevered 
from the building (refer to Figure 4). These will be spread across the northern, eastern and southern façades 
and will provide pockets of green in the car park facade featuring a mix of native shrubs and climbing plants, 
which provide green visual amenity to the surrounding buildings where the structure will be visible. Further 
discussion of the car park façade is provided within Section 3.2 of this report.  

Figure 4 – Proposed Greening to Eastern Façade of Car Park  

 
Source: Noxon Giffen 

Green Roof on Bus Stop 

At the time of lodgement, the internal bus stop shelter was proposed to include a green roof, as shown in 
Figure 5. This is proposed to be retained in the amended design and is to be a cantilevered steel structure 
supported off the internal fence line around the flight training centre forecourt.  

Figure 5 – Proposed Green Roof to Bus Shelter 

 

 

 
Picture 3 – Location of Proposed Bus Shelter Green Roof 

Adjacent to Flight Training Centre Entrance 

Source: Scott Carver 

 Picture 4 – Reference Image of Proposed Bus Shelter 
Green Roof 

Source: Scott Carver 
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Green Roof on Flight Training Centre 

The flight training centre is unable to accommodate a green roof due to the highly-sensitive technical nature 
of the flight simulator bays, and the significant risk and costs associated with a potential rupture to the roof 
membrane and subsequent water leakage. Further discussion of the inability of the proposal to incorporate a 
green roof is provided in response to Council’s commentary, provided within Section 3.2 of this report.  

Ornamental Green Feature to Flight Training Centre’s Main Entrance 

Adjacent to the main entrance to the flight training centre an ornamental green façade feature is proposed, 
comprised of climbing plants that will grow across stainless steel wires in a design inspired by Qantas flight 
paths from Sydney. This planting will provide a sense of arrival, as shown in Figure 6.  

Figure 6 – Green Façade Proposed at Entrance to Flight Training Centre  

 
Source: Scott Carver 

Further information is required for the security fencing proposed along the southern boundary (King 
Street). The Architectural Plans (Appendix C – DWG DA5.01) and Visual Impact Assessment 
(Appendix M – Drawing No. DA07) show predominately open palisade fencing. A fencing plan should 
be prepared indicating the height and type of fencing proposed.  

Further detail has been provided to show the security fencing and acoustic fencing proposed for the Project. 
The Landscape Architectural Plans prepared by Scott Carver include the Fencing Plan and an extract is 
shown in Figure 7 (refer to the revised Public Domain and Landscaping Plan at Appendix D).   

The site layout incorporates perimeter security fencing and boom gates along the King Street frontage to 
control entry and exit to the site. The two vehicular gates will be open during the day (with boom gate 
access) and closed at night with a pedestrian access gate. The fencing along the King Street frontage will 
comprise of a 2.4m high black powder coated steel palisade fence with a flat top (refer to Figure 8 for 
reference image). Landscape planting will be incorporated along the fence line to soften it visually, including 
13 small trees with clear trunks and lower level shrubbery planting to ensure passive surveillance is 
maintained.   
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The acoustic fencing along a portion of the eastern boundary will comprise of approximately 2m high timber 
acoustic fencing made of hardwood palings with a flat top. The eastern boundary will have the existing tree 
and shrub plantings augmented with additional planting where weeds or gaps in the existing planting exist to 
soften it visually. The existing 2.4m high fence along the western boundary will be retained. 

Figure 7 – Extract From Fencing Plan 

 
Source: Scott Carver 

Figure 8 – Reference Image of Proposed Palisade Security Fencing 

 
Source: Scott Carver 
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The visual impact assessment from Viewpoint 7 is taken from a small greenspace outside the 
AMP/Goodman Corporate Connect Centre. It is requested that an assessment is modelled showing 
impacts from within the AMP/Goodman Corporate Connect Centre building towards the car park.  

An Addendum Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) (Appendix E) has been prepared to include 
an additional view from Level 7 of the Connect Corporate offices which are currently vacant (Figure 9). The 
view is also representative of views from office workers on level 7, 8, 9, 10 and 11 overlooking the site to the 
west and south-west. The VIA assess the potential visual impacts related to visibility sensitivity, construction 
and operation as summarised below. Figure 9 is a theoretical representation of the view impact from 
Connect Corporate showing a model of the proposed overlayed on an image. Figure 10 is an embellished 
image which is intended to more meaningfully demonstrate the view impact as it will be experienced from 
Connect Corporate. Figure 10 is not formally part of the VIA, and is intended for information purposes only. 

Figure 9 – View From Connect Corporate Level 7 Office Facing West to Car Park 

 
Source: Scott Carver 

Figure 10 – Embellished Photomontage of Expected View Impact from Connect Corporate Level 7 Office Facing West to 
Car Park  

 
Source: Scott Carver 

Visibility sensitivity  

This is considered to be a medium value view from a busy office working environment which has been 
designed with glazed windows for workers to enjoy the views from outside whilst working. Due to its nature 
as a workplace it has a low susceptibility to change which means the view has a low sensitivity overall. 

Construction 

Central to the view, the construction works would take place and form prominent new disruptive activity in 
front of the offices. This would include removal of the trees closest to the view and a change from green tree 
canopies in the middle of the views to a construction site. Office workers would have less visibility of the flight 
training centre as this would be screened by the existing trees along the Sydney Water drainage channel, 
but they would experience the full construction of the car park from beginning to end. As a result it is deemed 
that during construction this would form high magnitude of change, which would result in a moderate 
adverse significance of effect. 
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Operation 

The northern elevation of the car park is in full view from the Connect Corporate offices; it forms a large new 
prominent building, centre to the view and blocks some of the distant views beyond to the city suburbs. 

The car park is a tall building and once complete to the height of Stage 2 would match the Connect 
Corporate building height. The building would therefore effect all of the Connect Corporate office levels. Due 
to the close proximity of the development, and the scale and bulk of the multi-storey car park, the building 
would dominate the view. However, with full consideration of the context of the view it is considered that the 
building largely integrates with the surrounding massing seen in each direction. The proposed greening to 
the car park façade planters and the climbing plants on the top of the buildings over a shade pergola would 
assist in softening some of the direct views to the building. The disc facade detailing also add some visual 
interest. At operation the scale of change remains the same and the magnitude of change is still determined 
as high with an overall moderate adverse significance of effect. 

The EIS (pg 42) is overly reliant on the trigeneration plant when justifying the development with 
regards to the principles of ecologically sustainable development under the design excellence 
provisions of the Botany Bay Local Environmental Plan 2013. The trigeneration plant is existing and 
further emphasis should be placed on elements of the proposed development to demonstrate how 
the principles are achieved.  

The project fulfils the four design excellence matters identified within cl. 6.16 of the Botany Bay Local 
Environmental Plan 2013 (BBLEP 2013).  

Ecologically sustainable development (ESD) principles are adopted within the project design generally, to 
address thermal performance, amenity, durability and performance that will meet or exceed the Deemed to 
Satisfy Requirement (DtS) of Section J of the National Construction Code 2016 (NCC). Measures to further 
improve the greenhouse gas and energy efficiency including: 

• Thermal performance of the building fabric that meet or exceed the DtS of Section J of the NCC ; 

• Mid-tone coloured roofing with solar absorbance of less than 0.6 is proposed to the flight training centre 
(light colours have been avoided to reduce risk of glare and aviation hazards); 

• Office areas have been planned to provide access to daylight with workstations within 15m of perimeter 
glazing; 

• Office areas incorporate external sun shading and internal blinds to manage glare and heat; 

• Rainwater reuse for irrigation and toilet flushing with 10,000L inground tank proposed; 

• Sanitary fixtures and tapware to be WELs rated; 

• High efficiency, area specific mechanical systems proposed to provide effective and energy efficient 
solutions; 

• Energy efficient lighting (typically LED) proposed with lighting controlled by motion and/or daylight 
sensors; 

• Prioritisation of energy efficient equipment selections; and 

• Control measures to ensure equipment is switched off after hours. 

The project addresses the ESD principles by following a holistic approach to design initiatives and the use of 
benchmarking against the Green Star Design & As Built v1.2 Framework. Whilst a formal rating is not 
currently targeted, the project intends to achieve the design intent of a number of credits. The project is 
targeting 5 Star Green Star equivalency with 6 Star aspiration. 

Whilst the trigeneration (trigen) plant is an existing feature of the landscape, the project has been designed 
specifically to integrate the trigen plant with the project in order to reduce energy consumption and improve 
the sustainability of the broader project. As such, it is the integration of the trigen with the project, not the 
trigen itself, which warrants the award of design excellence to the project in addition to the other architectural 
elements.  

By connecting to the trigen, the project has avoided a significant amount of embodied energy from large 
mechanical plant (chillers, boilers) and avoided introducing refrigerants to the project that typically have 
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Ozone Depleting Potential and Global Warming Potential. Connecting to the trigen will also benefit the trigen 
itself by adding significant base load to the plant which in turn improves the plant’s efficiency. 

The efficiency that the building obtains from the trigen plant will exceed the efficiency that can be gained if 
the building installed independent dedicated chillers. The installation of photovoltaics was investigated, 
however is not considered to be viable due to the risk of possible reflectance directly under the flight path, 
which may impose hazard to the planes. The connectivity to the trigen therefore offers the greatest 
sustainability benefits, warranting the award of design excellence.  

Further discussion of the above measures is contained within the Sustainability Consultant Advice prepared 
by NDY, submitted at Appendix J.  

3. Flooding and Stormwater 

There are differences between the flood levels in the modelling undertaken by Entrust and Council. 
Please address the agency submissions, including providing a peer review of the flood model.  

This matter has been addressed and an updated model provided to Council, refer to Sections 3.2 and 3.6 for 
further detail. An independent Peer Review of the model is provided at Appendix O, which confirms that the 
outcomes of the review indicate that all TUFLOW model updates are reasonable and reflect modern best 
practice. 

4. Construction Noise  

Tables 18 and 19 of the EIS show the proposed construction hours as Monday to Sunday 7:00am to 
8:00pm. Elsewhere in the document the proposed hours are 6:00am to 8:00pm. Please address this 
discrepancy. 

The proposed construction hours are to be between 6:00am – 8:00pm Monday to Sunday inclusive of Public 
Holidays, with the following restrictions: 

• External works - 7:00am – 7:00pm Monday to Sunday, noting: 

− Low noise start-up activities to commence from 6:00am Monday to Sunday provided they occur 
away from the boundary with the Travelodge  

− Any impact pile driving shall only be undertaken between 9:00am – 12:00pm and between 2:00pm – 
5:00pm, Monday to Sunday; and 

− Bored piles shall only be undertaken between 7:00am – 7:00pm, Monday to Sunday.  

• Noisy works including pile driving shall only be undertaken between 9:00am – 12:00pm and between 
2:00pm – 5:00pm Monday to Sunday to avoid evening and night time periods.  

As outlined in Section 4.13 Noise & Vibration Management of the Preliminary Construction Management 
Plan (Appendix L) the appointed Contractor will ensure that any works likely to cause vibration, related to 
excavations and piling, adjacent to the rail corridor is approved by the ARTC prior to commencement. To 
manage potential noise impacts on immediate neighbours along King Street, O’Riordan Street and Bourke 
Street the contractor should complete a Noise Management Plan (NMP) providing measures and strategies 
to minimise disruption.  

The proponent invites a condition of consent limiting construction activity to the above mentioned hours.  

Section 7.3.2 of the EIS (pg. 89 and 90) describes basic mitigation techniques such as screening and 
time management will be applied to ensure construction activities comply with the relevant noise 
limits. Are there any other mitigation measures that will be employed such as respite periods? What 
level of consultation will be undertaken with nearby receivers particularly Travelodge during the 
noisiest activities? 

As the project remains in preliminary stage and is still undergoing confirmation of architectural and 
landscaping design, detailed information about the construction methodologies is yet to be confirmed. The 
development of a detailed Construction Management Plan will be undertaken once construction 
methodologies are known, prior to the receipt of Construction Certificates (CC). This Plan will include more 
detailed mitigation measures, consultation, and management procedures which will be selected as 
appropriate to the specific activities. The proponent welcomes a condition of consent confirming this 
requirement.  
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5. Project Description  

Further details are required on the proposed staging of the development. Although Section 3.2.10 (pg 
31) of the EIS outlines that the project is to be constructed in three stages, there are no details about 
construction timing.  

The proponent intends to construct the flight training centre and Stage 1 of the car park concurrently. Timing 
for the Stage 2 car park is unknown at this stage, although a decision is anticipated from Qantas 
management prior to the determination of the application.  

The proponent welcomes the opportunity to review draft conditions of consent as they relate to the 
development staging, in order to ensure the proposed staging can satisfy the requirements of the consent 
and Building Code of Australia from a building occupation perspective.  

The development site contains multiple allotments. Further explanation is required why the 
allotments are not being consolidated (EIS – pg 10).  

The proponent will seek to submit an allotment certificate for the northern and southern sites, aligned with 
the Sydney Water channel. Lot amalgamation will be structured according to the following: 

• Consolidation of Lot 133 of DP659434, Lot 1 of DP202747 and Lot B of DP164829; and  

• Consolidation of Lot 2 of DP234489 and Lot 4 of DP234489.  

The proponent invites the amalgamation of the above lots as a condition of consent prior to issuance of an 
Occupation Certificate (OC).   

The site is subject to existing development consents. Confirmation is required that these will be 
surrendered.  

The proponent will concede to surrendering a number of existing development consents pertaining to the 
site. The status of existing consents is outlined in Table 2.  

Table 2 – Status of existing consents 

Project DA Number – Description Status 

King Street North Car Park DA2016/67 - Use of the subject site as an employee car park with the provision of 584 car 

spaces 

Surrender 

consent 

King Street North Car Park / 

Qantas Catering Centre / 

At-Grade Staff Car Park 

DA2016/104 - Expansion of the existing trigeneration plant including additional plant and 

equipment at the existing generator building, construction of services trenches containing 

new pipes to extend the network, removal of existing trees and replacement landscaping. 

Retain 

Qantas Catering Centre DA2007/038 - Addition of shelter for scissor platform lifts over existing flight training facility 

truck docks. 

Retain 

DA2007/038 - Section 96(1A) to modify DA (above) by amending the number of docks for 

the addition of shelters for scissor platforms 

Retain 

As outlined above, the proponent will surrender consent DA2016/67 which granted approval for the use of 
the subject site as an employee car park prior to issuance of an OC.  

There are inconsistencies in the description of the number of levels of the car park between the EIS 
(13 levels – pg 1), the Architectural Plans (ground plus 13 levels – DWG.4.01) and the Architectural 
Design Statement (ground plus 13 levels – pg 14). For ease of understanding, please ensure the 
ground floor is included when describing the number of levels.  

The proponent acknowledges the inconsistencies in relation to the proposed ground level of the car park. As 
identified within the revised Architectural Plans (Appendix B), the proposed height of the car park post-
completion of Stage 2 is 14 levels.  

The number of at-grade car parking spaces should be included in the project description (pg 1) of the 
EIS and throughout when being described. There are also inconsistencies regarding the number of at 
grade car parking spaces to be provided, described as 39 spaces (pg 24) and 40 spaces (pg 31). 
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The proponent acknowledges the inconsistencies in relation to the identification of car parking spaces within 
the EIS. As identified within the revised Architectural Plans (Appendix B) and Traffic and Transport Report 
(Appendix G), the proposal incorporates a total of 2,097 car spaces, comprising 2,059 contained within and 
adjacent to the car parking building and 38 provided at-grade.  

6. Landscaping  

Please address the comments provided by Council and EES (former OEH) regarding landscaping. 
Replacement trees should be advanced to minimise any period of reduced canopy cover whilst they 
reach maturity.  

All matters raised by Council and the EES have been addressed within this RtS and APR. Improvements 
have been made to increase the landscaping strategy throughout the site, where possible. The landscaping 
area provision is summarised below: 

• The site achieves a total landscape area (including soft and vertical landscaping) of 5,894sqm or 11.21% 
excluding the front setback as per Part 6.3.5 of the Botany Bay Development Control Plan 2013 (BBDCP 
2013). This is an increase of 1,432sqm or 170%. 

• Additionally the front setback includes 170sqm of landscaped area which is not included in the total site 
calculation (as outlined above). If it were to be included the total landscape area for the project would be 
6,064sqm or 11.53%. 

• The site achieves a deep soil area of 4,739sqm or 9.01%.   

Refer to discussion of submitted commentary from Council in Section 3.2 of this Report, and discussion of 
submitted commentary from EES in Section 3.10 of this Report for more detail.   

As outlined in the revised Public Domain and Landscaping Plans at Appendix D, 24 additional trees have 
been incorporated to increase the number of trees planted on site to a total of 92 trees. This represents a 
replacement ratio of over 1:1 and utilises largely indigenous species to provide improved ecological value in 
comparison to the exotic species being removed. Therefore, the removal of existing trees is matched with 
the planting of a replacement tree, ensuring there is no adverse impact on the ecological value of the site. 
Planting will be accommodated within deep soil zones, in the proposed rain gardens and trees shall have a 
minimum pot size of 200L.  

Further investigation into green roofs and walls to the car park should be undertaken as a measure 
of compensating the reduction in trees on site.  

As discussed above, a green wall is proposed to the car park comprised of 21 cantilevered planter boxes. 
The amount of site landscaping has been further increased through the incorporation of green facades, rain 
gardens, porous paving and additional tree planting. Furthermore, the APR seeks to retain the proposed 
green façade to the flight training centre entrance, providing an arrival point for staff and visitors.  

Further discussion of the amendments to the submitted landscaping proposal to respond to these comments 
and the result of investigation into green roofs and walls is contained within Section 3.2 of this report.  

7. Contamination  

Please clarify the scope and provide additional details of the areas of the site proposed to be 
remediated. The EIS recommends a Remedial Action Plan (RAP) be prepared to remediate identified 
heavy metals, hydrocarbons and asbestos hotspots for the site (pg 114). The Environmental Site 
Assessment (ESA) (pg 55 of the ESA) recommends a RAP only be prepared if the Applicant requires 
work to be done in the vicinity of the underground storage tanks located in the bus refuel area. Is this 
area included in the development footprint? 

The Environmental Site Assessment only recommends a Remedial Action Plan be prepared for any 
proposed work to be done in the vicinity of the underground storage tanks located in the bus refuel area, 
however this area does not currently sit within the development footprint. Figure 11 demonstrates the 
approximate location of the bus refuel station in relation to the proposed works, noting that it is approximately 
85m from any proposed works. While works will occur in Lot 133 DP 659434, these are in excess of 175m 
away and further separated by the existing catering facility. 
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Figure 11 – Location of Bus Refuel Station Relative to Project  

 
Source: Urbis 

8. Development contributions  

Council has noted the request from Qantas to waive Section 7.11 contributions and outlined their 
reasons why contributions are payable. Please respond to these comments. Although the EIS states 
the development will relocate 149 jobs to the LGA, the proposal will also consolidate over 2,000 car 
spaces in one location resulting in more people travelling to and from the site. Please provide further 
justification as to why the development should be exempt from paying development contributions.  

The proponent has revised their position on the payment of Section 7.11 contributions and concedes to 
paying the contributions in accordance with the City of Botany Bay S7.11 Development Contributions Plan 
2016 (Amendment 1) on the net increase in occupancy which as per Bayside Council’s submission equates 
to 146.40 workers. At the 2019/ 2020 rate of $4,648.99 per worker the contribution would be $680,612.14. 

The proponent invites a condition of consent requiring the payment of this monetary contribution under 
Section 7.11 of the EP&A Act and in payable in accordance with Council’s Contributions Plan. 

9. Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR)  

An ACHAR has been provided on 15 July 2019. This has been forwarded to EES and a response to 
their submission will need to be provided if required.  

