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16 December 2010 

 

Director General 
NSW Department of Planning 
23-33 Bridge Street 
Sydney NSW 2000 
Attention: Chris Ritchie 
 

 

Dear Chris 
 
Re: Bungarribee Industrial Estate – Metcash Distrib ution Centre and Offices (MP 
10_0140) – response to submissions 
 

Further to public exhibition of the Metcash Distribution Centre and Offices – Bungarribee 
Industrial Estate (MP 10_0140), a number of submissions were received in relation to the 
project. The parties were as follows: 
 

• Blacktown City Council (letter dated 24 November 2010); 
• RTA (SRDAC) (letter dated 29 November 2010); and 
• Sydney Water (letter dated 26 November 2010) 
 

In accordance with Section 75H(6) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979, the 
following is a response to all of the issues raised in these submission. 

 

Blacktown City Council: 

 

Issues Raised Goodman Response 

1. Traffic  

Traffic section has raised some issues with 
respect to the internal driveways, particularly; 

(i) The proposal showed a shared driveway for 
both heavy and light vehicles to the western 
boundary of the site. The shared driveway is 
not supported as there is a conflict between 
trucks and cars near the car park entry ramp. It 
is our view that driveways must be separated 
to avoid conflicts between heavy and light 
vehicles. This could be achieved by providing 
truck access as part of the precinct plan 
roundabout between Lots 2, 3, 4 and 6 and 
retaining the western access point for cars 
only. 

(i) The response to these issues is clearly 
detailed in the Halcrow letter dated 8 
December 2010 (see Attachment 1.0).The 
proposed shared truck and car access is 
based on an existing Metcash facility in 
Laverton and operates successfully. It also has 
the benefit of increasing potential for off-street 
queuing. We have had this arrangement 
reviewed and tested by Halcrow who have 
confirmed that it is capable of operating safely 
and effectively. 

(ii) It is noted with concern that the proposal 
suggested the deletion of the precinct plan 

(ii) A Traffic Volume Assessment and Road 
Safety Review has been carried out as 



 
 

roundabout between Lots 2, 3, 4 and 6 
resulting from the removal of access road 
between Lots 2 and 3 without any 
consideration to the road safety at this 
location. Council does not support the deletion 
of this roundabout on the safety grounds as 
the removal of the roundabout would create a 
“T” intersection which requires some form of 
control as the predominant movement will be 
along the extension of Huntingwood Dr and the 
Great Western Highway via new roads north of 
the extension of Huntingwood Dr. 

detailed in GHD letter dated 3 December 2010 
(see Attachment 2.0). This letter states that a 
roundabout is not desirable from a safety or 
disruption point of view and may actually 
create unintended impacts such as increased 
delays within the development. In addition, the 
layout of the Metcash development 
(MP10_014) does not allow the space for 
inclusion of a roundabout at this location. 

(iii) Traffic generated by the proposed 
development can be accommodated within the 
existing road network capacity without deletion 
of the precinct plan roundabout between Lots 
2, 3, 4 and 6. 

(iii) See point (ii) and the Traffic Volume 
Assessment carried out by GHD. The traffic 
generated by the proposed development can 
be accommodated by the proposed “T” 
intersection. 

(iv) Design of car parking area, circulation aisle 
widths, driveway widths, manoeuvring areas, 
sight distances, ramp grades, headroom, 
loading areas etc to conform to AS 2890.1-
2004 and AS 2890.2-2002. 

(iv) These requirements will be taken into 
consideration during the detailed design phase 
to ensure that the development is consistent 
with the relevant Australian Standards. 

(v) Number of parking spaces provided 
complies with the Council’s requirements. 

(v) Noted. 

(vi) All vehicles must enter and leave in the 
forward direction. 

(vi) Noted. 

  

2. Stormwater drainage   

Council’s drainage section has provided a list 
of condition which should be included in any 
consent issues by the Department, namely. 

