














 

 
 

Our reference: 7722617 
Contact: Gavin Cherry 
Telephone: (02) 4732 8125 
 
 
4 August 2017 
 
Ms Nikki Matthews  
Department of Planning & Environment 
 
By email: Nikki.matthews@planning.nsw.gov.au 
 
 
Dear Ms Matthews  
 
Re:  Proposed State Significant Development - Benedict Penrith 

Resource Recovery Facility (SSD 7733) 
Property:  Nos. 46-48 Peachtree Road Penrith 
 
I refer to your email dated 27 June 2017 regarding the above application and 
thank you for providing Council with an opportunity to comment on the 
proposal.  
 
Please find below comments from Penrith City Council for consideration in the 
assessment of the application.  
 
Traffic Management  
 

 Appendix D (Traffic Impact Assessment) proposes 134 “daily truck 
movements”, but it is not clear whether these are return trips or single 
trips. This needs to be clarified as it is not possible to assess the traffic 
impacts of this proposal without this information / clarification. 
 

 The proposed daily traffic movements appear to be based on a 10-hour 
day operation, however the proposal raises the possibility of 24-hour / 
7-day-week operation. A summary of site-generated daily traffic trips for 
this level of operation is required to be submitted for assessment if this 
operation is sought as part of the current application. 
 

 The queue distances in the SIDRA analysis (in Appendix B) doesn’t 
appear to reflect the percentage of heavy vehicles in the mix (as a 19m 
heavy vehicle effectively takes up a queue length of 4 or more cars). 
For example, the proposed queue distance for right-turn movements 
from Castlereagh Road into Peachtree Road (i.e. from the northern 
approach), after operation of the facility commences, is forecast to be 
14.7m in the AM peak, and 6.1m in the PM peak. As both distances are 
less than the length of a single 19m heavy vehicle, and given the 
numbers of heavy vehicles proposed to access the site at these times, 
clarification of the application of data in determining these queue 
distances is required. 
 

 The SIDRA analysis (in Appendix B) of the PM peak indicates that 
average delay times (on the western approach to the intersection) will 
actually decrease after all their additional traffic is added to the road 
network. This does not seem realistic and requires further explanation. 
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 The survey data provided in Table 2.2 of Appendix D (Traffic Impact 
Assessment) indicates that the western leg of the 
Peachtree/Castlereagh Road intersection has an existing AM peak of 
30 heavy vehicles and an existing PM peak of 14 heavy vehicles, yet 
Table 4.1 indicates existing daily heavy vehicles at this leg of the 
intersection is calculated to be 360. This needs to be clarified, since an 
over-estimation of the existing heavy vehicle count tends to minimise 
the proportion of increase in the proposed numbers of heavy vehicles 
on this leg of the intersection. 
 

 As mentioned in the paragraphs above, the Traffic Impact Assessment 
shows Level Of Service (LOS) ‘C’ for the Peachtree/Castlereagh Rd 
intersection both before and after the proposal, but this is because the 
report has used the LOS for the entire intersection (all legs), when 
actually the critical leg of the intersection (the western leg) is LOS ‘F’ (or 
at best ‘E’, depending on the time period). It would unacceptable (in 
terms of safety, amenity and accessibility), without some level of 
upgrade, to have this scale of increase in heavy vehicle traffic at an 
intersection leg that is already failing. 
 

 The applicant should be requested to consult with RMS on the scope for 
upgrading the western leg of the intersection in association with the 
proposed intersection upgrade for the other intersection legs. The 
applicant should demonstrate that upgrade proposal/s would result in 
LOS ‘C’ or above for the western leg of the intersection.  
 

 As requested in the SEARs, plans of any proposed road 
upgrades/infrastructure works required for the development must be 
provided (specifically with regard to the above point). 
 