The EES did not raise any matters in relation to the provided ACHAR, it is noted that this may be issued 
under separate cover.  

10. Capital Investment Value (CIV)  

The EIS states that the cost of relocating and installing the simulators has been excluded from the 
CIV. Justification is required for this in relation to the definition of CIV provided within the 
Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000. 

The revised Quantity Surveyors Report (Appendix A) has been updated to ensure compliance with Part 3 of 
the EP&A Regulations as follows: 
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Capital investment value of a development or project includes all costs necessary to establish 
and operate the project, including the design and construction of buildings, structures, 
associated infrastructure and fixed or mobile plant and equipment, other than the following 
costs: 

(a) amounts payable, or the cost of land dedicated or any other benefit provided, under a condition 
imposed under Division 7.1 or 7.2 of the Act or a planning agreement under that Division, 

(b) costs relating to any part of the development or project that is the subject of a separate 
development consent or project approval, 

(c) land costs (including any costs of marketing and selling land), 

(d) GST (within the meaning of A New Tax System (Goods and Services Tax) Act 1999 of the 
Commonwealth). 

In accordance with the above, the revised capital investment value of the project is $165,371,000 excluding 
GST. This incorporates the additional costs of relocating and installing all the equipment within the flight 
training centre and includes all design and construction costs together with relevant civil and infrastructure 
works, site services and all anticipated labour costs. 

3.2. BAYSIDE COUNCIL 
In relation to the SSDA, Council have advised that “Council staff have undertaken a review of the exhibited 
documents and provide the following comments for the Department of Planning and Environment’s 
consideration.” The following are the points raised and addressed in the order presented in the Council’s 
submission. Council’s proposed submission was heard by a Council Meeting on 10 July 2019. The Project 
team met with Council on 19 July 2019 to discuss the points raised in the submission. 

Development Engineering 

Stormwater management: 

The development requires, and must provide, an On-Site Detention System (OSD) designed 
according to Part 6 of the Botany Bay DCP Part 10 — Stormwater Management Technical Guidelines. 
OSD systems for the development must be designed to detain the stormwater runoff from the site for 
all storm events up to and including the 1 in 100 year ARI storm and permissible site discharge (PSD) 
must be based on 1 in 5 year ARI peak flow generated from the site under the State of Nature 
condition (i.e. the site is totally grassed/ turfed), rather than pre-development condition. The current 
proposal does not provide this required stormwater infrastructure is not supported. OSD is required 
for the development regardless of the existing condition of the site prior to the submission of the 
development proposal. 

The provision of an OSD system on the site is not necessary as stormwater discharges directly to the 
Sydney Water channel via the existing stormwater connections, with no impact on any Council stormwater 
infrastructure. This position has been confirmed within correspondence received from Sydney Water, 
provided within the Amended Flooding Documentation provided at Appendix O.  

A WSUD Strategy and MUSIC model must be prepared for the stormwater design of the development. 
The MUSIC model must be prepared in line with the NSW MUSIC Modelling Guidelines (Sydney Metro 
CMA) and must indicate that water quality improvement meets or exceeds the target as described in 
the “Botany Bay & Catchment Water Quality Improvement Plan” which was prepared by the Sydney 
Metropolitan Catchment Management Authority in April 2011. The water quality improvement system 
and WSUD strategy proposal shall be designed to capture and treat at least 85% of flows generated 
from the site. The development shall indicate that it complies with this requirement. 

A WSUD Strategy is provided at Appendix O and the electronic MUSIC model is provided separately. The 
WSUD Strategy developed for the site complies with the stormwater quality targets indicated within the 
Sydney Water Stormwater Quality Targets Policy 2016, which adopts stricter targets than those within the 
Botany Bay & Catchment Water Quality Improvement Plan 2011. The implementation of stricter water quality 
targets demonstrates an ongoing commitment of the proponent to further mitigate adverse impacts on the 
surrounding environment.  

The WSUD Strategy and electronic MUSIC model have been submitted to Bayside Council for review.  
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A Stormwater Quality Improvement Device (SQID) must be provided prior to the discharge of 
stormwater from the site. Botany Bay DCP Part 10 — Stormwater Management Technical Guidelines 
section 16 and Botany Bay DCP part 3G further details this requirement. 

The proposal incorporates various WSUD methods and SQIDs to improve reduce stormwater runoff and 
improve the quality of any runoff. These include the incorporation of three Jellyfish treatment devices and 
litter baskets to assist in the water quality of stormwater discharge. Refer to Amended Stormwater and 
Flooding Documentation provided at Appendix O.  

Backflow prevention devices shall be provided for all new & existing stormwater connections into 
the existing Sydney Water owned stormwater channel that traverses the site. 

The DRAINS modelling system completed by Enstruct demonstrates there is no impact on the existing 
stormwater system due to back flows. In addition to this, the SSDA does not propose any new connections 
to the stormwater channel.  

Therefore, there is no need for backflow prevention devices to be provided for the site.  

A minimum 10000 litres capacity of rainwater tank(s) shall be provided for the development as roof 
areas exceed 5000m2. The rainwater is to be re-used for non- potable uses throughout the 
development which includes all toilets and landscape irrigation. This is detailed in Botany Bay DCP 
Part 10 — Stormwater Management Technical Guidelines section 4. 

A 10,000L rainwater tank shall be provided within the proposed development in lieu of the current provision 
of a 2,000L rainwater tank. The non-potable water shall be filtered and reticulated within the flight training 
centre for toilet flushing and irrigation.  

Devices capable of removing oil shall be provided for all car parking facilities proposed for the 
development. The device(s) shall be manufactured by a Quality Endorsed Company to the 
requirements of ISO 9001 and shall have a minimum oil storage capacity of 20 litres per 10 car 
spaces proposed or part thereof. 

As stated previously, three Jellyfish units are proposed to be incorporated to remove particles and pollutants 
and are capable of removing oil. The maximum oil storage capacity of a Jellyfish unit is 2,900L. The project 
will provide oil storage capacity in excess of Council’s requirements, as per Table 3. 

Table 3 – Calculation of Oil Storage Requirements for Project 

Location Number of car parks 

open to rainfall 

Rounded Required Storage 

Capacity 

Proposed Storage 

Capacity 

Complies 

North of Sydney Water Channel (at-grade 

and roof of car park) 

186 190 380L 2,900L Yes 

Flight training centre 38 40 80L 5,800L Yes 

Positive covenants should be placed over the OSD and SQID systems in favour of Bayside Council 
as per Botany Bay DCP Part 10 — Stormwater Management Technical Guidelines after construction. 

The Stormwater Concept Plan prepared for the site demonstrates stormwater collection will be conveyed 
directly to the Sydney Water stormwater asset. As no Council assets are impacted, the provision of a 
covenant in favour of Council is not considered necessary.  

Flooding: 

The development is not to increase the flood water level or hazard. The development shall comply 
with the minimum floor levels (with freeboard) required for habitable and non-habitable areas. 

The revised flood modelling undertaken by Enstruct demonstrates that during a 1% AEP storm, there is a 
minor impact on flood levels within the Qantas site that is limited to approximately 35mm in one location.  

In the 1% AEP event there is an increase in flood level of up to 55mm north of the catering building, where 
the flood depth remains below 300mm. The adjacent properties are approximately 1.2m above the ground 
level, giving a freeboard of approximately 900mm in a 1% AEP event. There is no adverse impact on 
adjoining properties. There are other areas where the redirection of overland flow changes flood behaviour, 
however these are localised impacts. Outside of the site, there is no impact on flood levels or behaviour, with 
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no impact on the ARTC corridor. Refer to the Flood Impact Assessment in Appendix O for detailed flood 
modelling methodology and results. 

The proposed floor levels and flood freeboard outlined in Table 4 comply with the minimum flood levels for 
non-habitable areas. 

Table 4 – Finished floor levels and flood freeboard 

Location Finished flood level (mAHD) 1% AEP flood level (mAHD) Freeboard (m) 

Northern car park lower ground level 4.33 3.9 0.43 

Northern car park upper ground level 5.83 4.30 1.53 

Flight training centre 5.70 4.30 1.40 

 

Traffic, Parking & Access: 

The Traffic and Parking Impact Assessment Report is to undertake a cumulative traffic impact 
assessment for ‘all developments’ in the area. By ‘all developments’ it means those still have DA 
approval pending, approved but yet to be constructed, those are under construction and fully built 
but not yet fully occupied, in accordance with Botany Bay DCP part 3A3.3. 

Council has requested a cumulative traffic assessment of the impact of traffic generated by the SSD and 
other approved or proposed developments on the intersections of King Street/O’Riordan Street and Kent 
Road/Coward Street.  

An assessment of the cumulative traffic impact for all developments within the area has been undertaken by 
the relevant traffic consultant, CBRK, based on information supplied by Council via email dated 23 July 
2019. Council has identified the following developments as relevant to be assessed in the cumulative traffic 
assessment: 

• hotel/commercial building at 342 King Street and 5-11 Ewan Street; 

• draft planning proposal to amend maximum FSR from 3:1 to 5.5:1 at 215-235 O’Riordan Street and 1-5 
Ewan Street; 

• commercial development (11,967sqm) at 1-5 Chalmers Crescent; 

• commercial development (34,313sqm) at 7-7, 14-18 and 19-21 Chalmers Crescent; and 

• Dnata catering facility SSD at 263 Coward Street. 

It is considered that traffic generated by the draft planning proposal and Dnata SSD are not relevant to the 
assessment of other approved or proposed developments as no Development Applications (DA) have been 
lodged for these projects and hence there is no certainty that the projects will proceed or eventuate.  

It will be the responsibility of the aforementioned projects to assess their impact on the network through a 
cumulative assessment of their traffic along with other relevant developments should they lodge DAs in the 
future. 

Secure bicycle parking (at a rate of at least 10% of the required parking for the development) and end 
of trip facilities must be provided for the development to support alternative modes of transport to 
and from the site. 

The APR has been amended to include 120 bicycle parking at the ground floor of the multi deck car park. 
This complies with the rate of 10% on the basis of 1,200 new car parking spaces in the multi-deck car park, 
noting that 800 are replacement spaces. The inclusion of bicycle spaces will further support and encourage 
alternative modes of transport to the site.  

Workplace Travel Plans and Transport Access Guides (TAGs) shall be prepared for the development 
in order to reduce the on-site parking demand and car dependency. Workplace Travel Plans and 
Transport Access Guides assist staff/visitors/customers visiting the site by making good use of 
public transport, cycling, walking and car sharing for commuting work related journeys and hence 
reduce car based travel demand. The Workplace Travel Plan shall be accordance with NSW Premier’s 



 

3-28 AGENCY SUBMISSIONS - BAYSIDE COUNCIL  
 URBIS 

P3394 QANTAS RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS 10154 

 

Council for Active Living’s “Workplace Travel Plan Guidelines - Final Report (April 2010)”. The plan 
shall generally incorporate the following: 

• Encouragement of staff to cycle and/or walk to the workplace; 

• Encouragement of staff to use public transport to travel to workplace by providing financial incentive; 

• Adoption of a car sharing and /or car pool scheme; and 

• Establishment of measurable targets on the number of staff travelling to work by public transport, cycling 
and walking. 

As suggested by TfNSW the proponent invites a condition of consent requiring the preparation of a 
Workplace Travel Plan and Transport Access Guide. These documents will be prepared and submitted to 
the relevant authority for review prior to the receipt of a CC.  

Strategic Flood 

A detailed peer review of the Enstruct flood model of the site (a TUFLOW model), which is an 
updated and modified version of Councils MRE flood model. This was discussed at the meeting with 
the applicant. 

Based on the peer review of the Enstruct flood model, final flood levels shall be adopted for the 
development. Council set these final flood levels based on the information provided by the applicant 
and the peer review for this model, as these potentially provide updated information to what Council 
currently holds (MRE model). 

The existing TUFLOW model has been updated by Enstruct to incorporate most recent surveyed data of the 
existing site, including changes to ground level and building locations, in order to improve the accuracy of the 
model.  As part of the update, the channel sections and culvert dimensions within the site were reviewed and 
adjusted to meet the field survey data, however changes were relatively minor in nature. Following the model 
updates by Enstruct, the model represents the current ground conditions.  

Subsequent to this, a peer review of the updated flood model and proposed floor levels was conducted by 
Catchment Simulation Solution (CSS). The peer review concludes as follows: 

Overall, the outcomes of the review indicate that all TUFLOW model updates are reasonable and 
reflect modern best practice.  

The flood model is therefore sufficient for the assessment of the SSDA. Refer to Flooding Peer Review 
prepared by CSS within the Amended Flooding Package at Appendix O.    

In accordance with the updated flood model for the site, the finished floor levels for the proposal were 
adopted and are outlined Table 4. Refer to further discussion of the flood conditions of the site within the 
revised Flood Impact Assessment (FIA) at Appendix O.  

Environmental Science 

Council officers raised no objection to the proposal subject to the following recommendations: 

Additional information should be provided in the Acid Sulfate Soil Management Plan for managing 
temporary/ localised dewatering activities during construction. 

The revised Preliminary Construction Environmental Management Plan provided at Appendix L provides 
additional information for managing temporary dewatering activities during construction. The Demolition 
Contractor is responsible for monitoring and managing groundwater during throughout the duration of 
construction.  

Localised dewatering activities will be conducted in accordance with the Temporary Water Restrictions Order 
2018 for Area 2 under the Water Management Act 2000. Extraction of water will be performed in a controlled 
manner and collected and stored onsite in a protected area to prevent the spread of groundwater. Following 
this, environmental testing will determine if the water is suitable for onsite reuse, or whether it requires offsite 
disposal. Offsite disposal will occur in accordance with the NSW EPA 2014.  

To ensure the necessary assessment and management is completed and implemented, a condition 
should be included in the determination to require a NSW Environment Authority (EPA) Accredited 
Site Auditor to be appointed prior to commencement of any construction works at the site. The Site 
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Auditor shall review and endorse any investigations and management plans proposed prior to the 
commencement of any works. A Site Audit Statement should be submitted to Council for this site 
prior to the issue of the Occupation Certificate. Any long-term Environmental Management Plan 
(LTEMP) to manage contamination must be added to the title of the site. 

The proponent welcomes a condition of consent requiring the submission of a Site Audit Statement to 
Council prior to the issue of OC. This is also reflected within the revised Preliminary Construction 
Environmental Management Plan provided at Appendix L, which outlines the roles and responsibilities of 
the Site Auditor. The auditor will also operate in collaboration with the identified environmental consultant, 
Arcadis, during the construction phase of the development.   

Landscape Architect 

The landscaped area required is 10% of the site. Landscape setbacks can be included in the 
calculation except for the front setback area as defined in the Botany Bay DCP 2013 Part 6.3.5 
Setbacks, control 9. Therefore, the proposal shall provide 5,417m² without including the 3m 
landscape setback along King Street. The landscape area provided in the proposal reaches approx. 
3,458m², representing 6.3% of the site. 

The proponent has revised the landscaping solution for the site in order to increase the amount of green 
coverage. As outlined in the Revised Landscaping Plans at Appendix D and Figure 12, additional 
landscaping is proposed to be dispersed throughout the site, specifically on the northern and eastern 
elevation of the flight training centre, vertical facades of the car parking and within the services area on the 
site’s western boundary adjacent to the ARTC corridor.  

Further design testing and analysis has been conducted to ensure the level of site coverage has been 
increased where possible on the site. The final calculation of landscaping area is identified below in Table 5. 
Whilst the provision of vertical landscaping is to be excluded from the provision of site landscaping in 
accordance with Section 3L.7 of the BBDCP 2013, this is also included in the below table for reference. 

Table 5 – Revised landscape calculations  

Landscape Area Calculation Area Percentage of Site Area 

Soft Landscape Area (without including setback) 4,845sqm 9.21% 

Vertical Soft Landscape Area 1,049sqm 2%  

In addition, 1,035sqm of porous paving is proposed to replicate the environmental and stormwater 
management benefits of vegetation, including filtering out gross pollutants and course sediments, increasing 
groundwater recharge and attenuating flood peaks.  

In view of the above, the proposed landscaping solution meets the objectives of the BBDCP 2013 despite 
the minor numerical non-compliance.  

The project would remove about 0.30 hectares of vegetation, comprising 0.07 hectares of PCT 1232 
Swamp Oak floodplain swamp forest, Sydney Basin Bioregion and South East Corner Bioregion, and 
0.23 hectares of miscellaneous ecosystem – urban exotic/ native landscape plantings. 

Considering the removal of existing vegetation including an area of an endangered ecological community 
(Swamp Oak floodplain swamp forest), and the minimal deep soil area provided the landscape proposal shall 
use locally indigenous plant species, and trees shall be planted in advanced form, with minimum 200L 
container sizes. 

The landscaping solution for the site proposes endemic plant species where possible to create a site-
responsive solution that respects the native ecological environment whilst improving the appearance and 
amenity of the development. Proposed additional endemic tress include include Banksia integrefolia and 
Banksia serrata, whilst proposed shrubbery include the native Xanthorrhoea resinosa and Eriostemon 
australasius, It is intended the trees will provide effective screening of the buildings whilst respecting the 
character of the site and will reach a maximum height of 0.9m in accordance with CPTED requirements.  

As outlined in the revised Public Domain and Landscaping Plans at Appendix D, 24 additional trees have 
been incorporated to increase the number of trees planted on site to a total of 92 trees. This represents a 
replacement ratio of over 1:1. Therefore, the removal of existing trees is matched with the planting of a 
replacement tree, ensuring there is no adverse impact on the ecological value of the site. These plantings 
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will be accommodated within deep soil zones, in proposed rain gardens and with trees with a minimum 
container size of 200L.  

Figure 12 – Landscape Provision Plan 

 
Source: Scott Carver 

The proposal shall seek to comply with minimum deep soil required. If this is not viable to 
compensate the reduced landscape area, some alternative treatments can be considered for 
inclusion in the proposal: 

The proposal incorporates 4,739sqm (9.0% of total site area) of deep soil, at side boundaries and setbacks 
and throughout the site. An increase of 323sqm deep soil provided within the revised solution has been 
achieved through additional landscaping dispersed throughout the site, specifically on the northern and 
eastern elevation of the flight training centre, vertical facades of the car park and within the services area of 
the site’s western boundary adjacent to the ARTC corridor.  

Notwithstanding this increase, the proponent has increased the amount of site landscaping through 
incorporation of green facades, rain gardens, porous paving and additional tree planting. Further detail is 
illustrated in the revised Public Domain and Landscaping Plans at Appendix D and discussed further in the 
following sub-sections.  

Green roofs: 

Extensive (150mm deep) or intensive (more than 150mm deep) green roofs. The proposed carpark 
building can include this treatment which also will minimise the visual impact of the large built form. 
The green treatment can provide an attractive presentation of the enterprise seen from the air and 
neighbouring buildings from adjacent business areas. The green roof includes a vegetated layer, 
growing medium, and a waterproof membrane. Plants grown in sectioned lots are acceptable, 
however, potted plants/ planter boxes which cover less than 30% of available rooftop space are not 
considered as a green roof. Additional to the minimum 30% vegetation cover, a green roof can 
include facilities for renewable energy, water collection infrastructure, walkways, furnishings and the 
like. 
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The design of the car parking building includes open-air car parking on the lower and upper roof in order to 
achieve the required number of car spaces to meet the travel demands of employees and visitors. The 
proponent has investigated the provision of a green roof above the car park; however, this was not 
considered viable for the proposed development as follows: 

• The conversion of the upper level of the car park to a comprehensive green roof would result in the loss 
of 151 car spaces. This is an unacceptable condition as the proposal would no longer cater to the travel 
demands of employees and visitors, forcing them to park in alternative spaces in the surrounding 
precinct; resulting on inconvenience to employees which would have flow on effects for the operation of 
these land uses.  