(i) The development is in the first stage of the 
Bungarribee Industrial Estate. On-site 
detention may need to be provided off-site in a 
temporary location until the ultimate system is 
provided. The detention system will need to 
ensure that all the post developed discharges 
from the 1.5 year to the 1 in 100 year ARI 
storm are equal to or less than the pre 
development flows for all storm durations and 
can safely contain the required storage. Details 
of calculations, sizes, outlets and location of 
the basin are to be provided. 

(i) Sediment basins will be provided to cater for 
flows during construction and prior to 
completion of development sites as per 
Landcom Blue Book requirements. As noted, 
temporary detention may be provided off-site 
in the event of On-site detention at the 
completion of each lot will not be provided on a 
lot-by-lot basis as the Wetlands provide the 
Water Quantity treatment requirements prior to 
discharge to Eastern Creek. 

 

(ii) The internal pipe network is to be designed 
in accordance with the current Council’s 
Engineering Guide for Development to carry 
the 20 year ARI storm flows without surcharge. 

(ii) The stormwater system for the Metcash 
development will be designed to this 
requirement. 



 
 

(iii) A drainage catchment plan is required to 
indicate what areas are draining to specific 
stormwater pits. The site discharge areas 
draining to the north and south are to match 
the original layout as proposed in the WEST 
HUNTINGWOOD EMPLOYMENT LANDS 
DETAILED WSUD STRATEGY prepared by 
EDAW/AECOM October 2009. 

(iii) Noted, the catchment areas for the 
Metcash development are being designed in 
accordance with the EDAW/AECOM WSUD 
strategy.  

(iv) A DRAINS electronic model must be 
provided and approved to demonstrate that the 
internal pipe network can safely carry the 20 
year ARI storm flows without surcharge prior to 
the release of the construction certificate. 
Blockage factors should be applied to all inlet 
pits with lintels/grates at 0.5 for sags and 0.2 
for pits on grade. For grate only inlets the 
blockage factor should be 0.5 minimum. 

(iv) The Metcash pipe network is being 
designed and analysed in DRAINS for the 20 
year ARI and the appropriate pit blockage 
factors as nominated will be applied. 

(v) Details are to be provided for the safe 
conveyance of overland flows within the site in 
the 1 in 100 year ARI event with freeboard to 
the floor level when the pipe and pit capacity is 
exceeded. 

(v) These overland flow and freeboard 
requirements will be met during detailed 
design. 

(vi) The water quality treatment will include 
gross pollutant traps targeting gross litter either 
as litter basket inserts, or as proprietary wet 
sump gross pollutant traps followed by vortex 
style gross pollutant traps targeting TSS and 
hydrocarbons as a treatment train. These are 
all to be designed for a minimum of the three 
month flow. Roof water, or the overflow from 
the rainwater tanks, are permitted to bypass 
the gross pollutant traps. Details are to be 
approved prior to release of the construction 
certificate including provision for adequate 
access by large eductor truck to clean the 
gross pollutant traps. 

(vi) These requirements will be catered for in 
the detailed design of the stormwater system. 
GPT units will be provided for each catchment 
prior to connection to estate trunk stormwater 
system. 

(vii) The Southern Drainage Channel within 
their site is to be under the ownership of the 
site. The owner is to be responsible for all 
ongoing maintenance of the channel within the 
site. The channel is to be heavily vegetated 
with native riparian vegetation. Details are to 
be provided prior to the release of the 
construction certificate. 

(vii) It is intended that the channel will remain 
under the ownership of the site. The channel 
will be appropriately vegetated considering the 
maintenance regime, site constraints and 
hydraulic capacity. The channel needs to be 
able to convey large flows. 
 

(viii) All discharge pipes to the Southern 
Drainage Channel are to comply with the 
requirements of Controlled Activities – Outlet 
Structures under the Water Management Act 
2000. This is to include scour protection and 

(viii) Noted, discharge points will be designed 
accordingly. 



 
 

energy dissipation. 