 The heavy vehicle swept paths provided (in Appendix B) indicate that 
both ingress (right-turn in) and egress (left-turn out) require the vehicle 
to take up the full road width kerb-to-kerb, which is unsafe and would 
also eliminate parking on both sides of the street. This is unacceptable 
and access driveways would need to be widened to ensure that swept 
paths can be safely accommodated from/within the travel lanes. 
 

 The heavy vehicle swept paths provided (in Appendix B) also indicate 
that truck manoeuvring onsite is in conflict with proposed structures 
onsite. 
 

 The proposal does not clearly state the size and type of the largest 
vehicle proposed to enter the site, however I have assumed it to be a 
19m general access vehicle. If anything larger (or heavier) is proposed 
or anticipated (or is even a possibility) it needs to be stated. 
 

 The Traffic Impact Assessment mentions the provision of truck parking 
onsite, but it is not clearly shown on the plans provided unless it is 
referring to the truck manoeuvring area (which cannot be counted as a 
truck parking area). 
 

 The Traffic Impact Assessment addresses road network peaks, but 
does not give any indication of the operational peaks of the proposal. 
This information is required. 
 



 

 
 

 The proposal is for 8 staff members on-site, however the GFA for the 
site needs to be provided for parking calculation purposes, as Penrith 
DCP  2014 requires that the greater rate be applied.  
 

 The Traffic Impact Assessment does not consider the capacity and 
impacts on the Mullins/Castlereagh Road intersection, nor does it 
provide analysis of this intersection as a possible alternative route 
to/from the site. This analysis is required in order to fully determine the 
traffic impacts on the local road network (and any remedial measures 
that may need to be undertaken). 
 

 As requested in the SEARs, plans of any proposed road 
upgrades/infrastructure works required for the development must be 
provided (specifically with regard to the above point). 
 

 An accurate description of haul routes is required (as per SEARs) in 
order to determine any additional traffic impacts on our local roads, 
whereas the Traffic Impact Assessment states only that 50% of vehicles 
will travel north via Andrews Road and 50% will travel south via Mulgoa 
Road. More information is required with regard to where heavy vehicles 
are travelling from and where their destination points will be. 
 

 The application requires comment from the NSW Roads and Maritime 
Service and it is requested that the NSW Department of Planning and 
Environment discuss the above traffic management concerns with the 
RMS.  

 

 If the application is supported, it must be that the above issues have 
been resolved and / or suitable intersection upgrades are included 
within the scope of works to ensure a satisfactory service level is 
provided without adverse impact on the local road network. 

Environmental Management  
 

 The EIS states that stockpiles shall be 5m high with stockpile separation 
walls being 4m high.  The maximum height of stockpiles should be 
reduced to no greater than 4.0m to coincide with the height of the 
separating walls.  
 

 Concern is raised at the proposed reliance upon sprinkler systems as 
the main method of control of outdoor dust generation, particularly in 
regard to operational practicality (giving consideration to onsite 
activities) as well as the resultant wastewater that may be 
generated.  Given the proximity of existing surrounding 
commercial/industrial receptors and the potential for dust to impact 
these receptors, it must be assured that the dust control system for the 
site is compatible with site operational needs and will not create other 
adverse environmental impacts such as water pollution. 

 

 The EIS refers to the installation of a gross pollutant trap however does 
not provide details of the proposed device and the range of 
contaminants that the device will satisfactorily treat prior to disposal to 
the stormwater system.  It is requested that this aspect of the 
application be reviewed by the EPA with assurance given that all 
potential contaminants (including nutrients, heavy metals and 



 

 
 

hydrocarbons etc), not just sediment, are appropriately captured and 
disposed of and not directed to Council’s stormwater system. 

 

 Whilst the air quality impact assessment assesses the potential for 
odour from green waste it does not discuss the potential for odour from 
the presence of cloths, plastics and the like.  It is requested that the 
EPA in conducting its assessment, consider all potential sources of 
odour within the waste stream, as appropriate. 