• The provision of a green roof above the existing lower and upper roof would result in an associated 
height increase of 2.8m. This would directly undermine the intent of Council’s commentary, which 
intends to reduce the visual impact of the built form from surrounding viewpoints.  

The design of the car park already incorporates vegetation through a raised planter and pergola structure on 
the upper levels of the car park to provide for both trailing and climber plants, and the provision of vertical 
green planter boxes on the northern, eastern and western elevation. Refer to further discussion of this 
design in the following subsection ‘Green Walls’. 

Sufficient areas of communal open space are already provided within the ground floor of the development, 
specifically within the flight training centre entry forecourt. It is also noted the southern side bus stop located 
within this forecourt already incorporates a green roof, contributing to site landscaping calculations and 
demonstrating the proponent’s willingness to utilise alternative methods of landscape design.  

The proposal incorporates porous paving and rain gardens, two methods of water collection infrastructure 
that will reduce stormwater run-off and improve water quality.   

Green Roof Gardens: 

The inclusion of a ‘green roof garden’ that can be accessed and used for recreation and outdoor 
living and includes a greater variety of plants, trees and shrubs should be considered. 

As outlined above, the provision of a green roof or a green roof garden is not a viable option for the proposed 
development. The intent of the recommendation, which is to improve the visual amenity of the design and 
increase the level of green cover within the site, is achieved through incorporation of other measures as 
discussed within this section.  

Green Walls: 

Green walls are either free‐standing or part of a building that is partially or completely covered with 
vegetation. The wall may incorporate soil and/ or inorganic material as the growing medium. There 
are two main types of green wall: green façades and living walls. Green façades are made up of 
climbing plants either growing directly on a wall or on specially designed supporting structures. The 
plant’s shoot system grows up the side of the building while being rooted in the ground. With a living 
wall, modular panels are affixed to the wall and geo‐textiles, irrigation and a growing medium 
combine to support a dense network of plants. 

Vertical landscaping has been integrated into the landscaping solution through the provision of green planter 
boxes on the façades of the car parking building. This living wall solution will perform a number of thermal 
and ecological roles, in addition to visually softening the expanses of the car park façade.  

The proposed design response is comprised of 21 façade planters at approximately 1.5m x 4m cantilevered 
from the building (refer to Figure 4 and Figure 13). These will be spread across the northern, eastern and 
southern façades and will provide pockets of green in the car park facade featuring a mix of native shrubs 
and climbing plants, to create a cascading landscape solution and an engaging visual effect. The dispersed 
location of the planters ensures compliance with fire safety regulations. Planter boxes are proposed in 
various locations across the northern, eastern and southern facades of the building cascading from upper 
levels, with an increased concentration of planters located on the eastern elevation at the interface with the 
adjacent AMP Capital Connect Corporate building.  

Maintenance of the green planter boxes will be facilitated through internal access to the boxes within the car 
parking building, secured via a full height chain mesh fence with gate maintenance access. Maintenance of 
vegetation on site will be the responsibility of site management.   
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In total, the green façade will contribute 1,049sqm of greenery to the site, comprising 2% of the site area. It is 
further noted the landscaped pergola structure located on the roof will support a canopy of flowing vegetation 
along the façade of the building. When viewed in combination, the car park building will appear as an 
abundance of vegetation, creating a visually appealing aesthetic quality.  

An extract of the Landscape Plans is provided within Figure 14 below. 

Figure 13 – Proposed Multi Level Car Park Facade Planter Detail 

 
Source: Noxon Giffen 

Figure 14 – Car Park Eastern Elevation, Detailing the Proposed Greening Solution 

 
Source: Noxon Giffen 

Bio-swales: 

Within planter beds to filter water before entering the water way. 
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The incorporation of Water Sensitive Urban Design principles and practices in the proposal has been 
reviewed and improved where possible. The preferred project includes four rain gardens within the planting 
beds in the western car park and servicing area adjacent to the flight training centre, in order to improve 
absorption of stormwater runoff and reduce flooding. The rain gardens will also improve the water quality of 
run-off prior to reaching the Sydney Water channel.  

Consideration of placement of bio-swales in the area directly adjacent to the Sydney Water channel was 
undertaken, however is not possible due to competing land ownership and arboricultural considerations. The 
placement of bio-swales and filter strips in the area directly adjacent to the channel would require removal of 
the existing fencing, which is located a separate lot in which the proponent does not have ownership, and it 
is understood the relevant land owner, Sydney Water, does not want to remove the fence. Further to this, the 
removal and replacement of the fence would adversely impact the health of the existing tree roots, 
compromising the native ecology of the site.  

Permeable or porous pavers: 

Where traffic movement is not high, for example in parking spaces, permeable pavers or interlocking 
system unit pavers can be included to reduce runoff and maximised the water filtration across paved 
areas. 

In addition to the proposed rain garden, porous pavers are proposed within the development to further 
improve on-site stormwater management practices. The submitted application did not incorporate porous 
paving. The proposal now incorporates an additional 1,035sqm of porous paving along the eastern and 
northern elevations of the flight training centre, and on the southern interface of the Sydney Water channel. 
The nature of the porous paving identified for the proposed development is specifically designed to 
accommodate regular and occasional vehicular traffic, and as such is appropriate for the site use.  

Refer to the Revised Public Domain and Landscaping Plans at Appendix D.   

At-grade parking: 

The proposed at grade carpark provides some opportunity for canopy cover to the hard surface 
areas. To comply with Part 3L.6 Landscaping in Car parks, Control 1 of Botany Bay DCP 2013, one (1) 
tree should be provided for every 5 car spaces so that at least a 50% canopy coverage of the car park 
at maturity is provided. Car parks will be generously landscaped. 

Canopy cover has an important role to play in the reduction of urban heat island effect and human comfort. 
The Greater Sydney Commission has set a target to increase the current 23% canopy cover to 40%. 

The site, including the Sydney Water land currently has a canopy area of 9,096sqm (approximately 16% 
canopy cover). Immediately following the site’s development, 3,228sqm of this cover will be removed 
(approximately 6%). The additional planting of canopy trees will result at maturity in a future canopy cover of 
9,729sqm (approximately 17.2% canopy cover), without assuming any further growth of the existing trees 
retained, which will further increase this figure (refer to Figure 15). 

In addition, to compliment this, it is proposed that the bus stop shelter shall have a green roof and the car 
park shall have a green pergola and green wall elements. 

The proponent has conducted further design development, swept path testing and stormwater analysis to 
permit an increase in the level of landscape coverage. The revised landscaping solution includes an 
additional 14 trees located along site boundaries, within the western service area and adjacent to the Sydney 
Water channel and rain gardens located in the service courtyard on the north-western corner of the flight 
training centre. Selected additional planting species are native to the site and include Banksia integrefolia 
and Banksia serrata.   

In response to Council’s request for 1 tree per 5 parking spaces in accordance with the BBDCP 2013, the 
proponent investigated design solutions to achieve compliance. The design response has required the 
removal of one at-grade car park in the western service area (Figure 15) adjacent to the Sydney Water 
channel to enable the revised landscape proposal to include rain gardens & 1 tree to every 5 car spaces for 
50% canopy cover in the at-grade car park in accordance with the BBDCP 2013, refer to the Revised Public 
Domain and Landscaping Plans at Appendix D for further detail.  

The proposal therefore meets the BBDCP 2013 requirements of 1 tree per 5 parking spaces to achieve a 
minimum 50% landscape coverage at maturity. Refer to the Revised Public Domain and Landscaping Plans 
at Appendix D.  
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Figure 15 – Extract From Canopy Cover Plan 

 
Source: Scott Carver 

Public Domain Landscape Improvements: 

King Street nature strip shall be planted with street trees as required; pot size shall be minimum 200 
litres. Trees shall be planted in a tree pit with a slotted pipe watering system (Rootrain Urban, or 
equivalent). Bicycle racks and seating shall be included in proposal as necessary. All landscape 
works within public domain shall be as per Bayside Council specifications. 

The public domain and landscaping solution proposed along the King Street interface has been revised. 
Three of the existing street trees will be removed to allow the new eastern site entry, two Eucalyptus 
scoparia and one Agonis flexuosa. The public verge will be reinstated including turf and four additional 
Eucalyptus haematoma to compliment the existing Eucalypt trees in the verge. A no fines porous concrete 
footpath 1.2m wide shall provide pedestrian access along King Street. The porous concrete shall have 
minimal disturbance to the existing tree root zone and allow water to percolate down. Additional landscaping 
on the north-western corner adjacent to the sub-station is also proposed. Trees will be planted within a tree 
pit, with a minimum pot size of 200L in accordance with Council specifications. However, please not that in 
relation to Part L C14, to avoid tree removal, there is no kerb proposed to the planting bed along the King 
Street path. Construction of a kerb along this edge would impact the existing trees protection zone.  

The frontage to King Street offers the only major interface to the public domain. For security reasons the site 
will be fenced along this frontage with two vehicular gates to be open during the day (with boom gate 
access) and closed at night with a pedestrian access gate. Landscape planting will be incorporated along the 
fence line to soften it visually including small trees with clear trunks and lower level planting to ensure 
passive surveillance is maintained (refer to Figure 16). 

The proponent does not consider the provision of public domain elements (bike racks and seating) which will 
activate the dead-end lane and attract visitors and pedestrians to this space to be in this context. Whilst all 
measures have been undertaken to improve the amenity of this space, it is not intended to create a public 
space as the area does not fulfil the CPTED principles due to the nature of the space being located within an 
industrial precinct and a dead-end street.  

Signage will be incorporated to provide orientation to the facility entries. 
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Figure 16 – Updated Render of King Street Streetscape With Landscaping 

 
Source: Noxon Giffen 

Section 7.11 Contributions 

Council notes Qantas’ request to waive Section 7.11 contributions as noted in the letter at Appendix 
YY of the Environmental Assessment. There is no provision in the Act or the contributions plan for a 
refund of contributions when a development reduces the number of workers on the site. Council 
does not normally allow the transfer of existing occupancy as the previous site will continue to have 
existing use rights (even if they are not used immediately). Therefore, the full extent of this growth 
within the LGA should be considered. 

The 2018 air photo of the site shows that the existing use of the site is as an at-grade, open- air car 
park, with an industrial building of about 700 square meters. The Environmental Impact Statement 
that this building is used to store spare parts. 

The Contribution plan assumes that the occupancy for Transport/ Storage/ Warehousing is 81.4 sqm 
per person. 

700/ 81.4 = 8.600 existing workers 

The Environmental Impact Statement advises that the site will be occupied by 155 employees. 

This means a net increase in occupancy of 155 – 8.600 = 146.40 workers. 

At the 2019/ 2020 rate of $4,648.99 per worker the contribution would be $680,612.14. 

Note: The amount to be paid is to be adjusted at the time of payment, in accordance with the review 
process contained Contributions Plan. 

The proponent has revised their position on the payment of Section 7.11 contributions and concedes to 
paying the contributions in accordance with the City of Botany Bay S7.11 Development Contributions Plan 
2016 (Amendment 1) on the net increase in occupancy which as per Bayside Council’s submission equates 
to 146.40 workers. At the 2019/ 2020 rate of $4,648.99 per worker the contribution would be $680,612.14. 

The proponent invites a condition of consent requiring the payment of this monetary contribution under 
Section 7.11 of the EP&A Act and payable in accordance with Council’s Contributions Plan. 

Transport Planning 

Operations traffic and parking and traffic assessment: 
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This facility and its surrounds are in a significant employment hub, whereby high-quality pedestrian 
access to the site is required on-site. As such, upgrading of the current footpaths within the Qantas 
Corporate Park and to/ from the new Flight Training Centre to 2.0m wide on the main pedestrian 
access routes towards key destinations such as Mascot Station and Domestic Terminal (T2, T3) is 
required. Consideration should also be given to improving pedestrian access along King Street. 

The proposal supports a number of accessibility options for employees and visitors both to and from the site. 
Existing pedestrian footpaths within the site, such as those connecting the main Corporate Campus on 
Bourke Road with the rest of the campus, will be maintained. These paths will be upgraded to meet the 2m 
requirement where possible, noting site constraints which restricts the upgrades of all paths. In addition to 
this, new footpaths will be constructed surrounding the car parking building and flight training centre to 
further improve site permeability and connectivity.  

The main internal method for accessing key destinations within the precinct such as the Domestic and 
International Terminals, the Jetbase and the Corporate Precinct is the proponent’s bus service. The bus 
service is accommodated within the site through the provision of internal bus stops located within the flight 
training centre entry forecourt. The bus service is a free service operating on a 15 minute regular schedule, 
providing a 5 minute trip to these destinations. Comparably, walking to these destinations would take up to 
30 minutes and would require crossing or walking along Qantas Drive; a seven-lane busy and hazardous 
road that does not uphold pedestrian safety measures.  

The proponent has undertaken all relevant measures to improve pedestrian connectivity within the site 
where possible, however the broader campus is not part of this application and therefore not subject to 
assessment.  

The Flight Training Centre should be providing appropriate end-of-trip facilities (parking, lockers and 
showers) to accommodate workers and visitors accessing the site by bicycle without relying on 
adjacent buildings facilities. Refer to earlier comments about the requirement for a Workplace Travel 
Plan and Transport Access Guide (TAG). 

The proponent takes due consideration of the recommendation to provide appropriate end of trip (EOT) 
facilities to accommodate workers and visitors. EOT bicycle storage was proposed on the ground floor of the 
car park as part of the project as lodged, this provision has been maintained and clarified (refer to Figure 
18).  The development proposes to use the existing EOT change facilities located in Building D within the 
Qantas Campus which are immediately adjacent to the car park as shown in Figure 17. Refer to amended 
Architectural Plans at Appendix B for further detail.  

Figure 17 – Location of Existing EOT Changing Facilities in Building D Comparative to Car Park Location 

 
Source: Noxon Giffen 
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Figure 18 – Location of Bicycle Storage in Stage 1 and Stage 2 of Car Park 

 
Source: Noxon Giffen 

The statement at 2.35 of the Environmental Impact Assessment that cyclists can access Kent Road 
and Qantas Drive is not valid/ misleading as there are no bicycle facilities provided on these busy, 
hazardous roads. Consideration to improving the on-road bicycle markings in the Qantas Corporate 
precinct to accommodate bicycle users and their safe movement within it. 

The proponent takes due consideration of the recommendation to improve the legibility of bicycle routes 
within the campus. All bicycle routes within the project site will be upgraded with improved signage and 
connectivity, however the ongoing maintenance and quality of the bicycle paths outside of the project site is 
not included in the project scope.  

Other comments: 

Access to public transport is good – consideration should be given to enhance wayfinding to key 
destinations within the Qantas Corporate Park. 

Signage will be erected throughout the site where appropriate to ensure the area is navigable and is a 
pleasant visitor and employee environment. The proponent has undertaken all relevant measures to improve 
bicycle routes within the site where possible, however the broader campus is not part of the project scope. 

The proximity to the Port Botany freight rail line to this flight training centre (and the use of flight 
simulators) are in close proximity to the vibrations and zone of influence imparted from that rail line. 
Consideration is to be given to the proximity of the project to the Australian Rail Track Corporation’s 
project to duplicate the Port Botany freight rail line. 

The safe and amenable operation of the proposal with respect to noise, vibration, wind and flooding has 
been an integral consideration in the design of the proposal. The facility has been specifically designed to 
incorporate the required treatments to mitigate the effects of the expected noise and vibration from 
surrounding land uses.  
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The Noise and Vibration Emissions Assessment submitted within the EIS contained a robust consideration of 
the impact of external noise sources on the operation of the proposed development. In the assessment, 
consideration was given to both expected construction works (road, rail and adjoining properties), as well as 
the increased volume of aircraft, road and rail traffic as a result of these works. The Assessment concluded 
the proposal is able to withstand the intrusive impact of noise and vibration associated with these uses.  

Environmental Health 

During construction 

As the proposed working hours are from 6am, a more sensitive noise criteria applies. Council 
requests that a condition be included in the determination requiring an acoustic report prepared by a 
suitability qualified and experienced acoustic consultant to assess that any of the noise output 
would not affect surrounding properties. The acoustic report should define ‘non-noisy’ activities and 
include an assessment of these activities in the report. 

The proponent takes due consideration of the comments raised in regard to the acoustic impact of 
construction of the proposed SSDA on surrounding properties. It is noted the Noise and Vibration 
Assessment prepared by NDY and submitted within the EIS package identified the noise emissions of the 
development and assessed the impact of this noise generation on surrounding properties in accordance with 
the NSW Noise Policy for Industry (NSW NPfI).  

The proponent invites a condition of consent requiring the preparation of an Acoustic Report prior to CC to 
assess the impact of noise generation and ‘non-noisy’ activities on surrounding properties, particularly in 
regard to the sensitive acoustic period between 6:00am – 7:00am. Non-noisy works are defined as works 
that result in no more than +5dBA above background noise at the boundary.  

Council understands that many of the proposed operations works are to be conducted outside of 
normal business hours. It is therefore recommended that all neighbouring properties are made aware 
of such works in advance and that activities are carried out in isolation rather than all at once so as 
to manage the noise impacts. 

Ongoing consultation and communication with surrounding properties will be conducted throughout the 
construction period. As outlined in the submitted Preliminary Construction Management Plan, a 
communications program comprising the following activities will be conducted to ensure neighbouring 
residents remain informed: 

• Appointment of a single point of contact through construction and publication of these contact details;  

• Establishment of regular construction coordination and access meeting with adjoining contracts to 
manage vehicular flows; and 

• Establishment of a complaints handling procedure with a register detailing the issue, actions taken and 
closure of all issues and actions.  

During operation: 

Noise from the operation of the flight training centre is not to exceed the requirements contained in 
part 6.3.12 – Noise and hours of Operation of the Botany Bay DCP 2013. 

The proponent takes due consideration of the comments raised in regard to the acoustic impact of the 
operation of the facility and will implement ongoing acoustic mitigation measures to ensure the noise criteria 
requirements of the BBDCP 2013 is met where possible. Refer to further assessment of the scheme against 
these requirements within the Noise and Vibrations Emissions Assessment submitted within the SSDA and 
the Addendum Acoustic Advice at Appendix H.  

Traffic impacts 

A cumulative traffic impact assessment for ‘all developments’ in the area should be undertaken for 
the proposal in accordance with Botany Bay DCP 2013 Part 3A3.3. By ‘all developments’ it means 
those that still have DA approval pending, approved but yet to be constructed, those are under 
construction and fully built but not yet fully occupied. Council will supply information on the current 
and approved DAs to be taken into consideration. 
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An assessment of the cumulative traffic impact for all developments within the area has been undertaken by 
CBRK, based on information supplied by Council, with the exception of two proposals neither of which have 
been lodged as discussed above (refer to Appendix G).  

The analysis should be used to determine the amount of monetary contribution toward any road 
maintenance within King Street and intersection upgrade works at King and O’Riordan Streets and is 
to be included as a condition on the determination. 

The Operational Traffic and Parking Assessment prepared by CBRK and submitted within the original EIS 
application included analysis of the surrounding intersection operations using the SIDRA 8 network model. 
The results of the model demonstrated the intersections operate at a satisfactory level for a major urban 
intersection, both prior to and after the construction of the proposed development.  

The surrounding road network therefore accommodates the traffic generated by the proposed development 
without requiring any road maintenance or intersection upgrade works, with no consequential need for 
monetary contributions.   