(ix) The development shall undertake good 
general Water Sensitive Urban Design practise 
e.g. by directing parking areas or driveways to 
gardens or grass / bio swales before collection 
in pits. 
 

(ix) Noted. 

(x) A drainage catchment plan is required to 
indicate what areas are draining to specific 
Stormwater Quality Improvement Devices. 

(x) Noted see item (iii) Catchment Plan will be 
prepared as part of the detailed design 
process. 

(xi) A minimum of 80% of the non-potable 
water use for the proposed development is to 
be met through rainwater unless physically 
impossible to do so. Rainwater tanks are to 
source water from a minimum of 80% of the 
roof area. Details of non-potable water usage 
rates and how the percentage reuse has been 
achieved need to be provided prior to the 
release of the construction certificate. Where 
recycled water is available this must only be 
used to supplement any rainwater, or 
stormwater harvesting and reuse schemes e.g. 
as a top up to the rainwater tank, or in lieu of 
mains water bypass. 

(xi) As per discussions with Council regarding 
the Infrastructure Development Application 
(MP08_225). Goodman and Council agreed 
that 80% could become the revised target 
‘unless impractical’. 

(xii) A hydraulic engineer is to prepare a 
preliminary non-potable water supply, pipe and 
fixture plan for the site. 

(xii) Noted, this plan will be prepared as part of 
the detailed design process. 

(xiii) Prior to the release of the construction 
certificate, maintenance requirements are to 
be provided for each of the Stormwater Quality 
Improvement Devices and the riparian 
vegetation of the Southern Drainage Channel. 

(xiii) maintenance information will be finalised 
during the detailed design process, details of 
which will be incorporated with the Works-As-
Executed documents prior to operations. 

(xv) Prior to Occupation a Positive Covenant is 
to b provided over the Stormwater Quality 
Improvement Devices in accordance with the 
requirements with Council’s Engineering Guide 
for Development (as amended). 

(xv) Noted. 

(xvi) Prior to Occupation a Positive Covenant 
is to be provided over the Southern Drainage 
Channel within the site for maintenance of the 
riparian vegetation. 

(xvi) Noted. 

  

3. Planning  

The main aspect of Council’s original 
submission dated 24 August, 2010 particularly 
with respect to the issue of Salinity. Given that 
high levels of salinity have been identified 

Noted.  



 
 

under the GHD Geotechnics report dated 
February 2009, it is considered imperative that 
the Management measures and monitoring 
recommendations made by this report are 
adhered to. The other matters relating to 
architectural design, landscaping and screen 
treatment of the water tank have been 
addressed satisfactorily. 

 

Given the technical nature of the above comments, Goodman commit to consult with Blacktown 
City Council regarding the technical design of the stormwater system to the satisfaction of the 
Director-General. 

 

RTA (SRDAC): 

The following is a response to the issues raised:  

Issues Raised Goodman Response 

Transport Infrastructure Contributions 
Deed 

 

(a) GHWT (Trust Company Limited as 
custodian of the GGAIF Huntingwood West 
Trust) shall pay the contributions due in 
respect of the GHWT Land (Lot 3 DP1127100) 
(or deliver Works in Kind) to the RTA (or as it 
directs in writing) in accordance with the 
signed Transport Infrastructure Contribution 
Deed between the Roads and Traffic Authority, 
Trust Company Limited and the Minister 
Administering the Environmental Planning and 
Assessment Act, 1979, dated 13 September 
2010. 

 (a) Noted and agreed. 

(b) GHWT (Trust Company Limited as 
custodian of the GGAIF Huntingwood West 
Trust) shall enter into a GHWT Works WAD for 
the GHWT Works in accordance with the 
signed Transport Infrastructure Contributions 
Deed between the Roads and Traffic Authority, 
Trust Company Limited and the Minister 
Administering the Environmental Planning and 
Assessment Act, 1979 dated 13 September 
2010. 

(b) Noted and agreed. 