 

 The EIS discusses the storage of asbestos in a 240L wheelie bin which 
is then removed when there is sufficient amount to make up a small 
load. Further clarification and detail is required from the applicant to 
confirm the storage location and quantity of asbestos and confirming 
what quantity is actually stored on site and where, before it is of a 
quantity considered to be a “small load” for disposal. 

 

 The EIS states that materials with the potential to generate leachate will 
be processed in the processing shed.  It is requested that appropriate 
controls be required to ensure the satisfactory capture, treatment and 
disposal of any leachate or contaminant impacted runoff and 
wastewater.  

 

 The application does not detail whether any servicing and maintenance 
of plant and machinery shall be carried out on site.  Confirmation is 
required as to whether any servicing or repairs of vehicles and/or 
equipment is proposed on site, and if so, details of management and 
pollution controls need to be provided for consideration. 

 

 The Preliminary Contamination Assessment identifies that subsurface 
contamination is likely on the site and that minor ground disturbance 
works could expose contractors to potentially contaminated soil, and 
soil vapour.  The Contamination Assessment makes a number of 
recommendations to be implemented during construction activities, 
including the use of a photoionization detector during excavations to 
monitor volatiles.  Whilst the Contamination Assessment report states 
that “no contamination issues have been identified that would preclude 
the proposed future land use as a waste recycling and transfer facility”, 
it does not conclusively state that the site is suitable in its present state 
for the proposed use.  As the Contamination Assessment identifies that 
the presence of subsurface contamination is likely and that workers 
could be exposed to contamination, it is considered appropriate that 
further site investigation works be required prior to determination of the 
application.  Further investigation works will identify and delineate the 
extent of contamination, if any, and will guide any required remediation 
process at the site, as well as construction activities and necessary 
environmental and health controls.  Furthermore, the Contamination 
Assessment recommends a procedure (refer to dot point 3 of section 
6.1) should subsurface contamination be identified during excavation 
works.  Importantly, it does not acknowledge that should contamination 
be present on site and should remediation be required, that consent is 
required for those remediation works as all remediation work in the 
Penrith Local Government Area is Category 1 work in accordance with 
SEPP 55 – Remediation of Land and SREP 20.   

 
 
 



 

 
 

Landscaping 
 

 The proposed landscape plan and planting detail is inadequate. The 
indicated ‘lomondra’ and 2 x native trees is inadequate planting to suitably 
treat the existing streetscape in front of the exposed building and setback 
east of the driveway.   An embellished landscape plan is to be provided 
which outlines embellishment of the front setback zone with specific 
species, pot size and quantities including a mix of tree and shrub plantings. 
At a minimum 3 trees across the frontage should be proposed with 
understorey shrub landscaping to supplement.  This could be addressed 
through conditions of consent if the application was supported.  

 
Should you require any further information or clarification on the above 
comments, please don’t hesitate to contact me on (02) 4732 8125. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
Gavin Cherry 
Development Assessment Coordinator 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

NSW Department of Primary Industries 
Level 49 | 19 Martin Place | Sydney NSW 2000 

Tel: 02 9934 0805  landuse.enquiries@dpi.nsw.gov.au  ABN: 72 189 919 072 

OUT17/26717 
 
Mr Nicolas Hall 
Industry Assessments 
NSW Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39 
SYDNEY  NSW  2001  
 
nicolas.hall@planning.nsw.gov.au 
 
Dear Mr Hall 
 

Benedict Penrith Resource Recovery Facility (SSD 7733) 
Comment on the Environmental Impact Statement 

 
I refer to your email of 27 June 2017 to the Department of Primary Industries in respect to 
the above matter. Comment has been sought from relevant branches of DPI. Views were 
also sought from NSW Department of Industry - Lands that are now a division of the 
broader Department and no longer within NSW DPI. 
Any further referrals to DPI can be sent by email to landuse.enquiries@dpi.nsw.gov.au. 
 