Urban Design 

Reference is made to section 7.2 – Urban Design and Visual of the submitted Environmental 
Assessment, and the Botany Bay Development Control Plan 2013 (Botany Bay DCP 2013): 

7.2.1 Design and Built Form 

Botany Bay DCP 2013 

6.2.3 Mascot (West) Industrial Precinct C1: Development shall encourage a higher public transport 
(including walking and cycling) use and include strategies to encourage and promote car sharing 
and car polling strategies. In this respect a Workplace Travel Plan is to be lodged with the 
development application. The Workplace Travel Plan shall establish measurable targets to achieve 
the mode share targets stated in the Mascot Town Centre Precinct TMAP - maximum car mode share: 
65% by 2021 and 57% by 2031. 

Comment: Appendix D - Architecture and Design outlines the internal movement strategy however 
there is no identification of how improvements to King Street will be made to encourage employees 
etc. to use public transport or cycle to work. With the 4.5 metre landscape and built form setback 
there is little opportunity to provide widened footpaths that may connect to broader active transport 
network or public transport. The transport diagram lacks detailed information on where public 
transport is providing services to and from as well as any cycle ways within the vicinity. The 
proposal needs to consider how access and movement to and from the site can be enhanced, not 
just within the site. 

The proponent has taken all necessary measures where possible in the design and operation of the SSDA to 
encourage the use of sustainable transport methods. As outlined within this RtS and APR and the exhibited 
EIS, the project involves maintenance and improvements to the existing footpath network within the site 
including the widening of footpaths to 2m where possible to facilitate comfortable passing and circulation. In 
addition to this, new footpaths are proposed linking the new car park and flight training centre, enhancing 
connectivity to destinations within the site and broader campus.  

Within the amended APR, existing EOT are proposed within Building D of the Qantas Campus and new EOT 
proposed within the new multi-deck car park to encourage use of active travel methods to the site. The EOT 
in Building D include 18 showers (10 male and 8 female) and will be accessible for all staff within the site. 

As outlined within this report, it is not within the project scope nor is the responsibility of the proponent to 
upgrade the cycling and pedestrian networks within the surrounding precinct. The Qantas bus is the primary 
form of accessibility transporting employees from within the site to key destinations such as the T2 and T3 
terminals, which provides a safe, secure and convenient mode of transport within a busy and hazardous 
road network. In addition to this internal bus service, the site is accessible via public transport, including 
Mascot train station and a number of bus routes that provide local and regional connections.  

Specifically, improvements to King Street involve new plantings along the frontage to enhance visual 
amenity, pedestrian gates, signage, reinstatement of the public verge, and fencing which will largely remain 
open during the day with boom gate access. These urban design and landscaping elements achieve a 
balance between maintaining a secure boundary line and respecting the internally-focused functionality of 
the broader site, whilst also creating an amenable pedestrian entrance for employees and visitors.  
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In addition to the above provision of sustainable transport infrastructure, the proponent will encourage 
ongoing use of these facilities during the operation of the site through the preparation and implementation of 
a Travel Access Guide developed in accordance with the principles identified by TfNSW and RMS. The 
proponent invites a condition of consent in respect to this matter.  

6.3.5 Setbacks 

C1 Setbacks are to be in accordance with the following Table 1.  

Note: Greater setbacks will be required for bulky, hazardous and noise or odour generating activities. 

Boundary Landscaping Setback Building Setback Compliant 

Front - to a non-classified road 

(Refer to Note 2) 

3 metres 9 metres  Non-compliant has a 4.5m 

landscaping and building setback 

Side - adjoining a non- residential 

use/zone including lanes 

2 metres 2 metres (Refer to Note 6 for 

corner sites) 

Achieved 

Rear (Refer to Note 3) Nil to 3 metres Nil to 3 metres Achieved 

Comment: Understanding that the facility requires a certain level of floor space in which the site can 
operate it is noted that the development will set a precedent for any future adjoining redevelopment 
and will alter the streetscape. 

It appears that there is still some height to work with on the Eastern portion of the carpark building, 
by removing some of the at grade car parking greater landscaping within the site may be achieved. 

Note: Control C2 provides the following in relation to setbacks to the Alexandria Canal and its 
tributaries:  

C2: Notwithstanding C1 above, no buildings, structures, car parking, storage or vehicle manoeuvring 
areas are permitted within a minimum 10-metre-wide area adjoining Alexandra Canal and 6 metres 
along the tributaries of the Canal. The setback is to be landscaped and planted with appropriate 
species, as detailed in the Alexandra Canal Masterplan, such landscaping not to include plants with 
invasive root systems and that have the potential to damage the canal wall or its surrounding 
infrastructure. 

An appropriate condition should be considered for inclusion in the determination to address this 
requirement of the Botany Bay DCP 2013. 

The proposed setbacks of the built form to the front, side and rear site boundaries is guided by detailed 
consideration of site constraints, spatial requirements, visual impact and the controls guided in the BBDCP 
2013. The front setback of the flight training centre building is 4.5m, representing a numerical non-
compliance of 4.5m. The proposal complies with the side and rear landscaping and building setbacks, as per 
Figure 17.  

Whilst the proposed SSDA demonstrates a numerical non-compliance with regard to the front setback 
control to King Street, the proposed building siting of the flight training centre remains appropriate for the 
site. 

The relatively low scale flight training centre is well below the permissible building envelope, as the proposed 
height of 19m is well under the permissible maximum height limit of 44m (refer to Figure 18). Whilst the 
proposed built form encroaches into the setback zone, this is considered to be offset by the significantly 
reduced building height which reduces the street wall height; eliminating any overwhelming sense of 
enclosure from the public domain and permits increased daylight to create a comfortable street environment.  
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Figure 19 – Fully Compliant Building Envelope (Blue) Compared to Proposed Building Envelope (Red) 

 
Source: Noxon Giffen 

 

Figure 20 – Maximum Building Height Permissible Compared to Proposed When Viewed From King Street  

 
Source: Noxon Giffen 
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Landscaping is provided along the northern site boundary to screen the built form and to reduce any 
perceivable difference between a compliant and non-compliant setback when viewed from the pedestrian 
domain on King Street. As illustrated in Figure 19, soft landscaping and public domain improvements are 
incorporated along the frontage to soften the visual impact of the built form. Specifically, improvements 
include native buffer planting, retention of 3 existing street trees (agnois flexuosa) and planting of an 
additional 13 native street trees, reinstatement of the curb and provision of a 1.2m wide pedestrian path and 
a turf road verge. 

Figure 21 – King Street Frontage Landscaped Section 

 
Source: Scott Carver 

As illustrated in Figure 18, the reduced building envelope when compared to the permissible envelope will 
reduce the scale of the building when perceived from the public domain despite the encroachment into the 
setback zone.   

The operational requirements of the flight training centre and specifically the flight simulator wing 
necessitates the placement of all 14 simulators on the ground floor of the building, as they cannot be stacked 
above one another. As outlined in the Architectural Plans, the building footprint has been reduced where 
possible and there is no excess width within the building.  

Relocating the building footprint further north to comply with the setback control would eliminate the 
opportunity to provide an internal access road traversing the centre of the site (due to required circulation for 
swept paths), further impacting the car parking, loading zone and bus stop shelter on the western portion of 
the site (the spatial requirements are shown in Figure 21). The proposed 4.5m setback is the greatest 
setback that can be provided when considering the sensitive operational requirements of the flight simulators 
and the functionality of the internal road network.  There is no further rationalisation of the building footprint 
that can be achieved.  
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The setback does not interrupt or disrupt a consistent prevailing setback along the street frontage, nor does 
it have any impact on established significant view corridors.  

The proposal is compliant with the setbacks along the rear and side boundaries as per Figure 17.  

The architectural treatment of the buildings along the King Street setback further reduces the perceived 
scale of the flight training centre through building massing and façade articulation (refer to Figure 22 for the 
updated renders of the project). Specifically, the flight training centre is divided into two distinctive elements, 
being the EPH on the west and the FTH on the east. The volume of the FTH is further articulated by vertical 
slot windows punctuating the linear element topped by a lighter glazed ribbon of office space. This 
architectural solution will achieve an appropriate balance between animation and activation of the street, and 
a reduction in the perceived scale of the building form.  

In consideration of the above, the proposed setback of 4.5m to King Street is considered an acceptable 
response to the site and surrounding context and is not considered to establish a precedent that will impact 
the future development of King Street. The proposed building massing, architectural massing and 
landscaping will assist in making a positive and improved streetscape along this key frontage. 

Figure 22 – Setback to King Street 

 
Source: Noxon Giffen 
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Figure 23 – Required Clearance For Internal Swept Paths 

 
Picture 5 – Internal 12.5m Bus Swept Paths 

 
Picture 6 – 20.2m Simulators Carrier Swept Paths 

 
Picture 7 – 26.0m B-Double Vehicle Swept Paths 
Source: Noxon Giffen and CBRK 
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Figure 24 – Updated Renders For Project 

 
Picture 8 – Render of Southern Façade of the Flight Training Centre as Viewed From King Street With Landscaping 

Shown  

 
Picture 9 – Render of Southern Façade of the Flight Training Centre as Viewed From King Street With Reduced 

Landscaping Shown 
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Picture 10 – Render of Western Façade of the Flight Training Centre as Viewed From Gateway 

 

Picture 11 – Render of Northern Façade of the Flight Training Centre as Viewed From North-West Corner of the Site 
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Picture 12 – Render of Proposed Car Park as Viewed From Bridge Over Sydney Water Channel 

Source: Noxon Giffen 

Materials and Facades 

It is understood that the project will be referred to the State Design Review Panel for review. 

The approach to facade design is commended. The development meets the objectives of the DCP to 
achieve a high quality of design and finish. The ‘QGET EP Hall’ and ‘QGFT Flight Simulator’ buildings 
are of high quality, however it is encouraged that further development of the design of the carpark to 
enhance the consolidation of the precinct aesthetic be explored. It is recommended that some of the 
finishes from the QGET EP Hall or the QGFT Flight Simulator building are transferred to the carpark 
building to tie in with the aesthetic of the rest of the precinct, or that further consideration to how the 
green wall could be better incorporated onto the facade of the building may also tie in better with the 
landscape approach. 

The proposal does not require referral to the State Design Review Panel. The project has undergone 
rigorous design testing to ensure the final solution presents a highly considered response to the surrounding 
environment and exhibits design excellence in accordance with the relevant SEARs requirement.  

The proponent takes due consideration of the comments raised in regard to the façade design of the car 
park, however notes that surf mist disks were proposed as part of the façade treatment of the car park at 
lodgement. As discussed earlier in this RtS and APR, the proponent is proposing to further embellish the car 
park façade through the introduction of 21 cantilevered planters to form a green wall to tie the car park in 
with the rest of the project, improve the outlook of surrounding receivers and to increase the quantum of 
landscaping across the site (refer to Figure 23 for options analysis).  

These surf mist disks, when viewed in combination with the proposed living wall on the façade of the car 
parking building, will create a visually engaging façade that responds to and incorporates the precinct 
aesthetic and the project’s function as operational facilities within an industrial precinct.  
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The materials and finishes of both the flight training centre and car park are generally self-finished and 
durable. Materials are integrated into the architectural language in response to both the industrial site context 
and building types being operational and infrastructure facilities, and also respects existing view corridors 
through an engaging architectural treatment and massing of the built form of both buildings.  

The proposal is intended to be a material expression of Qantas’ identity as the national carrier; with ‘earth’ 
inspired elements to reflect the red earth of the Australian soil; and ‘air’ inspired elements referencing 
aviation and the sky. The proposal therefore exhibits a high degree of design excellence and subsequent 
referral of the project to the State Design Review Panel is not considered necessary.  

Figure 25 – Options Analysis For Car park Façade Planters 

 
Source: Noxon Giffen 

Options Analysis 

Options analysis as stated above needs to be of a broader scope than just the design of the car park 
building. Without understanding the options tested there is no justification as to why the 
development is non-compliant in regard to the setback requirements. By testing options that alter the 
arrangement of car parking or access, it may be possible that a greater setback can be achieved and 
further public benefit be provided through widened footpaths that may allow for connection to the 
broader active transport network.  

There seems to be little consideration given to the broader public domain approach along King 
Street, enhancing movement to and from the site should also be of consideration. 

A detailed design process was undertaken prior to the lodgement of the SSDA which involved investigation 
of a number of different design strategies. This design process was documented in the Architectural Design 
Report as lodged with the EIS. As outlined in Figure 24, four primary options were considered with regard to 
the siting and arrangement of the built form on the site. Assessment of these options were undertaken 
against the following key design drivers: 

• Operational requirements of the flight simulators;  

• Vehicular access to the site and within the site; 

• Siting of sensitive uses away from intrusive sources of road and rail noise and vibrations;   

• Locating of building bulk away from pedestrian frontages and reduced visual impact from surrounding 
viewpoints; and  

• Connectivity to surrounding Qantas buildings.  
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Figure 26 – Design Testing Analysis 

 
Source: Noxon Giffen 

The building form and design addresses the urban design constraints of the site and the functional 
requirements of the facilities. The critical operational and regulatory requirements regarding safety training 
and emergency procedures have driven the building design ‘from within’, whilst a clear understanding of the 
industrial context and site parameters has influenced an appropriate contextual design response. 

Once the siting of the building footprints was determined, further design analysis and testing was undertaken 
to explore the achievement of a compliant 9m setback to King Street. As outlined previously within this RtS 
and APR, the reduced setback to King Street is appropriate when considering the site constraints, 
opportunities and the operational brief. Design analysis was undertaken to assess the impact of a compliant 
design, which as previously discussed had unacceptable implications including constraining of the internal 
access road, elimination of the internal bus stops and reduction of the internal northern footpath.  

In view of the extensive design analysis that was undertaken prior to the lodgement of the SSDA, the 
proposed siting and design of the proposal is appropriate for the site and operational requirements of the 
project brief.  

Public Domain 

Botany Bay DCP 2013 

6.3.9 Landscape 

C10 If an existing site is to be re-furbished, or with change of use applications, and if the landscaping 
forms less than 10% of the site area, then 10% will be sought if there is unused land available or 
excess parking. If there is less than a 3m wide landscaped frontage width this will also be sought.  

Comment: Please refer to comments in 7.2.1 Design and Built Form regarding setbacks and options 
testing regarding comments on enhancing the sustainable approach to landscaping and the public 
domain. 

It is also recommended as per comments in 7.2.1 Design and Built Form regarding active transport networks 
that further options be tested to improve amenity along King Street for employees moving to and from the 
site as this has only been considered within the site at this point. 

As demonstrated throughout this RtS and APR and the submitted EIS, due consideration of the public 
domain interface along the King Street frontage has been considered throughout the scoping, design 
development and design analysis stages of the development. The project achieves a balance between 
responding to both the site geometries and operational requirements, whilst also improving the quality and 
amenity of the surrounding public domain.  

As illustrated in Figure 19, the proposed SSDA already incorporates soft landscaping and public domain 
improvements along the frontage to improve the amenity of this interface. Whilst these actions will improve 
the amenity of this space, the proponent does not seek to create a public space due to the nature of the 
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space being located within an industrial precinct with limited passive surveillance, and at the end of a dead-
end street adjacent to a significant source of noise and vibration emissions.  

Solar Access and Overshadowing 

It is noted that the overshadowing diagrams provided on pages 32 and 33 of Appendix D – 
Architectural Design Report are cropped and do not show the full extent of the overshadowing 
impacts. 

The revised Architectural Package (Appendix B) includes the full extent of the overshadowing diagrams for 
the proposal. As outlined in the diagrams, the proposal will generate additional shadowing impacts to the 
west over the Botany Rail Line and the flight training centre at midwinter (Stage 1), and additional 
overshadowing to the north of the flight training centre and some commercial properties to the east at 
midwinter (Stage 2). It is further reinforced additional overshadowing arising from the scale and built form of 
the development permissible under the planning controls is an inevitable consequence of the project. 

3.3. TRANSPORT FOR NSW 
Transport for NSW (TfNSW) submitted a response to the SSDA that identified the following matters: 

Gateway Project 

Comment 

It is advised that: 

The subject property is in an area under investigation for the Sydney Gateway road project. Sydney 
Gateway is currently in the planning stage and a decision on the final route is still to be made; 

Noted. 

Further changes to the design may take place. A proposed route will be outlined as part of the 
Commonwealth and New South Wales planning process which will include preparation of an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). This will be displayed for community feedback; 

Noted.  

Property owners who are directly impacted by Sydney Gateway and its current design have been 
contacted. Further information on the road project can be found on the Sydney Gateway webpage. 

Noted. 

The Sydney Gateway project would involve the road construction along Qantas Drive in the vicinity 
of the proposed flight training centre. Depending on the timing of the development, the proposed 
flight training centre may be exposed to elevated noise levels as a result of the following: 

• Construction equipment and methods are likely to generate high impact noise in the vicinity of the 
subject site; 

• Increased traffic volumes along Qantas Drive due to the Sydney Gateway project and the subject 
development; and 

• There will also be increased noise from ground-based aviation activities due to the removal of buildings. 

Recommendation: 

It is requested that the applicant considers the above issues in relation to the layout and design of 
the proposed development. 

The potential impact of external noise intrusion on the operation of the flight training centre has been 
considered. Specifically, the project has had due consideration to the impact of intrusive rail and road noises, 
as well as intrusive noise generated from potential construction of surrounding sites.  

The Addendum Acoustic Advice (Appendix H) and the Assessment of Noise and Vibration Emissions 
Report prepared by NDY submitted within the SSDA package conclude that the proposal is capable of 
withstanding the above noise intrusion without compromising the operation of the facility.  

Traffic Assessment 
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Comment 

It is noted that the Traffic Report prepared to support the development application should be updated 
to include further information to determine the impact of the proposed development on the 
surrounding classified road network as outlined below: 

The trip distribution in the Traffic Report indicates an existing volume of 50 vehicles turning right 
from King Street (morning peak) onto O’Riordan Street, however no right turn movement is currently 
permitted; 

Detailed SIDRA outputs are not included in the Traffic Report. This is required to verify the 95th 
percentile queue lengths for the right turn movement from Qantas Drive to Qantas Jetbase access 
and from O’Riordan Street to King Street. Any queuing should not exceed the length of the right turn 
bays with the proposed development as this would block one of the through lanes and would restrict 
through traffic movements; and 

Access to the car parks would be controlled by boom gates. A detailed queuing analysis needs to be 
undertaken to justify the proposed number of boom gates. Note that any queuing should be 
restricted to the site and no queuing would be acceptable onto the classified road network in 
particular on Qantas Drive or O’Riordan Street. 

Recommendation 

It is requested that the applicant provides updated traffic report with the following information as 
part of the applicant’s Response to Submissions: 

• Electronic SIDRA files for the existing and future scenarios; 

• Detailed SIDRA outputs for the Qantas Drive/Qantas Jetbase access and O’Riordan 
Street/King Street intersections; and 

• Detailed queueing assessment to justify that the number of proposed boom gates are 
adequate to minimise queuing from the site to the classified road network and not impact the 
safety and efficiency of the classified road network in particular Qantas Drive and O’Riordan 
Street. 

As stated in the addendum Traffic and Transport report (Appendix G) and the Traffic and Parking 
Assessment Report prepared by CBRK and submitted with the EIS package adopts the upgrades proposed 
for the surrounding road network as a base level for traffic assessment. From this, the SIDRA analysis 
incorporates the level of traffic impact associated with the proposed development. The analysis concluded 
that no significant change in the level of service for the King Street west and O’ Riordan Street intersection 
would result due to the project. A minor increase in traffic flows on the surrounding road network will result, 
however this is expected as part of a SSDA and will not have a significant impact on the operation or safety 
of the network.  

The revised Traffic and Transport Report prepared by CBRK and provided at Appendix G has been 
amended to include the additional detail as required above.  