(c) GHWT must give written notice to the RTA 
within 10 days of the lodgement of an 
Application for a Construction Certificate, 
where the issuing of that certificate would 
constitute a Development Event in accordance 
with the signed Transport Infrastructure 
Contribution Deed between the Roads and 

(c) Noted and agreed. 



 
 

Traffic Authority, Trust Company Limited and 
the Minister Administering the Environmental 
Planning and Assessment Act, 1979 dated 13 
September 2010. 

(d) Should GHWT direct that contributions are 
to be made and not Works in Kind, payment 
must be made to the RTA and directed to: 

The Land Use and Planning Manager 

PO Box 973 

PARRAMATTA NSW 2124 

(d) Noted and agreed. 

  

Advisory Comments  

(1) To eliminate vehicle conflicts between 
bicycles, light and heavy vehicles at the 
entry/exit to the site, the Department should 
consider requesting the applicant to redesign 
the entry/exit to separate heavy and light 
vehicles. This could be achieved by providing 
separate driveways for the car parking area 
and the heavy vehicle access. 

(1) The response to these issues is clearly 
detailed in the Halcrow letter dated 9 
December 2010 (see Annexure 3.0).The 
proposed shared truck and car access is 
based on an existing Metcash facility in 
Laverton and operates successfully. It also has 
the benefit of increasing potential for off-street 
queuing. We have had arrangement reviewed 
and tested by Halcrow who have confirmed 
that it is capable of operating safely and 
effectively. 

(2) A Construction Traffic Management Plan 
detailing construction vehicle routes, number 
of trucks, hours of operation, access 
arrangements and traffic control should be 
submitted to Council prior to the issue of a 
Construction Certificate. 

(2) Noted, this will be prepared and submitted 
to DoP. 

(3) The layout of the proposed car parking 
areas associated with the subject development 
(including driveways, grades, turn paths, sight 
distance requirements, aisle widths, aisle 
lengths, and parking bay dimensions) should 
be in accordance with AS 2890.1-2004 and AS 
2890.2 -2002 for heavy vehicle usage. 

(3) These requirements will be taken into 
consideration during the detailed design phase 
to ensure that the development is consistent 
with the relevant Australian Standards. 

(4) The swept path of the longest vehicle 
(including garbage trucks) entering and exiting 
the subject site, as well as manoeuvrability 
through the site, shall be in accordance with 
AUSTROADS. In this regard, a plan shall be 
submitted to Council for approval, which shows 
that the proposed development complies with 
this requirement. 

(4) Noted. The turning paths have been 
provided as part of the detailed design process 
as an extension to the Traffic Impact 
Assessment contained within the Development 
Application. 

(5) All vehicles are to enter and leave the site 
in a forward direction. 

(5) Noted. 



 
 

(6) All vehicles are to be wholly contained on 
site before being required to stop. 

(6) Noted, the driveway entry where currently 
located allows for significant number of B-
Double vehicles to queue off the street 
network. 

(7) All works/regulatory signposting associated 
with the proposed development are to be at no 
cost to the RTA. 

(7) Noted and agreed. 

 

Sydney Water:  

The comments and feasibility advice provided by Sydney Water is noted, Goodman will continue 
to consult with Sydney Water through our Water Services Coordinator on design and Section 73 
requirements. 

 

Operational Traffic Volumes:  

Further to the Traffic Impact Assessment prepared by Halcrow dated 8 September 2010 (as 
contained within the Development Application), the expected daily operational traffic volumes for 
the Metcash site is approximately 7 to 7.5 times the AM peak volumes referenced on page 10 of 
the report which equates to 600 trucks (or other heavy vehicles) and 1000 cars (or other light 
vehicles). 

 

Should you wish to discuss further please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned on (02) 
9230 7402.  