 
Recommendations 
That the proponent provide to DPI the following additional information: 

• The groundwater trigger criteria that are to be used for comparative purposes to the 
surface water quality monitoring; 

• An outline on how these groundwater trigger criteria were derived and from what 
data; 

• Information on how the groundwater monitoring would occur in a “validation 
monitoring program”. 

 
Other comments to note: 

• The proponent should note that if more than 3 ML/year of water is taken from 
groundwater sources, a licence will need to be sought from DPI Water.  

 
Yours sincerely 

 
 
Mitchell Isaacs 
Director, Planning Policy & Assessment Advice 
17 August 2017 
 
DPI appreciates your help to improve our advice to you. Please complete this three minute 
survey about the advice we have provided to you, here: https://goo.gl/o8TXWz

mailto:landuse.enquiries@dpi.nsw.gov.au
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Department of Planning and Environment

Sydney NSW 2001

Attention: Nikki Matthews 

Notice Number 1553737

File Number EF17/7451

Date 05-Jul-2017

Re: "Benedict Penrith Resource Recovery Facility (SSD 7733)"

Issued pursuant to Section 91A(2) Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979

I am writing in response to the Department of Planning’s (DPE) request for the Environment Protection
Authority (EPA) to review development application SSD 7733.

I understand that Benedict Recycling Pty Ltd (the Proponent) is seeking development consent to establish
a resource recovery facility (the Proposal) at 46–48 Peachtree Road, Penrith (the Premises).

The EPA does not recommend approval of this Proposal

The EPA has reviewed the information provided and has determined that it will be unable to issue an
environment protection licence for the Proposal as currently presented.

We have concerns that the proposal does not meet current best practice. As specified in our SEARs, the
EPA expects that all waste handling activities, inclusive of the receival, sorting, processing, sampling,
quarantine and storage are conducted within an enclosed building. However, much of the proposed
operations, including receipt, sorting and storage of waste are proposed to occur outside.

The EPA does not recommend approval of this Proposal. For more information please refer to Attachment
A.

The EPA has not reviewed technical information
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We advise that as the Proposal does not meet current best practice, the EPA has not undertaken a
technical review of the EIS. We have not reviewed the ‘Air quality and greenhouse gas assessment’, ‘Noise
impact assessment’, ‘Water assessment’ or ‘Contamination assessment’. This is because impacts would
be different if all operations were conducted within an enclosed building as required.

If you have any questions, or wish to discuss this matter further please contact Melissa Ward on
9995 5747.

Yours sincerely

Celeste Forestal

Unit Head

Waste & Resource Recovery

       (by Delegation)
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ATTACHMENT A

Development application SSD 7733 has been submitted by Benedict Recycling Pty Ltd (the Proponent) to
the Department of Planning and Environment (DPE), seeking consent to establish a resource recovery
facility (the Proposal) at 46–48 Peachtree Road, Penrith (the Premises).

We understand that the facility will process up to 180,00 tonnes per annum of pre-classified general solid
(non-putrescible) waste. Waste will be screened and sorted to produce saleable recycled materials.

The EPA notes that the Proposal would require an environment protection licence with the EPA to lawfully
operate if approved by DPE. The EPA does not support the proposal in its current form.

Operations must be conducted within an enclosed building

As stated in our SEARs, the EPA expects that all waste handling activities, inclusive of the receival, sorting,
processing, sampling, quarantine and storage are conducted within an enclosed building. The EPA will not
support an application that does not meet this requirement.

The Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997 (POEO Act) makes clear that environmental
performance is to be continuously improving.  The EPA therefore seeks best practice in all new facilities or
activities. The need for best practice can be linked to the following elements of the POEO Act:

a) Objects
Section 3d of the POEO Act sets out the objects of the act and includes:

(ii) the reduction to harmless levels of the discharge of substances likely to cause harm to
the environment, and
(iv) the making of progressive environmental improvements, including the reduction of
pollution at source.

b) Matters to be considered
Section 45 of the POEO Act sets out the matters to be taken into consideration in licensing
functions and includes:

d)  the practical measures that could be taken:
(i)  to prevent, control, abate or mitigate that pollution, and
(ii)  to protect the environment from harm as a result of that pollution

We do not consider that the Proposal is meeting the objectives of the POEO Act or taking all practical
measures to prevent, control, abate or mitigate pollution. The Proposal includes storage of waste outside.
The stormwater management system does not include any separation of ‘clean’ and ‘dirty’ stormwater.
Pollution control measures proposed within the stormwater management system include a GPT which
“allows for gross pollutant removal, sediment capture, TSS removal, total phosphorous removal and
hydrocarbon capture.” It is the EPA’s experience that ‘dirty’ stormwater from construction demolition waste
facilities can contain other potential pollutants which are not captured by the proposed GPT. This includes
a variety of metals, nutrients, organics and other chemicals.
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Section 6.6.3 of the EIS lists potential contaminants associated with recycling facilities to be monitored
once the facility is operational. We do not consider operational monitoring sufficient to meet section 3 or 45
of the POEO Act. Measures must be taken now to prevent such contaminants to entering the water.

c) Prevent and minimise
Section 128(2) requires activities to be undertaken “by such practicable means as may
be necessary to prevent or minimise air pollution”.

d) Dealing with materials
Section 126 and section 140 makes it an offence to fail to deal with materials in a
proper and efficient manner causing air pollution or noise pollution respectively.

The EIS shows an exceedance of the assessment criterion at industrial Premises. We do not believe that
the Proposal will be able to comply with s126 and s128 of the POEO Act as it proposes to conduct waste
receipt/unloading and waste handling outside. In 2015 the EPA’s Waste Compliance Section undertook a
dust compliance campaign to examine dust management at licensed waste facilities in Sydney. The results
of the campaign showed that major sources of dust generation at waste facilities include unloading of
waste and handling of waste. Despite the use of sprinklers, these operations still caused significant dust
generation.

The EPA restates that we expect the Proposal to meet current best practice - in this case that waste be
received, stored, processed and dispatched in an enclosed building.

SEARs have not been met

On 20 July 2017, the EPA provided DPE with Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements
(SEARs). In addition to the requirement to conduct operations within an enclosed building, the following
requirements have not been met:
 provision of a waste management plan for the Proposal;
 provision of quantities of each type of waste to be received;
 details of any materials that will be produced under a Resource Recovery Order, and the controls in

place for meeting the conditions of that order;
 dust control measures (e.g. sprinklers) are not shown on the site plan;
 any external area where waste vehicles wait for loading/unloading must drain to a stormwater

quality treatment device sufficient to remove any contaminants, both solid and dissolved prior to
discharge to the offsite stormwater system;

 the reason for welding and consideration of any potential odours;
 details of the above-ground diesel tank and bunding; and
 consideration of any previous contamination.
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Other issues to be considered

The EPA notes the following additional issues in the EIS:
 excavated natural material (ENM) is not a waste classification listed in the EPA’s Waste

Classification Guidelines (2014) and is not appropriate to be listed as a waste type to be received on
an environment protection licence.

 Testing of recycled material must meet the requirements of a Resource Recovery Order. A
Resource Recover Exemption must be complied with by the user of the material.

 We remind the Proponent that the EPA is currently working on new minimum standards for
managing construction and demolition waste in NSW. The Proposal will need to meet these
standards once released.

 Further information is required on how the existing concrete surface (including oil pit) will be cleaned
and how waste / waste water will be disposed of.

 Further information is required on on-site refuelling. Is there a fuel storage on site? Does the fuel
contractor remain on site or attend the Premises as required? Is there a designated re-fuelling area
on site?