Based on the SIDRA analysis of the right turn bays from Qantas Drive into Lancastrian Road and from 
O’Riordan Street into King Street (west) the roads can accommodate the volume of right turning traffic and at 
the King Street entry queuing will not extend back out of the site. Further detail is included in the revised 
Traffic and Transport Report provided at Appendix G. The SIDRA files for the existing and future scenarios, 
and outputs for the identified intersections were sent to RMS on 26 July 2019. 

Active Transport 

Comment 

The proposed development is located close to Mascot Interchange, however limited information or 
details are provided in relation to active transport in the Traffic Report. 

The proponent invites a condition of consent regarding the preparation of a Travel Demand Management 
Strategy and Workplace Travel Plan. These conditions will be fulfilled following the determination of the 
SSDA and prior to the issue of CC.  

Recommendation 

It is requested that the proponent undertake the following information as part of the applicant’s 
Response to Submissions: 
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Pedestrian safety and amenity measures for the additional pedestrian movements generated by the 
development in the vicinity of the site; 

The following pedestrian safety and amenity measures have been incorporated into the project: 

• Wayfinding will be provided within project boundaries; 

• New or upgraded pedestrian pathways have been provided where possible; 

• The footpath along King Street is proposed to be extended to link the site to the pedestrian network; and 

• The landscaping along the King Street streetscape will be improved. 

The project is not expected to increase the intensity of pedestrian movements in the vicinity of the site as it 
seeks to relocate an existing facility and will only generate six additional FTE jobs at full capacity. No works 
are proposed within the campus beyond the project boundary, however works may occur separately to this 
project. 

Provide bicycle parking and end of trip facilities either within the development or close to it, to 
support and encourage active transport to the site; and 

Locate bicycle facilities in secure, convenient, accessible areas close to the main entries 
incorporating adequate lighting and passive surveillance and in accordance with Austroads 
guidelines. 

The project seeks to provide secure storage for 69 bikes within the car park at Stage 1 and secure storage 
for 120 bikes at the completion of Stage 2 of the car park to encourage active transport to the site. Direct 
pedestrian and bicycle links will be provided within the site to provide direct secure, safe and accessible 
facilities for users.  

Travel Demand Management Strategy and Workplace Travel Plan 

Comment 

It is advised that the development should include strategies to reduce the proportion of single-
occupant car travel and increase the mode share of public transport and active transport for workers 
and visitors of the development. 

Recommendation 

It is requested that the applicant be conditioned to prepare a Travel Demand Management Strategy 
and Workplace Travel Plan in consultation with the Sydney Coordination Office within TfNSW. 

The proponent invites a condition of consent regarding the preparation of a Travel Demand Management 
Strategy and Workplace Travel Plan. These conditions will be fulfilled following the determination of the 
SSDA and prior to the issue of CC.  

Construction Pedestrian and Traffic Management 

Comment 

The proposed development has the potential to impact on traffic and transport operation in the 
vicinity of the subject site and pedestrian safety within and adjacent to the site during construction. 

It is advised that: 

Roads used by construction vehicles entering and leaving the site will coincide with major bus 
routes such as routes 400/420. Gardeners Road services are also potentially affected (routes 343, 
357, 418). These trucks should not queue on major roads near the site; and 

An eastbound Transit Stop (TSN202070) is located on the northern kerb of Qantas Drive near the 
subject site (Routes 400, 420, 420N, and N20). This stop is to be retained for employees of Qantas to 
access the stop and also its westbound pairing on the other side of Qantas Drive. The eastbound 
stop is accessed by way of traffic lights. 

Recommendation 
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It is requested that the applicant be conditioned to prepare a Construction Pedestrian and Traffic 
Management Plan (CPTMP) in consultation with the Sydney Coordination Office within Transport for 
NSW (TfNSW). 

The proponent invites a condition of consent regarding the preparation of a Construction Pedestrian and 
Traffic Management Plan. These conditions will be fulfilled following the determination of the SSDA and prior 
to the issue of CC. 

3.4. AUSGRID 
A response was received from Ausgrid that stated “Ausgrid has reviewed the EIS (in particular Appendix AA) 
and note that the development is intended to be supplied from the Qantas internal electrical network. We 
have no further submission.” Ausgrid did provide any proposed conditions of consent. 

The relevant Agency is therefore supportive of the proposed development in its submitted form, and no 
further modification is required.  

3.5. TRANSGRID 
A response was received from TransGrid that stated, “We have reviewed this proposal and can confirm 
TransGrid has no objections to the proposed development, as it does not affect TransGrid’s infrastructure.” 
TransGrid did not provide any proposed conditions of consent.  

The relevant Agency is therefore supportive of the proposed development in its submitted form, and no 
further modification is required.  

3.6. SYDNEY WATER 
Correspondence received from Sydney Water identified a number of matters to be addressed in order to 
assist in planning the servicing needs of the proposal. These matters are outlined below, with a response 
provided.  

Sydney Water Servicing 

Preliminary investigations show that there is sufficient capacity for water and wastewater for your 
development proposal. 

For drinking water, the existing private 250mm watermain located in Kent Street is available to 
service the development. 

For wastewater, the existing 2001225mm main in Kent Street is available to service the development. 

Stormwater 

The development is adjacent to Sydney Water stormwater assets. Sydney Water's guidelines for 
building over or adjacent to stormwater assets outline the process and design requirements for such 
activities. Please see Attachment 1 for stormwater requirements. 

Attachment 1 

Building over or adjacent to stormwater assets 

Sydney Water's guidelines for building over or adjacent to stormwater assets outline the process 
and design requirements for such activities. As per the guidelines, the applicant is advised of the 
following: 

No building or permanent structure is to be proposed over the stormwater channel /pipe or within 1 
m from the outside wall of the stormwater asset or within Sydney Water easement whichever is 
larger. Permanent structures include (but are not limited to) basement car park, hanging balcony, 
roof eves, hanging stairs, stormwater pits, stormwater pipes, elevated driveway, basement access or 
similar structures. This clearance requirement would apply for unlimited depth and height. 

The applicant is required to submit the elevation drawings with the stormwater channel/pipe, to 
ensure that the proposed buildings and permanent structures are 1 m away from the outside face of 
the stormwater channel and away from the Sydney Water easement. 
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No permanent structures are proposed over the Sydney Water channel within this application. The extent of 
the proposed works impacting the channel are restricted to the modification of existing stormwater pipe 
connections to facilitate connection to the site stormwater strategy. The majority of changes to the site 
stormwater network are located greater than 1m away from the outside wall of the Sydney Water asset.  

In addition to the above, the proponent lodged a building plan application with Sydney Water via the ‘tap-in 
portal’, to confirm the proposed development does not impact any Sydney Water infrastructure. This 
approval (RH-010-A) and associated confirmation that there is no impact on any Sydney Water assets is 
appended to the NDY Consultant Advice, provided at Appendix I.  

Locating the Exact Position of the Stormwater Channel  

Exact position of the stormwater channel is to be identified using the pot holes or any other 
acceptable survey method. Location of the easement position should not be used as location of the 
stormwater channel.  

The exact position of the stormwater channel has been recorded by the registered surveyors Land Partners 
and illustrated within the Site Survey, submitted within the EIS application.  

Fence Along the Sydney Water's Stormwater Channel  

The proponent is required to provide the fencing arrangement along the Sydney Water's stormwater 
assets. Any fence other than 1.2m high pool fencing, 1.8m high colour bond fencing or equivalent 
should be located at least 1 m away from the outside face of the stormwater channel/ asset and 
supported on piers and piers are to be extended at least 1 m below the invert level of the stormwater 
channel or 1 m below the zone of influence of the stormwater channel.  

Fencing along/ across the stormwater channel/ pipe/ asset is to be such a way that the flood water 
and stormwater overland flow are to be able to flow across the fence on both directions. No 
permission would be given for brick fence, masonry fence or similar along the Sydney Water's 
stormwater channel/ pipe/ asset, which will prevent the flood water and stormwater overland flow 
being able to flow across the fence.  

No change to the existing fencing arrangement along the Sydney Water’s stormwater assets is proposed. It 
is noted the asset and immediate area adjacent is not included in the scope of the application.  

Dilapidation Survey Report  

The proponent is required to undertake a dilapidation survey report I CCTV report of the Sydney 
Water's stormwater channel/ pipe prior to commencement of any work on the site. This report should 
extent at least 10m upstream and downstream from the property boundary. A copy of this 
dilapidation report is to be provided to Sydney Water.  

This dilapidation survey report/ CCTV Report is to be carried out again upon completion of the all 
construction work and need to provide an assessment report, confirming that no damage has 
occurred to Sydney Water's stormwater assets during construction.  

The preparation of a dilapidation survey report will be included as a condition of the Contractor prior to 
commencement of construction works. As outlined in the Amended Preliminary Construction Management 
Plan (Appendix L) dilapidation survey reports will be prepared prior to and at the conclusion of construction 
works. 

Bond Money  

Bond money may be required for the proposed work adjacent to Sydney Water's stormwater assets. 
The amount of bond money is determined upon review of the pre-construction CCTV inspection/ 
dilapidation survey report and likely risk to the Sydney Water's stormwater assets based on the 
proposed development and its proximity to Sydney Water's stormwater assets.  

The proponent takes due consideration of the comments raised in regard to the requirement of bond money 
for the proposed work adjacent to Sydney Water’s stormwater assets. The proponent is open to discussing 
the bond requirements during the preparation of draft conditions.  

Constructing an access bridge over stormwater assets  
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Sydney Water's building bridge over Sydney Water's open stormwater channel outline the process 
and design requirements for such activities. Please refer to the relevant guidelines for further detail 
on requirements and the process for approval.  

The development does not propose any changes to the existing bridges over the Sydney Water channel.  

Positive Covenant for bridge  

You are required to create a Positive Covenant for Building bridges over Sydney Water's open 
Stormwater channels. The Positive Covenant must follow the rules laid out in Sydney Water's Policy 
and Guidelines on the "Documentation Standards for Building bridges over Sydney Water's open 
Stormwater channels guide".  

The development does not propose any new bridges over the Sydney Water channel. As such, the creation 
of a positive covenant is not necessary. However, the licenses for the two existing bridges are currently 
being renewed. 

Stormwater connections to Sydney Water's Stormwater Channel  

If you have intention to make direct stormwater connection to Sydney Water's stormwater system, 
then the connection is to be carried out according to the Asset Adjustment and Protection Manual. 
Further details regarding this process can be obtained from your Water Servicing Coordinator. The 
applicant is advised of the following: 

For pipes with a diameter 300mm or more the connection angle is to be no greater than 30 degrees in 
the direction of the channel flow. 

Proposed connections that are 300mm or more in diameter require a qualified structural engineer to 
design the connection. A structural engineer's certificate is to be attached with the design drawings. 

Proposed connections that are less than 300mm in diameter can use Sydney Water's standard 
drawings to design the connection drawings. 

All drawings are to be submitted in AutoCad to the Water Servicing Coordinator. Water Servicing Coordinator 
is required to transfer these drawings on to the Sydney Water's template prior to submit as design drawing. 

The proposed development does not create any additional connections to Sydney Water’s stormwater 
system, rather utilise the existing connections onsite. Refer to the Civil Drawings prepared by Enstruct, 
specifically ENS-CV-0201 and ENS-CV-0202 for further detail.  

Flood Impact Assessment (FIA)  

The applicant is required to submit a Flood Impact Assessment report based on a current flood 
model for the proposed development and identify flood hazards. The FIA must: 

• Demonstrate that there are no potential adverse flood impacts offsite due to the 
development; and 

• Evaluate the impacts of flooding on the proposed development 
A revised FIA is submitted within the Amended Flooding Documentation at Appendix O. The revised FIA 
undertakes updates to the flood model to incorporate up to date survey information and the proposed works 
on the site, and sufficiently demonstrates that there is no negative impact on the surrounding environment 
with respect to flooding.   

For State significant developments the applicant is also required to submit a Flood Hazard 
Management Plan as per Floodplain Development Manual. The flood models need to assess 5, 20, 
100 and 100 year plus climate change year storm events.  

Sydney Water requires the models to be 1 D/2D models. Models should be simple and easy to read 
illustrating in maps: 

• Flood levels 

• Velocities 

• Hazards 
Sydney Water needs to ensure that developments do not adversely impact on people, properties and 
infrastructure.  
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The revised FIA submitted within the Amended Flooding Documentation at Appendix O provides the results 
of model testings in 5, 20 and 100-year flood events, detailing the flood levels, velocities and hazards. The 
model indicates that during a 1% AEP storm, there is some impact on flood levels restricted to 35mm in one 
location on the Qantas site, however there is no impact on flood levels outside of the site.  

To review the impact of climate change with respect to flooding on the site, the WMA model scenarios of 
10%, 20% and 30% increase in rainfall intensities, and 2050 and 2100 sea levels were run for the proposed 
conditions model. The maximum increase in flood levels in the Sydney Water channel is approximately 
30mm. The proposed development has adequate freeboard for these scenarios. 

The updated flood model prepared by Enstruct demonstrates there is no adverse impact to flooding in the 
immediate surrounding context as a result of the proposed development. In Appendix O, enstruct notes 
“that the Floodplain Development Manual does not make reference to a Flood Hazard Management Plan. 
Provisional Flood Hazard Categories have been mapped… in accordance with the Floodplain Development 
Manual.  

Overland flow on the site is categorised as low hazard. The Sydney Water Channel is categorised as high 
hazard. This site is not flood affected in a 1% AEP event beyond local overland flow paths, including when 
considering future climate scenarios.  

In extreme flood events such as the PMP, we recommend site occupants shelter in place until flood waters 
recede, noting that the critical duration storm is between 1-2 hours. The Probable Maximum Precipitation 
(PMP) is defined as ‘the theoretical greatest depth of precipitation that is physically possible over a particular 
catchment’. This has an annual exceedance probability of rarer than 1 in 2000 (0.05% AEP). In other words, 
there is a less than 0.05% chance of such an event in any given year.”  

There is therefore no need for the preparation of a Flood Hazard Management Plan for the site.  

On-site Stormwater Detention (OSD)  

Sydney Water's guidelines for on-site stormwater detention (OSD) outline the circumstances when a 
development is required or exempted from providing an OSD system and its design specifications. 
As per the guidelines, the applicant is advised of the following:  

The proposed activity / development will require an OSD system to offset stormwater run-off. To 
determine the required On-Site Detention and Permissible Site Discharge (PSD), the following site 
specific information is required to be submitted: 

• Address in which the development will occur 

• Total site area (m2) 

• Existing pre-development impervious area (m2) 

• Proposed post-development impervious area (m2) 
If a percentage of the site area does not drain into the OSD system, the rate of discharge from the 
OSD storage must be restricted so that the total flow from the site (from the OSD storage and free 
runoff) does not exceed the specified PSD.  

On Site Detention is to be designed according to the Sydney Water's values and the details of the 
On-Site Detention are to be submitted to Sydney Water for review and approval.  

The following details are to be included in your submission for On Site Detention approval: 

• Location of the On-Site Detention in relation to the development 

• Location of the On-Site Detention in relation to overall stormwater network of the property 

• Plan and Elevation of the On-Site Detention tank with all dimensions 

• Orifice plate calculation 
As outlined in Section 3.2, the provision of OSD is not required as the development does not impact 
Council’s stormwater infrastructure assets. Correspondence from Sydney Water has confirmed this, and that 
the above commentary is standard advice that does not apply to the circumstances of the proposed 
development. The above commentary is therefore not relevant to the assessment of the Preferred Project.  

Positive Covenant for On-site Stormwater detention  

You are required to create a Positive Covenant over the On-site Stormwater Detention. The Positive 
Covenant must follow the rules laid out in Sydney Water's Policy and Guidelines on the 
"Documentation Standards for On-site stormwater detention guide".  
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You should contact Sydney Water's Group Property to get the specific details via email 
acquisitions@sydneywater.com.au or Ph: 02 8849 6223 or 02 8849 4532  

As above. The creation of a positive covenant is not considered necessary.  

Discharged Stormwater Quality Targets  

Stormwater run-off from the site should be of appropriate quality before discharged into a Sydney 
Water asset or system. Developments must demonstrate stormwater quality improvement measures 
that meet the specified stormwater pollutant reductions.  

Stormwater quality treatment measures are included in the design to improve overflow quality and met the 
Sydney Water pollution reduction targets. These treatment measures include the use of three Jellyfish filters 
and litter baskets to remove particles and pollutants. The implementation of these treatment devices ensures 
the proposal meets the stormwater targets and runoff is of an appropriate quality. 

Easements  

The applicant's proposed activity/ development may impact an existing Sydney Water easement. 
Sydney Water's guidelines for easements outline the restrictions and obligations set on works within 
stormwater easement boundaries. 

The proposal does not impact on the existing Sydney Water easement, and as such consideration of Sydney 
Water’s guidelines is not necessary.  

3.7. WATER NSW 
Correspondence from Water NSW stated as follows, “Due to the nature and location of this development, 
WaterNSW has assessed the application as having no potential for impact on our assets, infrastructure of 
lands. Therefore, WaterNSW does not have any particular requirements or comments.” Water NSW did not 
provide any proposed conditions of consent.  

The relevant Agency is therefore supportive of the proposed development in its submitted form, and no 
further modification is required.  

3.8. NSW ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY  
The NSW Environmental Protection Agency (NSW EPA) was asked to provide comment on the SSDA, and 
responded that “On the basis of information provided, the proposal does not constitute a Scheduled Activity 
under Schedule 1 of the Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997 (“the POEO Act”). The EPA 
does not consider that the proposal will require an Environment Protection Licence (“EPL”) under the POEO 
Act. The EPA understands that the proposal is not being undertaken by or on behalf of a NSW public 
authority. The EPA is therefore not the appropriate regulatory authority for the proposal. Accordingly, the 
EPA has no further comment regarding the proposal and has no further interest in this matter.” The NSW 
EPA did provide any proposed conditions of consent. 

The relevant Agency is therefore supportive of the proposed development in its submitted form, and no 
further modification is required.  

3.9. NSW FIRE AND RESCUE 
Fire and Rescue NSW (FRNSW) reviewed the EIS and appended documents and have provided a revised 
Fire Safety Strategy located at Appendix M and provided the following commentary and recommendations 
for consideration.   

That Clauses E1.3 and E2.2 of Volume One of the National Construction Code (NCC) be complied 
with to the satisfaction of FRNSW. In particular, that the following aspects of the development be 
assessed and appropriately addressed: 

i. The location of the fire hydrant booster assemblies for both the Flight Training Centre and 
the Carpark are easily accessible by FRNSW appliances.  

ii. The use of manual call points for the activation of an emergency warning system is not an 
automatic response. The EWIS is to be activated automatically to ensure the safety of the 
occupants.  
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iii. Road widths, turning circles, bends and roundabouts, are provided compliant with FRNSW 
policy No. 4 – Guidelines for Emergency Vehicle Access (link provided).   

The proponent has conducted ongoing consultation with FRNSW during the EIS preparation and 
assessment process. Comments raised by FRNSW and the requirements of the National Construction Code 
(NCC) have been incorporated into the design of the proposal as follows: 

• The fire hydrant booster assembly of the flight training centre will be located along and parallel to King 
Street, a location easily accessible by appliances and preferred by FRNSW during the design options 
analysis process.  

• The fire hydrant booster assembly of the car park will be located at the south-west corner in the south 
elevation adjacent to the car park entry, also easily accessible by appliances. 

• The primary activation mechanism of the emergency warning system is an automatic fire detection 
system, including heat detectors within the open deck car park. Where manual call points are proposed, 
they will be supplementing rather than replacing the automatic activation.  

• Access required under FRNSW Policy No.4 is achieved as demonstrated by swept paths prepared, as 
shown in Figure 28. Emergency vehicular access to the car parking building will be available via internal 
driveways on the Qantas Campus accessed from Bourke Road on the east and Kent Road on the west. 
If required, the nearby loading dock of the Qantas Catering building may also provide a hardstand for 
emergency vehicles.  