 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

 
Brendon Quinn 
Development Manager 
 

Attachments: 

• Attachment 1.0: Halcrow letter dated 8 December 2010 

• Attachment 2.0: GHD letter dated 3 December 2010 

• Attachment 3.0: Halcrow letter dated 9 December 2010 

 
 



Halcrow 
Suite 20, 809 Pacific Highway, Chatswood NSW 2067 Australia 

Tel +61 2 9410 4100  Fax +61 2 9410 4199 

www.halcrow.com/australasia 
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A Halcrow Group business.  Registered in Australia as Halcrow Pacific Pty. Ltd.  ACN 061 920 849  ABN 45 061 920 849 

Brendon Quinn 
Development Manager 
Level 10 
60 Castlereagh Street 
Sydney NSW 2000 
 
 
Thursday 8th December 2010     Our ref CTLRLCl01a 
 
 
Dear Brendon, 
 
Metcash, Huntingwoood Drive 
 
I refer to council’s letter dated 24th November 2010 about the above site which you 
forwarded to me this week.  I will respond to the first two traffic issues raised in the letter 
Issues iii, iv, v & vi in Councils letter are all noted and accepted.  
 

 
 
The potential of conflict between heavy and light vehicles near the car park entry ramp 
was considered during the design process.  The more detailed proposal, which is not 
shown clearly on the submitted masterplan, involves a scheme to manage traffic priority at 
this location by means of give way intersection controls as shown on the sketch below. 
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The proposed layout will have the following features 
 

• The location of the driveway relative to the gatehouse allows for a large number of B-
doubles to park prior to the gatehouse, which gets them off the street network thereby 
not blocking cars wishing to enter the site / car park (as is the case on other entrances 
on Huntingwood Drive to the east)  

• Trucks will be leaving the gatehouse via boom gates and then travelling at low 
speed before stopping at the Give Way line further west. 

• The boom gates will not allow a continuous chain of B-Doubles exiting the gatehouse 
which means that cars will find adequate gaps to emerge from the car park. 

• Cars leaving the car park will also be required to give way.  They will need to give 
way when trucks are emerging from their Give Way line.  This truck movement will 
be at low speed and therefore should not result in any adverse safety conditions. 

• The traffic report confirmed that the proposed site would generate the following 
traffic levels in the peak hours 

 
Of the 78 trucks arriving in the AM peak, 39 will be arriving and 39 will be leaving. 
Of the 140 cars arriving in the AM peak, 132 will be arriving and 8 will be leaving. 
 
With regard to the councils concerns, the potential conflict in the AM peak would be 
between 39 trucks leaving the site and 8 vehicles leaving the car park (the in vehicles will 
not conflict).  The proposed give way system would not raise any adverse safety concerns.  
 
Of the 33 trucks arriving in the PM peak, 15 will be arriving and 18 will be leaving. 
Of the 176 cars arriving in the PM peak, 19 will be arriving and 157 will be leaving. 
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With regard to the councils concerns, the potential conflict in the PM peak would be 
between 18 trucks leaving the site and 157 vehicles leaving the car park (the in vehicles will 
not conflict).  The proposed give way system would not raise any adverse safety concerns.  
 
The traffic report has also confirmed that the proposed site access serving both truck and 
car traffic will not result in queuing problems so the single access point is acceptable in 
terms of traffic capacity.  We also believe that the proposed layout will also be acceptable 
on road safety grounds. 
 

 
As stated in the report, the proposed access location is over 100m west of the proposed 
road running north between Lot 4 and Lot 6 so a four arm roundabout is not an option to 
connect these roads.  The provision of a tee intersection onto the subject site has been 
shown in the Traffic impact assessment to be acceptable.   Should council wish to locate a 
roundabout at the intersection that will be formed when Lots 4 and 6 are developed, this 
should not be affected by the access into the Metcash site 
 
I trust that this addresses the issues raised but feel free to give me a call should you 
require anything further. 
 