 Picking of asbestos from a load is not permitted. If asbestos is found in a tipped load, the whole
load must be rejected.

 We do not consider it appropriate to list every single pre-classified ‘general solid waste
(non-putrescible) on the licence. Only targeted wastes will be listed on a licence and must be
identified in the EIS.

 Section 1.4 of the EIS states that plastics will be segregated and recycled while Table 2.3 indicates
that plastic will be sent to landfill?

 Hours of operation – the EPA does not support any operations on Sundays or public holidays. The
EPA does not typically support operations outside of ‘daytime’ hours (being 7 am to 6pm), without
sufficient justification and assessment – please note that as the Proposal does not meet current
best practice, the EPA has not undertaken a technical review of the EIS including the ‘Noise impact
assessment’.

 The EIS refers to ‘vegetative’ waste – this is not listed in the EPA’s Waste Classification Guidelines
(2014). The EIS must use definitions provided in the POEO Act for garden waste and wood waste.

 Section 6.7 of the EIS states that “there have been potentially contaminating activities in the site
and surrounds” and that “there is the potential for interaction by contractors with impacted soil and
soil vapour during the construction phase only, if contamination is present.” Given that the potential
for contamination, why is testing for petroleum hydrocarbon only being undertaken post excavation
of soils?











 

 
 
Ms Nikki Matthews 
Planning Officer, Industry Assessments 
Department of Planning & Environment 
320 Pitt Street 
SYDNEY  NSW  2000 
 
Email to: Nikiki.Matthews@planning.nsw.gov.au  
 
Dear Ms Matthews 
 
Notice of Exhibition –  Benedict Penrith Resource Recovery, 46 - 48 Peachtree Road, 
Penrith (SSD 7733) 

 
Reference is made to your correspondence received on 14 July 2017 requesting comment 
from the Heritage Council of NSW (the Heritage Council) for the above proposal. 
 
The proposal seeks approval for: 
 

• construction of a Recycling and Waste Transfer Facility; 
• a processing capacity of 180,000 tonnes of waste per year; and 
• to include the processing and recycling of pre-classified general (non-putrescible) 

waste. 
 

An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), prepared by ENM Consulting, dated 2 June 2017, 
has been reviewed and the following comments are provided: 
 
The proposed State Significant Development (SSD) site is not within the curtilage of an SHR 
item. The EIS addresses the potential heritage impact for SHR and s170 Register items within 
a 1.2 km radius of the site and finds there are no potential impacts to the heritage items and a 
heritage assessment is not warranted for the proposed development. 

 
The relevant documents have been reviewed and no additional heritage requirements are 
recommended. It is, therefore, considered that further referrals to Heritage Council are not 
required.  
 
If you have any questions regarding the above matter, please contact James Quoyle, Heritage 
Officer, at the Heritage Division, Office of Environment and Heritage on telephone 
(02) 9873 8612 or by email: james.quoyle@environment.nsw.gov.au. 
 
Yours sincerely 

 
Rajeev Maini 
Manager, Conservation  
Heritage Division 
Office of Environment & Heritage 
As Delegate of the Heritage Council of NSW 
14 August 2017 
 

File No: SF17/36574 
Ref No: DOC17/375612 
 

mailto:Nikiki.Matthews@planning.nsw.gov.au
mailto:james.quoyle@environment.nsw.gov.au


Hi Nikki, 
 
Thanks for forwarding the above proposal to OEH for consideration. 
 
After reviewing the relevant documents, OEH’s Greater Sydney Planning Team has 
concluded that the matter does not contain biodiversity, natural hazards or Aboriginal cultural 
heritage issues that require a formal OEH response. We have no further need to be involved 
in the assessment of this project.  
 