• No emergency vehicle access is provided along the existing bridges over the Sydney Water channel.  

• As per FRNSW request, an overall site plan including the flight training centre and car park has been 
provided as part of the updated package (refer to Figure 25), illustrating access to each building, the 
location of fire hydrant booster assemblies and fire indicator panels.  

Figure 27 – Proposed Overall Site Plan for Emergency Vehicular and Fire Appliances Access 

 
Source: XEL Consulting and Noxon Giffen 
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Figure 28 – Swept Paths Demonstrating Emergency Vehicles Access 

 
Picture 13 – 12.5m Large Rigid Vehicle Swept Paths Flight Training Centre 

 
Picture 14 – 12.5m Large Rigid Vehicle Swept Paths Car Park 

 



 

3-60 AGENCY SUBMISSIONS - ENVIRONMENTAL, ENERGY AND SCIENCE 

GROUP  
 URBIS 

P3394 QANTAS RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS 10154 

 

 
Picture 15 – 12.5m Large Rigid Vehicle Swept Paths Between Car Park and Flight Training Centre 

Source: CBRK 

3.10. ENVIRONMENTAL, ENERGY AND SCIENCE GROUP 
Environment, Energy and Science group (EES) provided commentary and recommendations in relation to 
the proposed development. The correspondence received identified EES did not provide commentary on 
Aboriginal cultural heritage matters, however recommended the consent authority to thoroughly consider 
these matters.  

Biodiversity  

Microbats  

EES notes the proposal includes the demolition of the existing warehouse storage building and 
disused gatehouse. The EIS (section 7.4, page 97) and BOAR (section 9.3.2, page 38) note that no 
human made structures have been identified within the site that would provide a suitable habitat for 
any threatened species, but no further details are provided to support this. The BOAR has not 
considered the presence and possible value of habitats afforded by the existing artificial/built 
structures, for example the existing warehouse storage building and disused gatehouse. Several 
microchiropteran bat species, some threatened, are capable of roosting in a variety of natural and 
constructed sites, so it is possible that they might utilise the built features on this site.  

More information is required to confirm the absence of roosting habitat for threatened microbats 
within the existing buildings. A search for evidence of microbat roosts should be undertaken using 
appropriate methods, such as those described on page 9 of the '"Species credit' threatened bats and 
their habitats NSW survey guide for the Biodiversity Assessment Method (OEH 2018)". Attention 
should be given to inspecting cracks or seams in the roofs and a handheld bat detector of ultrasonic 
calls can assist in alerting the searcher to the presence of bats. Searches must be undertaken by 
someone with appropriate experience, as described on page 5 of that guide. If bats or signs of bats 
are observed, the bats may need to be captured to identify species and breeding status using traps, 
nets or other methods. The information provided should include photographs of any holes, cracks or 
crevices that were searched; any associated observations about bats and/or signs of bats; and any 
results from a bat call detector.  



 

URBIS 
P3394 QANTAS RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS 10154 

 
AGENCY SUBMISSIONS - ENVIRONMENTAL, ENERGY AND SCIENCE GROUP 

3-61 
 

WSP undertook a targeted microbat survey on 31 July and 01 August 2019 that complied with the “Species 
credit’ threatened bats and their habitats NSW survey guide for the Biodiversity Assessment Method’ (OEH 
2018) for Large-footed Myotis and for Yellow-bellied Sheath-tail Bats. This involved the following 
investigations: 

• Desktop database searches: Database searches were undertaken on 23 July 2019 to identify threatened 
microbats within 10km of the subject site. The following two threatened species were recorded within 
10km of the subject site: 

− Large-footed Myotis (Myotis macropus) (4 records) 

− Yellow-bellied Sheath-tail Bat (Saccolaimus flaviventris) (1 record) 

• Diurnal surveys: Site inspections were undertaken on 31 July assisted by a handheld microbat detector, 
head torch and handheld torch. No microbats were found during the inspections.  

• Roost watch/ exit survey: Inspections were undertaken over two evenings, on 31 July and 1 August 
assisted by a handheld microbat detector. No microbats were found during the inspections.  

Based on the results of the above investigations, WSP concluded it is unlikely that any threatened microbats 
are using the buildings as roosting sites. Rather, a more suitable location for the roosting of Large-footed 
Myotis was identified approximately 100m north of the subject site, under two concrete plank bridges that 
span the Canal.  

WSP recommend the CEMP includes a safeguard for a pre-clearance survey for fauna immediately prior to 
the demolition of the building. In addition to this, if any animals are injured during demolition the 
Environmental Representative should call WIRES or Sydney Wildlife. The proponent invites a condition of 
consent requiring a pre-clearance survey be conducted prior to the issue of CC. 

Refer to further detail of the WSP Microbat investigations contained within Appendix N.  

Urban Tree Canopy  

The EIS notes the project requires the removal of 85 trees (section 3.2.9, page 31). It recommends 
replacing as many of these trees as possible (section 7.5, page 100) and proposes to plant 68 new 
trees (section 3.2.9, page 31). While the EIS notes most of the vegetation to be removed comprises 
exotic plants or planted non-indigenous native species (see section 7.4, page 97), EES recommends 
that to assist mitigation of the urban heat island effect at the site and to improve the urban tree 
canopy and local habitat that the development: 

First avoids removing the trees where possible, particularly local native species 

Replaces any removed trees at a ratio greater than 1: 1 

Replaces trees with local provenance native plant species from the local native vegetation 
communities that occurred in the local area to enhance local biodiversity, rather than use non-local 
native or non-native plants. 

The proponent should provide details on the native vegetation community that occurred in the local 
area/on the site and demonstrate to the Department that the list of plant species to be used on site 
are local native species from the relevant vegetation community.  

As outlined throughout this RtS and APR, the landscaping solution for the site has been revised to increase 
the level of green coverage throughout the site. The submitted Landscaping Plans have been amended to 
incorporate an additional 24 trees to provide a total planting of 92 trees throughout the site, or a replacement 
ratio of over 1:1. When considering the additional measures to incorporate planting throughout the site such 
as the vertical planting, porous paving and rain gardens, this is considered an acceptable level of tree cover 
to mitigate the removal of existing vegetation.  

The native vegetation community of the project Site is identified as being in the Eastern Suburbs Banksia 
Scrub in the Sydney Basin Bioregion. The selected species for the soft landscape areas and replacement 
trees is predominately native with some endemic plant species that are low water tolerant, low-maintenance 
species. The revised proposal has incorporated additional endemic species include Xanthorrhoea resinosa, 
Banksia integrefolia, Banksia serrata and Actinotus helianthin, in order to respect the ecological constraints 
of the native environment and enhance local biodiversity. Given the project time frames and required 
minimum plant installation sizes required by Council the plant stock will need to be sourced from commercial 
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nurseries with existing stock available, as such the inclusion of the majority of local provenance plant stock 
will not be possible due to growing times required. Should existing local provenance stock at the required 
sizes be found to be available it will be used in preference to other equivalent stock. Refer to revised Public 
Domain and Landscape Plans at Appendix D.  

Mitigation Measures 

Biodiversity Impact 

EES recommends the following additional mitigation measures are also included to assist mitigate 
the loss of existing urban tree canopy from the site, reduce the urban heat island effect, enhance 
local habitat etc: 

Any trees that are to be planted at the site or in the street shall use advanced and established local 
native species from the relevant vegetation communities which once occurred in the locality, 
preferably with a minimum tree height of 2-2.5 metres and /or plant container pot size of 50-75 litres 
to assist mitigation of the removal of trees, as the loss of existing trees from the site and the benefits 
that they provide takes years for a juvenile tree to grow and replace.  

Enough area/space is provided to allow the trees to grow to maturity. 

The proponent takes due consideration of the comments regarding urban tree canopy and has integrated the 
recommended measures. All proposed trees will have a minimum pot size of 200L and will be endemic 
native species where available. The location of proposed trees has been sensitively situated to ensure trees 
can grow to maturity and will reach a 50% tree coverage within the car park area when mature.  

It is recommended the mitigation measures are amended as follows:  

Existing vegetation that is to be retained/protected on site is to be clearly marked with temporary 
fencing prior to the commencement of any construction works to ensure that there is no 
unnecessary removal of vegetation. The fencing must be regularly checked and maintained 
throughout construction and the retained vegetation integrated in the landscape proposals.  

Proposed local native planting to buffer and supplement the existing vegetation.  

Any trees that are to be removed from the site will be replaced at a ratio greater than 1 :1 as part of 
the Landscape Strategy to assist mitigate the loss of existing urban tree canopy and reduce the 
urban heat island effect. 

If consent is granted to this SSD, EES recommends conditions of consent are included which require 
the implementation of the above mitigation measures. 

Existing vegetation identified for retention will be retained on the site through the implementation of Tree 
Protection Zones, fencing, signage and the appointment of a site Arborist to conduct regular inspections. 
Refer to further discussion of the mitigation measures within the Arboricultural Impact Assessment submitted 
within the SSDA, and the addendum at Appendix F.   

As outlined within this RtS and APR, local native planting is proposed to supplement existing vegetation, 
comprising vertical planting, planting of 92 trees, rain gardens and shrubbery throughout the site. Native tree 
species include Banksia integrefolia and Banksia serrata, whilst proposed shrubbery includes the addition of 
Xanthorrhoea resinosa and Actinotus helianthi. There will be no adverse impacts associated with the 
removal of existing trees due to the extensive replacement planting across the site at a ratio of over 1:1, 
which will reach a canopy of at least 50% of the car park area once mature.   

Flooding 

Enstruct have modelled the site based off the Mascot, Rosebury and Eastlakes Flood Study 
undertaken by WMAwater in 2015. Enstruct have updated the model with new survey and show a 
significant change in flood levels, which Council did not accept. For this model to be taken as the 
existing case the difference in model results need to be explained in full and Council will need to 
agree to the site model.  

As outlined previously in Section 3.2, the existing TUFLOW model has been updated by Enstruct to 
incorporate most recent surveyed data of the existing site. The flood model has also been peer reviewed by 
Catchment Simulation Solutions, which demonstrates the flood model is an accurate representation of site 
conditions. The TUFLOW model has also been submitted to Council for review.  
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The flood model was further updated by Enstruct to model the proposed development. These models 
displayed the site condition during 5-, 20- and 100-year and PMF flooding events, and any associated 
impacts on flow paths and velocities. Enstruct concludes, inter alia:  

In general, during a 1% AEP storm, there is some impact on flood levels within the Qantas site. 
This is limited to approximately 35mm in one location. There are other areas where the 
redirection of overland flow changes flood behaviour, however these are localised impacts. 

Outside of the site, there is no impact on flood levels or behaviour. There is no impact on the 
ARTC corridor. 

Refer to further discussion and results of the flood modelling within the Amended Flooding Documentation, 
provided at Appendix O.  

No discussion on minimum floor levels was included. Floor levels should be discussed and shown to 
be at the 1 % AEP flood level plus freeboard (0.5m). 

In accordance with the updated flood model for the site, the finished floor levels for the proposal were 
adopted and are outlined in Table 4. The adopted flood levels are in accordance with Council’s flood levels, 
specified in correspondence received on 24 April 2019.  

Refer to further discussion of the flood conditions of the site within the Amended Flooding Documentation at 
Appendix O.  

Building design 

The former OEH in its submission on the SEARs recommended the development incorporates a 
Green Roof, Cool Roof and/or Green Wall into the design. The GGEE&ESD notes the project has 
adopted the cool roof strategy to reduce the heat island effect using roof materials not exceeding 0.6 
solar absorbance materials (page 2). It indicates a green roof is to be provided over the bus stop and 
that a green roof was also considered for the training centre but due to the highly sensitive nature of 
the flight simulators this was deemed to be too much of a risk (section 8.2, page 19). It is unclear why 
a green roof is too much of a risk for the flight simulators and the proponent should provide further 
details to clarify this. 

The safety and operation of the flight simulators has been emphasised as the primary consideration and 
objective throughout the entirety of the SSDA scoping, design and assessment process. The simulators are 
highly sensitive, expensive and critical to operational continuity. The provision of a green roof is not a viable 
option for the flight training hall above the simulator bays as it is an unacceptable risk to the safety and 
operation of the flight simulators. Specifically, the provision of a green roof is a non-negotiable due to the 
following: 

• The risk of damage and impact to the flight simulator operations is too great should there be failure of 
roof membrane. Any filtration of water through the roof would severely risk the highly technical and 
sensitive operation of the flight simulators. Each simulator costs approximately $15M - $20M, and the 
potential risk and subsequent cost replacement of the simulators is not a sustainable option.  

• A roof safety strategy has been developed to minimise roof services to ensure the safety of the 
operational maintenance team. Where possible, all plant has been located within plant rooms or at-
grade, to allow the roof space to remain clear and largely inaccessible.  

• As outlined throughout this RtS and APR, the Public Domain and Landscaping Plans have been 
amended to incorporate additional landscaping and to increase the overall level of green cover on the 
site. The preferred project as amended proposes 4,845sqm of landscaped area across the site, in 
addition to 1,049sqm of vertical landscaping provided on the elevations of the car parking building, a 
total of 92 replacement trees and a replacement tree ratio of over 1:1 across the site. As such, the 
provision of a green roof and the significant risks and project costs associated with its construction and 
operation is unnecessary and unwarranted.   

3.11. ARTC 
The Australian Rail Track Corporation (ARTC) has submitted commentary regarding the proposal and 
detailed a number of concerns regarding the impact of the proposed development on the ARTC assets. The 
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submission was in favour of the proposal subject to the resolution of a number of key issues, as discussed 
below.  

Risks to ARTC Assets 

1. Sections 4.14.1 and 4.2 – Section 4.14.1 references a construction compound with access off King 
Street. Section 4.2 references hoarding along north side of King St sidewalk. Access to the ARTC rail 
corridor via King Street should not be impeded at any time. 

The proponent takes due consideration of the comments raised in regard to permanent access to the ARTC 
rail corridor. The revised Preliminary Construction Management Plan (Appendix L) confirms that access to 
the rail corridor will not be impeded by the project or its construction and access will be maintained at all 
times.  

2. EIS Section 7.2.6 - Spread of weed species and garden escapees from nearby areas can cause 
additional maintenance requirements for the operational rail corridor. As such it is recommended 
that native species are used in all landscaping as part of this project. In addition, no trees with the 
potential to drop leaves, flowers or branches into the rail corridor should be planted adjacent the 
boundary. 

The proposed landscaping solution for the site includes the retention of all existing trees adjacent to the rail 
corridor, to be complemented by two additional native Lophostemon confertus trees; the same species as 
existing which do not have the potential to drop leaves, flowers or branches into the rail corridor. As such the 
proponent does not consider that the project will result in any additional maintenance requirements for the 
rail corridor.  

Risks to ARTC Operations and Rail Safety obligations 

3. The use of a tower crane adjacent to an operating rail corridor introduces risks to rail safety. ARTC 
requests that in accordance with its obligations under the Rail Safety National Law 2011, it is given 
the opportunity to review and approve construction plans and safe work method statements where 
such risks exist. 

The proponent takes due consideration of the safety comments raised in regard to use of construction 
cranes in proximity to an operating rail corridor. As identified within the revised Preliminary Construction 
Management Plan (Appendix L), ARTC will have the opportunity to review and approve construction plans 
and safe work method statements where there is a risk to rail safety. This will ensure compliance with the 
Rail Safety National Law 2011 and a safe work environment for the subject site and immediate surrounding 
context.  

4. Easement along west side of project boundary includes provision for vehicular access from the 
proposed site to another Qantas site, running along ARTC land of which Qantas formerly held a 
license. This license with ARTC is due for renewal. There is no reference to this easement on any 
drawings or plans. In addition, without renewal of that licence, it could inhibit the project as 
proposed. Note that there is a contradiction in Section 6.1.1 of the EIS that states that ARTC is not 
considering acquiring land associated with the project. While no proposal for acquisition is 
anticipated at this point in time, the license has not been renewed. As discussed with Qantas, ARTC 
requires shared use of that access way and would seek to resolve requirements through ongoing 
discussion around the relevant license. 

The proponent has commenced negotiations to renew the license over the western easement located within 
ARTC land. These license negotiations will be finalised prior to the expiration of the current lease to allow 
ongoing use of the land for provision of vehicular access from the proposed site to the western half of the 
Mascot Campus.   

5. Section 11.4.1 of the Noise and Vibration Assessment notes that there is some equipment typically 
used during construction projects that could impact the proposed facilities. ARTC notes that this and 
other equipment is often used as part of standard maintenance and operations within the full extent 
of its corridor boundary (which could be within 20 metres of the proposed facility). ARTC does not 
support limitation to its standard operations and maintenance in proximity of the proposal. 

Section 10 the Assessment of Noise and Vibration Emissions Report prepared by NDY outlines the 
Assessment of Impact From External Sources on the Development. In this assessment consideration has 
been given to both expected construction works (road, rail and adjoining properties) as well as increased 
volume of aircraft, rail and road traffic.  
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Notwithstanding the above, the proposed flight training centre and car park have been designed to mitigate 
vibration from compliant construction activities within the surrounding area, including those emitted from 
ARTC’s construction sites. These measures include structural isolation, structural design and location of 
sensitive activities within exclusive parts of the site.  

6. ARTC does not support the proposed above ground water mains adjacent to the rail corridor as in 
the event of an incident, the risk to rail safety (including personal and environmental safety) is too 
significant. Examples of risks include water movement to the rail corridor causing scour and 
destabilising the formation. 

To meet the potable water and fire services water supply demand for the project, a new 150mm galvanised 
mild steel water main will be installed. As per the Updated Hydraulics – Water Supply Reticulation advice 
(Appendix I) the proposed new 150mm water main will be: 

• Connected into the existing 250mm in-ground private water supply at the corner of the Qantas Service 
Road; 

• The inground pipework will be extended from the point of connection and rise above ground adjacent to 
the nature strip inside the boundary fence on the proponent’s land; 

• 150mm GMS pipework reticulates above ground wholly within the proponent’s land between the 
boundary fence and the trees; and 

• Bollard protection will be provided as required to prevent mechanical damage to the above ground 
pipework.  

In addition to the above, the above ground pipework is proposed to be protected from mechanical damage 
through (refer to Figure 26): 

• An existing continuous metal crash barrier will protect the pipework along the southern end outside the 
fence line and adjacent to the access road leading into the proposed Qantas flight training centre; 

• A new continuous metal crash barrier is proposed along the northern end of the above ground pipework 
adjacent to the access road leading into catering building loading dock and proposed car park; 

• Provision of a new continuous concrete culvert over the new pipework; and 

• Provision of an above ground isolation for ease of access to shut down supply in the event of pipe 
damage. This arrangement will be implemented in conjunction with the measures listed above. 

The proposed solution is appropriate for the site as follows: 

• Inground reticulation of the water supply network was not possible due to existing soil contamination 
issues.  

• Construction of the network outside of the site boundaries under the current access road outside the 
Qantas fence was assessed, however was not considered a viable option due to land ownership issues 
and uncertain scope of future ARTC works in the corridor.  
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Figure 29 – Plan of Proposed Above Ground Main and Protection Measures 

 
Source: Norman Disney & Young 

7. Appendix Y – Stormwater Management and Civil Design Report Section 5.1.2.1 Table 3 Appendix Y 
– Stormwater Management and Civil Design Report. Mitigation Measures and Environmental Risk 
Assessment - Stormwater modelling for existing open canal on the project site. Location B is 
adjacent to ARTC track. Modelling shows increase of levels to 4.07m for the Revised Model- PMF 
level floods.  