Yours sincerely 

 
Ken Hollyoak 
Associate (Transport Planning) 















Halcrow 
Suite 20, 809 Pacific Highway, Chatswood NSW 2067 Australia 

Tel +61 2 9410 4100  Fax +61 2 9410 4199 

www.halcrow.com/australasia 
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A Halcrow Group business.  Registered in Australia as Halcrow Pacific Pty. Ltd.  ACN 061 920 849  ABN 45 061 920 849 

Brendon Quinn 
Development Manager 
Level 10 
60 Castlereagh Street 
Sydney NSW 2000 
 
 
Thursday 9th December 2010     Our ref:- CTLRLCl02 
 
 
Dear Brendon, 
 
Metcash, Huntingwoood Drive 
 
I refer to SRDAC’s letter dated 29th November 2010 about the above site which you 
forwarded to me this week.  I will respond to the first of the advisory comments in detail 
later in this letter below but in relation to the other points raised:-  
 

• a CTMP will be produced prior to the issue of a construction certificate 
• the car park / access roads have been designed in accordance with Australian 

standard 
• The swept paths of the largest vehicle were provided in Appendix C of Halcrow’s 

traffic impact assessment 
• All vehicles will enter and leave in a forward direction 
• All vehicles will be contained within the site without being required to stop 
• All works / regulatory signposting will be at no cost to RTA. 

 
The first point in the letter was as follows:- 
 

 
 
The potential of conflict between heavy and light vehicles near the car park entry ramp 
was considered during the design process.  However, it was considered that a single 
access point could cope adequately with all movements both in terms of traffic capacity 
and road safety. 
 
The more detailed proposal, which is not shown clearly on the submitted masterplan, 
involves a scheme to manage traffic priority at this location by means of give way 
intersection controls as shown on the sketch below. 
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The proposed layout will have the following features 
 

• The location of the driveway relative to the gatehouse allows for a large number of B-
doubles to park prior to the gatehouse, which gets them off the street network thereby 
not blocking cars wishing to enter the site / car park (as is the case on other entrances 
on Huntingwood Drive to the east) – that accords with the RTA requirement that ‘all 
vehicles will be contained within the site without being required to stop’ 

• Trucks will be leaving the gatehouse via boom gates and then travelling at low 
speed before stopping at the Give Way line further west. 

• The boom gates will not allow a continuous chain of B-Doubles exiting the gatehouse 
which means that cars will find adequate gaps to emerge from the car park. 

• Cars leaving the car park will also be required to give way.  Cards will need to give 
way when trucks are emerging from their Give Way line.  This truck movement will 
be at low speed and therefore should not result in any adverse safety conditions. 

• The traffic report confirmed that the proposed site would generate the following 
traffic levels in the peak hours 

 
Of the 78 trucks arriving in the AM peak, 39 will be arriving and 39 will be leaving. 
Of the 140 cars arriving in the AM peak, 132 will be arriving and 8 will be leaving. 
 
With regard to the concerns about conflict, the potential conflict in the AM peak would be 
between 39 trucks leaving the site, 8 vehicles leaving the car park and around 8 cyclists 
(the in vehicles will not conflict).  The proposed give way system would not raise any 
adverse safety concerns.  
 
Of the 33 trucks arriving in the PM peak, 15 will be arriving and 18 will be leaving. 
Of the 176 cars arriving in the PM peak, 19 will be arriving and 157 will be leaving. 
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With regard to the potential conflict in the PM peak, there would be between 18 trucks 
leaving the site, 157 vehicles leaving the car park and around 8 cyclists (the in vehicles will 
not conflict).  The proposed give way system would not raise any adverse safety concerns.  
 
The traffic report has also confirmed that the proposed site access serving both truck and 
car traffic will not result in queuing problems so the single access point is acceptable in 
terms of traffic capacity.  We also believe that the proposed layout will be acceptable on 
road safety grounds. 
 
I trust that this addresses the issues raised but feel free to give me a call should you 
require anything further. 
 
Yours sincerely 

 
Ken Hollyoak 
Associate (Transport Planning) 