Please note that the Heritage Division in the Office of Environment and Heritage may wish to 
provide separate comments. The Heritage Division can be contacted at 
heritage@heritage.nsw.gov.au  
 
Kind regards, 
Dana 
 
 
Dana Alderson 
Planning Team 
Regional Operations Division 
Office of Environment and Heritage 
T: 02 8837 6304 
F: 02 9995 6900 
W: www.environment.nsw.gov.au 
 
Please note my work days are Mon-Thurs 

 

 Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail 
 
 
 
 
From: Nuray Duran  
Sent: Tuesday, 27 June 2017 9:30 AM 
To: Planning Matters Mailbox <planning.matters@environment.nsw.gov.au> 
Subject: Notice of exhibition - Benedict Penrith Resource Recovery Facility (SSD 7733) - Penrith LGA 
 

 
Good morning 
 
Please find attached the notice of exhibition for the Benedict Penrith Resource Recovery Facility (SD 
7733) in the Penrith Local Government Area. 
 
The public exhibition is from Friday, 30 June 2017 until Monday, 14 August 2017.  
 
The SSD Application, Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and accompanying documents may be 
viewed on the Department’s website at http://majorprojects.planning.nsw.gov.au/page/on-
exhibition/  from Friday, 30 June 2017.  
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The Department invites you to comment on the proposal, including advice on recommended 
conditions of consent by Monday, 14 August 2017. 
 
The contact person for this project is Nikki Matthews, who can be contacted on (02) 8289 6679 or 
via email at Nikki.matthews@planning.nsw.gov.au 
 
Regards 
Nuray Duran  
DA Coordinator | Industry, Key Sites & Priority Projects 
Department of Planning & Environment 
320 Pitt Street |  GPO Box 39  |  Sydney NSW 2001 
T  02 9274 6162  E nuray.duran@planning.nsw.gov.au  
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Roads and Maritime Services  

27-31 Argyle Street, Parramatta NSW 2150  |   
PO Box 973 Parramatta NSW 2150 |  

www.rms.nsw.gov.au  |  131 782 

 

 

4 August 2017 
 
 
Our Reference: SYD16/00846/03 (A18452701) 
DP&E Ref: SSD 7733 

 
 
Team Leader 
Industry Assessments 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39 
SYDNEY NSW 2001 

 
 

Attention: Nikki Matthews  
 

 
Dear Mr Hall, 
 
BENEDICT PENRITH RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITY 
46-48 PEACHTREE ROAD, PENRITH 
 
Reference is made to the Department of Planning and Environment (DP&E) letter dated 26 June 
2017, regarding the abovementioned application which was referred to Roads and Maritime 
Services (Roads and Maritime) for comment. 
 
Roads and Maritime has reviewed the submitted application and provides the following comments 
for your consideration in the determination of the application: 
 
1. All vehicles are to enter and exit the site in a forward direction. Provision for vehicles to turn 

around must be provided within the property boundary. 
 

2. The swept path of the longest vehicle 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. 
 

3. 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 for determination prior to the issue of a construction certificate. 
 

4. All works/regulatory signposting associated with the proposed development are to be at no cost 
to Roads and Maritime. 

 
Furthermore, the proponent should be advised that Roads and Maritime is currently investigating 
the proposed Mulgoa Road/Castlereagh Road Corridor Upgrade. The current design is preliminary 
and subject to change with the next iteration of design when this stage of the project receives 

  



 

funding. Further information on this project can be obtained by visiting the Roads and Maritime 
website www.rms.nsw.gov.au/projects/sydney-west/mulgoa-rd-castlereagh-rd/ or by contacting the 
team on 1800 733 084 or via email mulgoaroadupgrade@rms.nsw.gov.au 
 
Any inquiries in relation to this application can be directed to Zhaleh Alamouti on 8849 2331 or by 
email at development.sydney@rms.nsw.gov.au 

 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
Rachel Cumming 
Senior Land Use Assessment Coordinator 
Network Sydney West Precinct 
 

http://www.rms.nsw.gov.au/projects/sydney-west/mulgoa-rd-castlereagh-rd/
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