ARTC requests that confirmation that the open drainage culvert has been modelled with appropriate 
blockages where this system enters closed systems to ensure compliance with Botany Bay LEP 
2013, 6.3 (3) ( c ) in the post-development scenario. The impact of flooding onto ARTC corridor has 
not been shown. ARTC recommends a condition of consent is considered that prescribes there to be 
no impact. 

The Amended Flooding Documentation (Appendix O) contains a revised assessment of the results of the 
updated TUFLOW flood modelling. The results demonstrate that outside of the site, there is no impact on 
flood levels or behaviour, with no impact on the ARTC corridor. As the preliminary flood studies demonstrate 
there will be no impact, it is not considered that the imposition of a condition of consent regarding this matter 
is necessary.  

8. EIS Section 4 - ARTC has not been provided with sufficient detail to provide advice as if it were to 
provide concurrence on the design given the significant risks associated generally with piling and 
excavations adjacent to an operational rail line which would be useful to the consent authority 
despite clause 86(5) of the SEPP (Infrastructure).  

Given that Clause 86(5) excludes the need for ARTC concurrence, ARTC notes that there are inherent 
risks associated with earthworks around a rail corridor which could affect the integrity of the 
infrastructure and as such requests confirmation that potential risks Ref # HPTRIM 00/000/0 Page 3 
of 3 to safety of ARTC infrastructure, operations and people are not introduced as a result of this 
proposal. 
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The proponent is committed to ongoing consultation with ARTC throughout the construction process and will 
ensure there will be no operational impacts to the adjacent rail line. This consultation will be comprised of 
ongoing meetings, during which the following matters will be raised: 

• All proposed earthworks, including piling and excavations, in the vicinity of the rail corridor including safe 
work method statements and construction methodologies; and 

• Coordination of overlapping construction programs in relation to the Rail Corridor Duplication and the 
project.  

Refer to the revised Preliminary Construction Management Plan provided at Appendix L.  

9. Fig 6 shows existing condition (pre-development) modelling only. The proponent should provide 
the post-development TUFLOW maps shown for 1% AEP to allow ARTC & Council to assess the 
impacts on the Botany Line for DPE to adequately understand the potential impacts onto ARTC rail 
corridor. ARTC does not support any impact as a result of increased stormwater overflow onto its 
rail corridor as it could significantly impact operations to and from Port Botany.  

As discussed earlier the proposed development will have no impact on flood levels or behaviour outside the 
site or on the ARTC corridor. 

Refer to further discussion and results of the flood modelling within the Amended Flooding Documentation, 
provided at Appendix O.  

10. The stormwater design within the development appears not to contain any on-site stormwater 
detention / attenuation devices to manage peak flows in to receiving systems. ARTC raise concerns 
with the increase in 1%AEP and PMF levels at Point B, Section 5 (Fig 6) & Table 3 of the same 
section. 

The provision of an OSD system on the site is not necessary as stormwater discharges directly to the 
Sydney Water channel via the existing stormwater connections, with no impact on any Council stormwater 
infrastructure. This position has been confirmed within correspondence received from Sydney Water, 
provided within the Amended Flooding Documentation provided at Appendix O.  

Risks to the Community and consideration of ARTC’s upcoming Botany Rail Duplication Project  

11. Cumulative impacts associated with the range of projects proposed within proximity should be 
considered. ARTC encourages proactive communication with the local community around potential 
noise and traffic impacts to ensure clear delineation between projects. 

The proponent has demonstrated a commitment to ongoing clear and transparent communication with the 
community throughout the entirety of the SSD process. This communication strategy will continue during the 
construction program with both the local community and surrounding stakeholders to ensure clear 
delineation between projects and minimise where possible construction ‘fatigue’ associated with noise and 
traffic impacts from multiple construction sites.  

12. The EIS does not outline how Qantas proposes to continue to engage with ARTC as adjacent 
landowners. ARTC requests that they are consulted in relation to key issues that may affect rail 
operations including maintenance such as access, risks associated with construction including 
cranes, drainage and stormwater. 

As noted above, the proponent will maintain a commitment to ongoing collaboration with surrounding 
stakeholders. The proponent and ARTC have committed to holding monthly (or as required) stakeholder 
meetings during the construction phases of both the project and Botany Rail Duplication project, providing a 
platform for continual dialogue and resolution of issues.  

Ongoing consultation has occurred between the proponent and ARTC, with the matters outlined in the 
submission above considered to have been suitably addressed. 

3.12. SYDNEY AIRPORT CORPORATION LIMITED  
As the site lies within an area defined in the schedules of the Civil Aviation (Buildings Control) Regulations 
1988, an application for approval was submitted to the Civil Aviation Safety Authority (CASA) specifically 
seeking consent for the proposed height of 47.5m. Correspondence received from Sydney Airport 
Corporation Limited (SACL) confirmed the following: 
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In my capacity as Airfield Design Manager and an authorised person of the Civil Aviation Safety 
Authority (CASA) under Instrument Number: CASA 229/11, in this instance, I have no objection to the 
erection of this development to a maximum height of 47.5 metres AHD. The approved height is 
inclusive of all lift over-runs, vents, chimneys, aerials, TV antennae, construction cranes etc. Should 
you wish to exceed this height a new application must be submitted. 

Noted. 

Should the height of any temporary structure and/or equipment be greater than 15.24 metres AEGH, 
a new approval must be sought in accordance with the Civil Aviation (Buildings Control) Regulations 
Statutory Rules 1988 No. 161. Construction cranes may be required to operate at a height 
significantly higher than that of the proposed development and consequently, may not be approved 
under the Airports (Protection of Airspace) Regulations. 

Noted. 

Sydney Airport advises that approval to operate construction equipment (i.e. cranes) should be 
obtained prior to any commitment to construct. Information required by Sydney Airport prior to any 
approval is set out in Attachment A. 

The height of the prescribed airspace at this location is 51 metres above AHD. 

Noted, prior to commencement of construction activities, approval from Sydney Airport will be sought to 
operate construction equipment beyond the approved 47.5 metres AHD.  

Planning for Aircraft Noise and Public Safety Zones 

Current planning provisions (s.117 Direction 3.5 NSW Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 
1979) for the assessment of aircraft noise for certain land uses are based on the Australian Noise 
Exposure Forecast (ANEF). The current ANEF for which Council may use as the land use planning 
tool for Sydney Airport was endorsed by Airservices in December 2012 (Sydney Airport 2033 ANEF). 
Whilst there are currently no national aviation standards relating to defining public safety areas 
beyond the airport boundary, it is recommended that proposed land uses which have high 
population densities should be avoided. 

The project does not propose any residential uses. The extent of the application is limited to industrial and 
light-industrial land uses associated with the proponent’s operations, that are not associated with high levels 
of population density. 

3.13. SACL LANDSIDE 
In addition to the above correspondence received from SACL, commentary regarding the project was 
received from Sydney Airport Corporation Limited Landside (SACL Landside). The commentary was largely 
supportive of the proposal, however raised a number of issues in relation to operation of the facility. These 
issues and a response is outlined below.  

By letter dated 11 June 2019, Sydney Airport commented on relevant matters under the Airports 
(Protection of Airspace) Regulations 1996 and raised no objection to the erection of the new flight 
training centre to a maximum height of 47.5 metres AHD. Advice was also provided concerning the 
need to have regard to the National Airports Safeguarding Framework Guideline B - Managing the 
risk of building generated windshear and turbulence at airports.  

The only other issue Sydney Airport wishes to raise is the need to ensure exposure of the proposed 
flight training centre to elevated noise levels is effectively managed.  

Depending on the final timing of the development, the new flight training centre may be exposed to 
elevated noise levels during construction of the Sydney Gateway road project. As the road project 
will involve significant alterations to the existing Qantas Drive and other nearby road infrastructure, 
we anticipate that construction equipment and methods will likely generate high impact noise levels, 
including the use jackhammers and excavators with rock breaker attachments. The equipment will be 
used in close proximity to the proposed flight training centre. This same issue may also arise during 
other future construction activities nearby, such as the rail duplication and other building 
construction projects.  
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Once the Sydney Gateway road project is completed, we also anticipate that the volume of traffic 
using Qantas Drive will increase, therefore exposing the new flight training centre to elevated road 
traffic noise levels.  

The Noise and Vibration Emissions Assessment prepared by NDY and submitted within the EIS package 
contains a robust assessment of the impact of external noise intrusion on the operation of the development, 
including the impact of construction works (road, rail and adjoining properties) and the impact of operational 
works (aircraft, rail and road traffic).  

The Addendum Acoustic Advice located at Appendix H confirms that the building has been designed to 
mitigate vibration from compliant construction activities, including the rail duplication project. Measures 
incorporated into the flight training centre building include structural isolation, structural design, and the 
location of sensitive activities to appropriate parts of the site. This includes incorporating double-glazed 
façade systems and use of absorptive materials on the roof and external walls. It is also assumed that ARTC 
will be required to limit their noise and vibration to the required levels as outlined in the Interim Construction 
Noise Guideline (ICNG) to avoid any potential structural damage to the building.  

Finally, as the Sydney Gateway road project will necessitate the removal of several onairport 
buildings on the western side of Qantas Drive, areas to the east of Qantas Drive, including the 
proposed location of the flight training centre, will be newly exposed to elevated noise from on-
airport ground-based aviation activities. These activities include aircraft engine ground running, 
which is essential for effective and safe aircraft operations and maintenance. Preliminary noise 
assessments indicate that existing noise levels at the location of the proposed flight training centre 
due to these essential activities could increase by up to 15 dB(A) once the buildings are removed. To 
further reduce the propagation of noise as a result, noise attenuation should be considered as part of 
the Sydney Gateway road project.  

Section 10 the Assessment of Noise and Vibration Emissions Report prepared by NDY outlines the 
Assessment of Impact From External Sources on the Development. In this assessment consideration has 
been given to both expected construction works (road, rail and adjoining properties) as well as increased 
volume of aircraft, rail and road traffic. The facility has been designed to incorporate the required acoustic 
treatments to mitigate the effects of the expected noise and vibration. 

Whilst the proponent has duly considered the existing and potential future acoustic environment with 
consideration of the Sydney Gateway road project, it is not possible to model the acoustic environment with 
the removal of several buildings without knowledge of the location and nature of these buildings. Sydney 
Gateway is to be requested to provide further details/data on estimated increase in ground-based aviation 
activities. Specifically the proponent seeks clarity on what RMS considers to be the baseline noise level in 
order to make the assumption for the change of 15 dB – the absolute level is more relevant than the change 
from an impacts perspective. 

It is requested SACL Landside provide further details of the buildings to be removed, and the estimated level 
of increase in ground-based aviation activities.  

We understand that Roads and Maritime is aware that operation of the flight training centre is likely 
to be sensitive to these elevated noise levels. Accordingly, we believe that, as part of the proposal, 
flight simulator bays should be positioned within the new centre at suitable locations and that 
simulator bays on exposed building facades are appropriately acoustically insulated from likely 
external noise sources so as to provide appropriate acoustic conditions within the simulator bays 
and cabins. 

As outlined above, the detailed design of the buildings and internal spatial planning has been conducted with 
consideration of external noise intrusion. The flight training centre has been situated on the eastern-most 
point of the subject site, away from Qantas Drive and the potential noise generation associated with the 
Gateway Project. Further to this, site landscaping, material selection and construction methods further 
reduce noise intrusion levels, ensuring an appropriate acoustic environment for the simulator bays and 
cabins. 
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4. COMMUNITY SUBMISSIONS 
Correspondence from the Department also referenced submissions from the community, including 
neighbouring landowners, individual members of the community and an advocacy group. A review of the 
matters raised in these submissions has been undertaken and a detailed response to the issues is provided 
below. For ease of reference the matters raised by stakeholders have been presented in bold Italics and the 
response follows.  

4.1. TRAVELODGE HOTEL SYDNEY AIRPORT & WILSON’S PARKING 
Travelodge Hotel Sydney Airport & Wilson’s Parking submitted a combined submission that objected to 
numerous elements of the development while also seeking commercial agreements from the proponent. 
Ongoing consultation has occurred between the proponent and Travelodge and the Andary Group which has 
sought to clarify mitigation measures proposed as part of the project and to seek to address the matters 
raised in the submission. 

Each point raised in the submission is addressed below. 

We object to the proposed construction hours of:  

− Monday to Friday 06:00am to 8:00pm 

− Saturday 06:00 to 5:00pm 

− Sunday 07:00 to 5:00pm 

As being detrimental to our business in terms of lost business and reputational damage. These 
hours are not reasonable as they are well outside the normal construction hours and guests will not 
see these as acceptable – costing us existing, repeat and future business.  

We object to a 24-hour operation for internal fit as being detrimental to our business in terms of lost 
business and reputational damage unless strict, responsive and enforceable penalties / outcomes 
are assured by Qantas and its appointed contractor. 

The proposed hours are consistent with the recommendations of Council and the DPIE’s internal acoustic 
expert, and are as follows: 

Construction hours are to be between 6:00am – 8:00pm Monday to Sunday inclusive of Public Holidays, with 
the following restrictions: 

• External works – 7:00am to 7:00pm Monday to Sunday, noting: 

− Low noise start-up activities to commence from 6:00am Monday to Sunday provided they occur 
away from the boundary with the Travelodge  

− Any impact pile driving shall only be undertaken between 9:00am – 12:00pm and between 2:00pm – 
5:00pm, Monday to Sunday; and 

− Bored piles shall only be undertaken between 7:00am – 7:00pm, Monday to Sunday.  

• Upon completion of the building envelope, low risk and inaudible activities such as internal fit-out will be 
undertaken at all periods subject to not exceeding 50 dB(A) Leq(15 minutes) at the nearest façade of the 
Travelodge Hotel.  

The proposed construction hours are required in order to complete the project within the timeframes set 
down by RMS and are not considered to be unreasonable. It should be noted that the Travelodge is located 
within the 25-30 ANEF contour and as such was required to be constructed with appropriate acoustic 
attenuation measures and insulation. The Interim Construction Noise Guidelines (ICNG) issued by the 
Department of Environment and Climate Change NSW identify normal working hours to be Monday-Friday 
7:00am – 6:00pm and Saturday 8:00am – 1:00pm. The project’s hours are largely consistent with the normal 
working hours, seeking only an additional hour between 6:00am – 7:00am and two hours between 6:00pm – 
8:00pm during weekdays.  

The Construction Noise Criteria are outlined in Section 7.3 of the Assessment of Noise and Vibration 
Emissions report prepared by NDY as part of the SSDA. The stated criteria have been based on compliance 
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with the airborne noise limits outlined in the ICNG. In summary, the ICNG states that during normal working 
hours (Monday-Friday 7:00am – 6:00pm and Saturday 8:00am -1:00pm) any construction noise should be 
limited to +10dBA above background noise and outside normal hours it is to be no more than +5dBA. The 
contractor is to prepare and comply with a Construction Noise Management Plan to ensure they meet these 
requirements.  

The noisiest activities will only occur during daytime hours, and activities at other times will be low-noise 
activities that will comply with the RBL +5 night-time criterion.  

Additionally, the DPIE’s acoustic expert has reviewed the Assessment of Noise and Vibrations Report and in 
response, specific restrictions on the permitted work hours are included in the Construction Management 
Plan prepared by APP (Appendix L) to manage and minimise potential impacts on Travelodge.  

We object to deliveries being outside of construction hours. These should be within construction 
hours and done via Coward Street and Qantas Drive to avoid additional noise issues associated with 
construction. 

We object to after hour construction and removal of cranes to avoid additional noise issues 
associated with construction on top of any extended trading hours. 

As outlined in Section 3.2.11 of the EIS deliveries will occur where possible within the proposed permitted 
work hours being 6:00am – 8:00pm Monday to Sunday.  

The proponent has investigated alternative construction routes, however King Street will remain the primary 
access point for the construction site. 

We object to the current traffic management plan as incomplete. 

There were further updates as per our meeting with Qantas on the 20/06/19 that outlined vehicular 
traffic being re directed via alternate entrances from Qantas Drive effectively re-routing the majority 
of parkers to the King street carpark entrance. 

No change has been proposed or discussed removing access from King Street. As stated in the addendum 
Traffic and Transport report (Appendix G) and the Traffic and Parking Assessment Report prepared by 
CBRK and submitted with the EIS package the main vehicular and pedestrian access points to the campus 
are via Qantas Drive, Bourke Road, King Street, Coward Street and Kent Road. Vehicle access to the 
project will be provided primarily via King Street, Kent Road and from Qantas Drive via the existing catering 
bridge. 

This has not been accounted for in the vehicular traffic review currently presented. 

We object to the current proposal of a 4.5m setback. The setback should be 9 meters for consistency 
sake with soft landscaping consistent with Council planning and currently in place. 

The requirement for a reduced setback to King Street has been addressed in Section 3.2 of this report. In 
summary the reduced setback is a result of site constraints, required building envelopes and ultimately the 
operational brief provided. Design analysis was undertaken to test compliance with the 9m setback which 
resulted in unacceptable impacts on internal access road, elimination of the internal bus stops and reduction 
of the internal northern footpath. For further detail refer to the response to Bayside Council in Section 3.2. 

We would request a Letter of undertaking allowing our own site to be re developed at an unspecified 
future date. Specifically relating to additional floors for Wilsons parking. 

Public participation in the development assessment process is a key component of the environmental 
planning framework in NSW. In accordance with Division 5, 6 and 7 of the EP&A Act, the proponent as a 
public entity and adjacent landholding to the Travelodge Hotel reserves the right to review and comment on 
any proposed development within the immediate surrounding context during the public exhibition stage of the 
process, including any application submitted for Travelodge Hotel / Wilson’s Parking site. The level of 
support afforded to any future development of this site will be dependent on the environmental impact of the 
site on the surrounding context.  

We would request that the appointed contractor fund a 6 monthly deep clean of the building inclusive 
of full façade and the carpark inclusive of all surfaces to mitigate the build-up of dust and chemical 
residue for the duration of the project. 
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The proponent has to sought to alleviate any impacts to the amenity of surrounding buildings by requiring the 
Principal Contractor to document, inspect and clean (where reasonable) buildings that have been impacted 
as a result of the Works Under Contract. A comprehensive Construction Environmental Management Plan 
was submitted within the EIS package.  

We request exclusive access to Qantas Drive for Wilson’s Shuttle service. 

Qantas Drive is a classified road that is controlled and managed by RMS. Qantas does not possess title to 
Qantas Drive and therefore has no authority in permitting or restricting public access. No public right of way 
is proposed through Qantas owned or managed lands as part of the Project.  

We would request a revised building program focused on noisy construction between 0800 and 1600 
with noise monitoring with mutually agreed noise levels between parties and within Australian 
standards. With strict, responsive and enforceable penalties / outcomes assured by Qantas and its 
appointed contractor. 

As discussed previously in this section, the proposal will comply with noise guidelines provided by the DPIE 
and it is proposed that the contractor will prepare a Construction Noise Management Plan prior to receiving 
the CC to ensure the noise requirements outlined in the ICNG is met.  

As outlined in the Construction Environmental Management Plan, to manage potential impacts on 
Travelodge, specific restrictions are proposed including low noise construction noise activities to commence 
from 6:00am Monday to Sunday and impact pile driving will only be undertaken between 9:00am – 12:00pm 
and 2:00pm – 5:00pm Monday to Sunday.  

As provided above the construction noise will be limited to +10dBA above background noise and outside 
normal hours, low-noise activities are to be no more than +5dBA. 

We would request a commitment to maintain current room night production from Qantas and its 
affiliates with the potential to increase as a result any loss we suffer because current accounts 
relocate to other providers in the area. 

The proponent is unable to provide a commitment on room production for surrounding property owners.  

