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Executive summary 

The proposal 

Roads and Maritime Services (Roads and Maritime) is proposing to build Stage 1 of the Spring Farm 

Parkway at Menangle Park, an east-west arterial link road that would ultimately service several future 

residential land releases within the Greater Macarthur Growth Area. It would provide an alternative 

connection to Spring Farm, Elderslie, Menangle Park, and Mount Gilead. Ultimately, this east-west link 

would connect Camden Bypass, the Hume Motorway and Menangle Road in Sydney’s south west. 

The key features of the proposal are the provision of: 

• A new four lane divided road (Spring Farm Parkway) extending about 0.9 kilometres from Menangle 
Road west to Menangle Park land release 

• A grade separated interchange to connect Spring Farm Parkway with the Hume Motorway with north 
facing entry and exit ramps to and from the motorway, including a bridge about 20 metres wide and 76 
metres long over the Hume Motorway 

• Upgrades of Menangle Road near the proposed Spring Farm Parkway intersection including widening 
to four lanes, and tie-ins to suit the new intersection to cater for forecast traffic demand 

• Spring Farm Parkway designed to be compatible with potential future upgrades to six lanes, this was 
incorrectly described in the REF as “Capacity for widening Spring Farm Parkway to an ultimate six 
lanes in the future” 

• Four new signalised intersections 

• A shared-use path on the southern side of Spring Farm Parkway and the south-eastern side of 
Menangle Road through to Broughton Anglican College at the southern limit of work 

The location of the proposal is shown in Figure 1-1 and an overview of the proposal is provided in Figure 1-
2. 

A more detailed description of the proposal is found in the Spring Farm Parkway Stage 1 Review of 
Environmental Factors prepared by Jacobs on behalf of Roads and Maritime in February 2019. 

Display of Review of Environmental Factors 

This submissions report relates to the Review of Environmental Factors (REF) prepared for the Spring 

Farm Parkway Stage 1 and should be read in conjunction with that document. 

The REF was placed on public display for comment from Wednesday 27 February to Friday 29 March 

2019, with some late submissions received and accepted until 18 April 2019. A total of 117 submissions, 

including two from Campbelltown Council, were received in response to the display of the REF. This 

included submissions from five government agencies, four from utility providers, 105 from the community, 

one from Save Mt Gilead Inc., a community interest group, and one from the Botanic Gardens and 

Centennial Parklands. 

Overview of issues raised 

The key issues raised in the submissions are outlined below and in Chapter 2 of this report. 

Issues raised by the community and community interest group 

Issues raised by the community included: 

• Concerns that the design does not include south facing entry and exit ramps 

• Traffic congestion and the performance of the wider traffic network during construction and operation 

• Concerns about the purpose of the proposal 
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• Potential impact to biodiversity, heritage, water quality and flooding as a result of the proposal 

• Consideration of air quality and noise impact to future receivers 

• Questions about the future stages of Spring Farm Parkway including widening to three through lanes in 
each direction and south facing ramps if required 

• Suggestions and questions about the design of the proposal 

• Concerns about the safety near Broughton Anglican College access on Menangle Road 

• Concerns about lack of engagement with the community and stakeholders 

• Concerns about external projects and proposals 

• Concerns about emergency vehicle access 

• Concerns about property acquisition for the existing proposal and for potential future widening and 
south facing ramps if these are required 

• Concerns about traffic assessment 

• Concerns about construction staging. 

A number of respondents expressed support for the proposal. However, a key concern raised by the 
community was associated with the lack of south facing ramps. Comments were made about the potential 
environmental and land use impact associated with the construction of these ramps, as well as concerns 
about the potential timing of these ramps, how these would be assessed, and how the proposal could 
operate and support existing and future growth in the area. Several submissions also raised issues out of 
the scope of this proposal, including the wider development of the area, and the future stages of Spring 
Farm Parkway. 

Issues raised by government agencies 

Issues raised by the government agencies, including Campbelltown City Council, Camden Council, Water 

NSW, Office of ALRA and CASA included: 

• Confirmation that the proposal is unlikely to impact on prescribed airspace or airport operations (Civil 
Aviation Safety Authority, CASA) or Upper Canal (Water NSW) 

• Confirmation that there are not currently any Registered Aboriginal Owners in the proposal area (Office 
of the Registrar of the Aboriginal Land Rights Act) 

• Queries about the impact on utilities 

• Concerns about future stages of Spring Farm Parkway including widening to three through lanes in 
each direction and south facing ramps if required 

• Concerns about the traffic assessment 

• Concerns about the urban design principles 

• Queries about the concept design of Stage 1 

• Concerns about the impact to biodiversity, landscape character and visual amenity, water quality and 
hydrology 

• Concerns about construction including staging and access 

• Concerns about the REF display period 

• Concerns about engagement with the community and stakeholders 

• Concerns about property acquisition for the existing proposal and for potential future widening and 
south facing ramps if these are required 

• Concerns about the maintenance of infrastructure 
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• Concerns about the wider regional development. 