The submitted EIS included a detailed description of the mitigation measures incorporated into the project to 
ensure any risks associated with the proposal are minimised as much as possible to ensure the ongoing 
operation of surrounding landholders and health of the surrounding environment. In accordance with this risk 
assessment, the operation of the Travelodge Hotel was not considered a relevant or direct risk associated 
with this proposal. It should be noted that the viability of other businesses within the locality is not a matter 
for consideration under the EP&A Act.  

Is the carpark redevelopment on the second site covered under the proposed SSD? The justification 
for this is in part related to the loss of the Jetbase (-530 parking spots) and Domestic Terminal 
Parking (-580 parking spots) although this is not clear in terms of when. When are they no longer 
available? 

At the same time the loss of further spots is as a result of Qantas own development plans, within 
their own control. 

The construction and operation of the multi-deck car park is part of the project. 

The proponent’s parking strategy is to maintain existing supply by proactively replacing existing parking lost 
as part of the relocation of the flight training centre and to replace known losses of parking due to future 
development or end of leases. Known losses of parking is addressed in Section 7.1 of the EIS and outlines 
that there is a total known net short shall of 2,000 spaces across the corporate campus, Jetbase, domestic 
and international terminals without consideration of the proposed car park. This is summarised in Figure 27 
which has been extracted from the EIS.  

The justification of the proposed car park is based on the understanding of known losses of car parking 
spaces and the proponent’s long-term parking strategy to be proactive and future proof their car parking 
supply.   
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Figure 30 – Summary of Known Changes to Qantas Parking Provision 

 
Additionally, can it be confirmed there will be no public access to these spots that these spots will 
only every be used by Qantas team members? 

The proposed multi-deck car park is intended for exclusive use of Qantas staff. The car park represents a 
replacement and consolidation of existing car parks across the Qantas Campus operations, which are 
currently provided for exclusive use of Qantas staff. As such, there will be no impact on publicly accessible 
car parking within the broader precinct.  

4.2. TRAVELODGE SUBMISSION 2 
I wanted to ensure that the attached Gateway project was fully incorporated into the submitted traffic 
management plan in the Qantas submission. 

At the time of submission there was a reference to changes pending, in the final meeting with 
Qantas, but we did not have any further details. 

As stated in the addendum Traffic Report (Appendix G) a State Significant Infrastructure Application (SSIA) 
has recently been submitted for the Sydney Gateway Project and as part of this submission a Concept 
Design Project Overview provides the main elements of the project including the road network improvements 
along Qantas Drive and the proposed improved access to and from the domestic terminals at Sydney 
Airport. The next stage of the Gateway project will be to prepare a detailed traffic assessment of the 
proposed changes to the road network. This should take into consideration the Project and any potential 
impacts on the surrounding road network.  

4.3. AMP CAPITAL – CONNECT CORPORATE 
AMP Capital as the owner of buildings Connect Corporate at 185 – 191 O’Riordan Street, Mascot (adjacent 
site that shares a 78m common boundary) prepared a submission to the SSDA. AMP Capital noted their 
support for the project, and also identified three requested design changes to scheme. In a meeting held 
between the proponent, project team and representatives of AMP Capital on 23 July 2019, the points of the 
submission were discussed with AMP Capital noting their support for the design changes. The points with 
AMP Capital’s written submission are addressed below. 

Site Integration Opportunity  

The development of the new Flight Training Centre will result in a significant number of employees at 
the site, not to mention the 2,058 parking spaces offered by the car park, which, together will result in 
a large population being housed. At present the site is generally constrained in accordance with the 
existing development and land ownership pattern, with little to no permeability between 
landholdings. Currently, pedestrians are only able to enter and exit the Qantas site via King Street to 
the south or Bourke Road to the north. We note that Corporate Connect is located to the east of the 
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site and comprises a number of retail tenancies providing various food and beverage options. In 
addition to this it is noted that both the Pullman and Ibis Hotels are also located to the east.  

Any future development of the Qantas site should therefore explore the possibility of providing a 
connection to the east facilitating better connection of the broader precinct. With this in mind, we 
request the Department investigate the opportunity to incorporate a new easterly pedestrian 
connection, to the Corporate Connect site, providing a new east-west connection. A Qantas campus 
that is well and truly integrated with its surrounds: 

(e) aligns with good urban design principles; 

(f) would provide a direct connection to O’Riordan St, the Pullman and Ibis Hotels; 

(g) would facilitate site permeability allowing workers of both sites to access the retail facilities of 
the other; and 

(h) is capable of being integrated across both landholdings with minimal impact. 

To assist the Department we have prepared an indicative design solution (provided at Figure 2) that 
shows how stairs and an accessible ramp may be incorporated across both landholdings. 

AMP Capital acknowledge the time pressure Qantas is under to relocate and begin construction by 
September 2019 and do not wish to delay this program. Accordingly, if necessary, AMP Capital seek 
the pedestrian connection design be resolved via the inclusion of a condition of consent that would 
require an integrated design solution as part of a relevant Construction Certificate. AMP Capital will 
be approaching Qantas separately to this formal submission to discuss this opportunity. 

Given the nature of the project and its associated timeframes the provision of inter-site links between the 
Qantas Campus and Connect Corporate was not deemed to be appropriate or achievable as part of the 
current project. The operational security of the flight training centre and campus more broadly is a key priority 
of the project. As such, no inter-site connection has been proposed as part of this project, however may be 
considered in the future as part of broader campus planning. 

During the meeting held on 23 July 2019, it was agreed that while an inter-site connection was not 
achievable as part of the project, both parties would investigate this separate to the current project.  

Car Park Facade 

The new car park will present a new and dominant interface to the western façade of Corporate 
Connect, largely replacing the current uninterrupted district views over the airport with a multi-storey 
car park. Whilst AMP Capital has no issues with the proposed building or its height, AMP Capital are 
concerned that the current façade design does not go far enough to ameliorate the view impact of 
the new building on the shared interface. Currently, the design includes planting that climbs up from 
Ground, while vegetation is also proposed in a roof garden. Vegetation would have a limited ability to 
climb more than 1-2 storeys, leaving a significant amount of façade structure exposed. With this in 
mind and as the most affected landowner by the proposed car park we request the Department 
require the following: 

Additional planter boxes should be required to be integrated into the eastern façade in a staggered 
manner, allowing additional vegetation growth which will soften the building along this façade and 
ameliorate the impact of the new building; 

The applicant should provide detail on how the planting infrastructure will be integrated into the 
design and what measures will be used to ensure the health and survival of planting on a long-term 
basis; 

The Department should include a condition in the development approval requiring the maintenance 
of on-structure gardens. 

The proponent has considered AMP Capital’s comments raised in regard to the visual impact of the car park 
façade. In response, a revised landscaping solution was prepared that sought to further minimise the visual 
impact of the building, particularly when viewed from adjacent landholders and the public domain.  

The revised landscaping solution seeks to build on the façade solution as lodged, which included the 
landscaped pergola on the roof of the car park, and the landscaping at the ground plane by proposing to 
incorporate additional soft landscaping detail within the elevations through the provision of 21 cantilevered 
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green façade planters to achieve a greater degree of greenery on the façade, therefore easing the visual 
impact of the built form. The cantilevered planters have been focused on the eastern, southern and northern 
elevations to maximise AMP Capital and other adjacent landholders enjoyment of the greenery. Additionally, 
they have been concentrated on the top half of the design for the same reason. 

Further discussion of the green wall is provided in response to design commentary from Bayside Council, 
contained within Section 3.2 of this Report. Refer to revised elevations within the Amended Architectural 
Plans (Appendix B), specifically DWG-DA4.22, and revised site landscaping plan within the Amended 
Landscape Plans (Appendix D), specifically SK100 (Rev A). 

During the meeting held on 23 July 2019, AMP Capital indicated their support for the revised landscaping 
solution. 

Illuminated Building Signage 

A building identification sign is proposed on the eastern facade of the car park that is 10.25m long 
and 2.03m high (Figure 3). 

It is noted that many workers in Corporate Connect work beyond typical daytime hours and the 
alignment of the illuminated sign is expected to face directly into the upper levels of the Corporate 
Connect building, presenting workers with a potentially dominant and distracting view. We note that 
the SEPP 64 assessment indicates that the illuminated sign will have adjustable settings, however 
the sign regardless of illumination presents an issue for workers. 

The location of the car park within the site means that the proposed sign at this location facing is 
internal, with no street frontage. The need for a sign on this particular facade is therefore questioned, 
due to the impact on the closest neighbour. 

To avoid adverse impact on workers, we request the Department: 

Require the building identification sign to be relocated to the northern facade, where there is a much 
greater separation to potential receivers. 

The proponent has considered AMP Capital’s comments raised in regard to the visual impact of the 
proposed illuminated building signage located on the eastern façade of the car park and the intrusiveness 
that it would have on many of their tenants. In response, the proposed signage has been relocated to the 
western façade which will reduce visual impact on the surrounding receivers and maintain the operational 
amenity of the surrounding land uses, specifically the commercial offices within Connect Corporate. During 
the meeting held on 23 July 2019, AMP Capital indicated that the relocation of the illuminated building 
signage from the eastern to the western faced of the car park satisfactorily addressed their concern. Refer to 
revised elevations and signage plans within the Amended Architectural Plan package (Appendix B).   

4.4. BIKEAST 
BIKEast as an advocacy group prepared a submission to the SSDA which requests the creation of a cycling 
network throughout the entirety of Qantas’ Freehold lands. The intent of this network is to compensate for 
the loss of previously identified potential future walking / cycling corridor between T1 and T2/T3 that will no 
longer be possible due to the Sydney Gateway Project’s widening of Qantas Drive. Given the nature of their 
submission, and the points raised a consolidated response has been provided in-lieu of addressing each 
point.  

The project facilitates the goals and objectives outlined within the Future Transport Strategy 2056; Metropolis 
of Three Cities: Region Plan and The Eastern City District Plan by ensuring that Sydney Airport and Port 
Botany are able to maintain their functionality and cater for future demand. The project is of strategic 
importance as the flight training centre is a critical component of the proponent’s ability to operate effectively.  

The proponent is committed to encouraging and supporting alternative modes of transport for its employees 
where appropriate as evidenced through the provision of EOT facilities including bicycle storage facilities for 
69 bikes within the car park at Stage 1 and storage for 120 bikes at the completion of Stage 2. 

The project will be accessible via cyclists directly from King Street, and through the campus via Kent Road 
and Bourke Road. The proposal has no relationship or impact on the delivery of bicycle networks within the 
Sydney Airport precinct, located outside of the site boundaries and scope of the project.   
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The proponent does not support public access through the site due to the critical aspect of the services 
managed within the flight training centre and more broadly the campus. Rigorous security measures 
including the provision of a secure perimeter and layers of access control are critical to the safe operation of 
the site.  

It is not the responsibility of the proponent or the project to improve the cycling network beyond their site. As 
such this is not a relevant consideration in the assessment of this SSDA.   

4.5. PUBLIC SUBMISSION 
One (1) submission from an individual member of the community was received which was concerned with 
traffic management in the area and specifically the operation of the King/O’Riordan Street intersection. The 
submission is outlined and responded to below. 

The traffic management plans cite Airport North Precinct Upgrades as justification of the continued 
"B/C level of service". The only change to the King St intersection is a new right turn bay from 
O'Riordan St into King St west. There are no changes planned for exiting King St west of O'Riordan 
St, turning onto O'Riordan St from east of King St or crossing O'Riordan St on King St in either 
direction.  

As stated in the addendum Traffic and Transport report (Appendix G) in accordance with the Airport North 
Precinct Plan upgrades, the intersection of King Street and O’ Riordan Street is being upgraded to provide 
three lanes in each direction, plus a right-hand turn into King Street (west). The Traffic Management Plan 
prepared for the proposed development takes into account these upgrades, which provide additional 
capacity and will improve the operation and level of service of these intersections. 

Table 3.3 of the Traffic Report suggest that none of the intersections will have level of service 
affected. If planners do not acknowledge that the intersection level of service at King St west of 
O'Riordan St would be reduced by significantly increasing the number of cars using King St west of 
O'Riordan St then this has most likely been overlooked as an issue for traffic management both once 
the facility opens and during construction.  

As stated in the addendum Traffic and Transport report (Appendix G) the Traffic and Parking Assessment 
Report prepared by CBRK and submitted with the EIS package adopts the upgrades proposed for the 
surrounding road network as a base level for traffic assessment. From this, the SIDRA analysis incorporates 
the level of traffic impact associated with the proposed development. The analysis concluded that no 
significant change in the level of service for the King Street west and O’ Riordan Street intersection would 
result due to the project. A minor increase in traffic flows on the surrounding road network will result, 
however this is expected as part of a SSDA and will not have a significant impact on the operation or safety 
of the network.  

Public plans suggest that King St will remain offset at O'Riordan St leading to low visibility when 
turning. I have personally contacted RMS after nearly being hit by cars turning onto O'Riordan St 
both as a driver and a pedestrian (Contact: A/Senior Network and Safety Officer at Roads and 
Maritime).  

The above comment is a relevant consideration for RMS, however, has no impact on the assessment of this 
SSDA.  

It would be wise of RMS to review the safety and traffic flow of this intersection before allowing 
further development in King St west of O'Riordan St that would increase traffic. 

The above comment is a relevant consideration for RMS, however, has no impact on the assessment of this 
SSDA.  
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5. ASSESSMENT OF AMENDED PROPOSAL 
The exhibited EIS addressed the potential impacts of the proposal against a range of matters relevant to the 
development. Except where addressed in the following sections, the conclusions of the original assessment 
remain unchanged. In particular, the assessment of the following matters remains unchanged: 

• Strategic Policy Assessment – the proposal remains highly consistent with the directions and priorities 
contained in the Greater Sydney Region Plan and Eastern City District Plan as well as other relevant 
policies and guidelines discussed in the EIS. 

• Statutory Planning Assessment – the assessment generally remains unchanged.  

• Built Form – the assessment remains generally unchanged, however the suitability of the built form and 
specifically the reduced setback to King Street has been demonstrated to be an appropriate design 
response and a superior built form outcome when viewed from King Street.  

• Urban Design – The proposal represents an improved urban design outcome with a reduced visual 
impact to neighbours and the public domain.  

• Landscaping – the revised landscaping solution for the site increases the amount of green coverage 
across the site, specifically on the northern, eastern and southern facades of the car park and within the 
services area on the site’s western boundary adjacent to Qantas Drive. The landscaping strategy 
proposes replacement planting ratio of over 1:1.  

• King Street Public Domain – the reduced setback to King Street does not interrupt or disrupt a 
consistent prevailing setback along the street frontage, nor does it have any impact on established 
significant view corridors. The relatively low scale flight training centre is well below the permissible 
building envelope, as the proposed height of 19m is well under the permissible maximum height limit of 
44m. Whilst the proposed built form encroaches into the setback zone, this is considered to be offset by 
the significantly reduced building height which reduces the street wall height; eliminating any 
overwhelming sense of enclosure from the public domain and permits increased daylight to create a 
comfortable street environment. This is considered to be a superior outcome for King Street, which will 
be embellished with plantings and a pedestrian footpath.   

• Construction and Operation – The construction hours are acceptable in their context and suitable 
mitigation measures are proposed to minimise impacts to neighbours. 
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6. CONCLUSION 
This RtS and APR report provides a comprehensive and consolidated response to the Agency and 
community submissions received in response to the exhibition of SSDA 10154 for the development of a new 
flight training centre including car parking and associated supportive and ancillary works at 297 King Street, 
Mascot.  

During the RtS process the proponent and the project team have consulted with a variety of stakeholders, 
including the Department, ARTC, AMP Capital, Sydney Water, Travelodge and Bayside Council in seeking 
to address and resolve matters raised through exhibition and review of the modification documentation. 

In responding to and addressing the submissions, the Proponent has sought to refine the project design.  

The key findings and recommendations of this RtS and APR report are underpinned by a suite of technical 
reports prepared by a specialist consultant team, these are attached as Appendices A - N. The technical 
reports address the amended project and provide an assessment of the project amendments to confirm that 
the modification has limited environmental impacts beyond those originally identified in the EIS. 

As discussed in the EIS and as amended by this RtS and APR report, the revised proposal is considered to 
have significant planning merits for the following reasons: 

• The land is zoned ‘IN1 – General Industrial’ under the BBLEP 2013. The project is permissible with 
consent and consistent with the land use objectives of IN1 zoning; 

• The project demonstrates design excellence; 

• The project demonstrates a high compliance with statutory controls; 

• The project will not create any adverse significant social, economic or amenity impacts which cannot be 
mitigated via the proposed mitigation measures in this application; 

• This project is critically important to maintaining the operations of Qantas, by ensuring their ongoing 
ability to train pilots and cabin crew in accordance with CASA regulations; 

• There are no significant environmental constraints limiting the project; and  

• Traffic can be managed, and the project will not result in new traffic to or from the airport precinct, rather 
it is considered to be a redistribution of existing trips. 

• The project is in the public interest for the following reasons: 

• The project is crucial in maintaining Qantas’ operational effectiveness as a global airline, whose 
headquarters/home base are at Mascot. In the absence of a flight training centre, Qantas’ ability to 
operate and thus in turn effectively support the Airport and the National economy will be undermined; 

• The project has been prepared having regard to Council’s planning policies and the APR has increased 
the project’s compliance with the aims and objectives of the controls for the site; 

• Subject to the various mitigation measures recommended by the specialist consultants, the project does 
not have any unreasonable impacts on adjoining properties or the public domain in terms of traffic, social 
and environmental impacts; 

• The site is well serviced by public transport and various walking and cycling routes and the road network. 
Further, the project will centralise some of Qantas’ staff parking into a central location facilitating more 
effective transport of staff within the Campus and Airport; 

• The project will result in the development of a world class training facility to service the Qantas fleet that 
at its completion it will be the largest flight training centre in the Southern Hemisphere reinforcing Sydney 
as a Global Aviation Training Hub; 

• The location of the flight training centre in Sydney enables Qantas’ long-term employment generation to 
remain predominantly in Sydney and represents a logical co-location with Qantas’ Head Office in its 
Corporate Campus. More specifically the project will create a new strategic centre for the airline’s 
operations, within a new Qantas Corporate Precinct; 
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• The project demonstrates design excellence and is intended to be a material expression of Qantas’ 
identity as the national carrier; with ‘earth’ inspired elements to reflect the red earth of the Australian soil; 
and ‘air’ inspired elements referencing aviation and the sky; 

• The building form and design addresses the urban design constraints of the site and the functional 
requirements of the facilities with a clear understanding of the industrial context informing an appropriate 
contextual design response;  

• The effective day to day operation of Qantas’ business at Mascot generates demand from some 5,480 
spaces across multiple airside and non-airside locations which the proponent controls through 
ownership, lease or rental arrangements. The proponent’s parking strategy is to maintain existing 
parking supply by proactively replacing known future parking losses to allow it to continue to successfully 
operate;  

• Construction of the new multi-deck car park will allow for consolidation of Qantas staff parking within the 
campus site resulting in the proponent being able to better manage its parking facilities; 

• The project will contribute positively to energy efficiency and environmental sustainability. The design 
has incorporated many ESD features to reduce energy consumption during the life of the proposed 
development with a targeted equivalency to a 5 star Green Star benchmark with a 6 star Green Star 
aspiration;  

• The amended project has sought to address and resolve matters raised during the exhibition period to 
deliver a superior outcome; and 

• Given the site is suitable for the development and the proposal is in the public interest, this application 
should be approved.  
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DISCLAIMER 
This report is dated 1 August 2019 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 Pty Ltd’s 
(Urbis) opinion in this report.  Urbis prepared this report on the instructions, and for the benefit only, of Qantas 
Airways Limited (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 B AMENDED ARCHITECTURAL PLANS
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