Issues raised by utility providers 

Comments were received from Sydney Water, Telstra, APP and Transgrid who have assets in proximity to 

the proposal. Comments included: 

• Requesting additional information to confirm the potential impact to assets 

• Highlighting the need for a Dial Before You Dig for the presence of utilities. 

Sydney Water confirmed that they would be carrying out an Options Assessment to consider how to divert 

or replace their assets within the proposal area. 

Issues raised by the Botanic Gardens and Centennial Parklands 

Issues raised by the Botanic Gardens and Centennial Parklands included: 

• Expressed support for the proposal 

• Concerns about the biodiversity impact associated with current and future stages of the Spring Farm 
Parkway 

• Design suggestions and requests for future stages of Spring Farm Parkway 

• Concerns that design does not include south facing entry and exit ramps 

• The Botanic Gardens and Centennial Parklands have requested to meet with Roads and Maritime 
representatives to discuss the Stage 2 Spring Farm Parkway development. 

Summary of submissions and responses 

Design – South facing ramps 

A total of 66 submissions raised issues regarding the omission of south facing ramps from the current 
design. This included issues regarding traffic impacts on the wider network, constructability, property 
acquistions and access for emergency vehicles. 

The traffic and transport assessment in section 6.1 of the REF has identified that the proposed design (with 

north-facing ramps and a four-lane dual carriageway road) provides sufficient capacity to cater for traffic 

flows up to 2026. Based on existing and forecasted 2026 traffic volumes, the south facing ramps and the 

widening of Spring Farm Parkway bridge to a six-lane carriageway would not be required. It was also 

recognised in the traffic modelling that with future development in the area, traffic volumes would increase 

and future widening of Spring Farm Parkway to six lanes and the construction of south facing ramps may 

be required by 2036. The current design is compatible to a six-lane carriageway design and does not 

preclude south facing ramps at this location, if required in the future. The location and configuration of the 

south facing ramps requires further investigation to ensure the best possible connection to the Hume 

Motorway. 

Emergency access has been assessed based on current and proposed emergency services in the Greater 

Macarthur 2040 Interin Plan. Emergency response would be from Campbelltown and Wilton and it is 

considered that the proposed Spring Farm Parkway Stage 1 and the existing network would provide 

adequate emergency access to the Menangle Park development. 
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Trafffic and Transport 

A total of 37 submissions raised issues regarding traffic and transport. The issues raised included traffic 

congestion, the traffic assessment undertaken for the proposal, the performance of the wider traffic 

network, road user safety, and access for emergency vehicles. 

Traffic and transport has been addressed in section 6.1 of the REF and the Traffic and Transport 

Assessment included as Appendix C of the REF. 

It is expected that most of the construction work would be undertaken on new roads and would have little 

impact on the existing traffic network, however, there is a potential for some minor impact to traffic during 

work on Menangle Road and ulitity adjustments. The traffic and transport assessment concluded that in 

2026 the proposal would operate at level of service (LoS) of D or better, in 2036 it is expected that two 

intersections would experience capacity issues in the evening peak. Traffic congestion of the wider network 

is beyond the scope of Stage 1 of Spring Farm Parkway. 

Traffic modelling for Spring Farm Parkway Stage 1 has been based on traffic forecasts at the 2026 and 

2036 scenarios using Sidra Network Models with traffic volumes from the Roads and Maritime permanent 

count station on the Hume Motorway near Menangle (ID 07737). The traffic forecasts have been based on 

modelling results from the Greater Macarthur mesoscopic and hybrid traffic model. 

Road user safey issues regarding vehicles exiting the Broughton Angilcan College are outside the footprint 

of the proposed work, however, these issues would be considered as part of the Menangle Road upgrade 

identified in the Greater Macarthur 2040 interim plan which is being initiated by Roads and Maritime. 

Additional safeguards have been included with regard to emergency access during construction. During 

operation of the proposal, the additional capacity of Menangle Road and the additional entry and exit ramps 

to the Hume Motorway would improve access to the area for emergency services. 

Land use and Property 

A total of eight submissions raised issues regarding land use and property. The issues raised included the 

impact to utilities, land acquisition, land zoning, and land budget. 

The impact on utilities is discussed in section 3.6 of the REF. A separate Utility Services Strategy Report 

has been prepared for the proposal and stakeholder engagement has been undertaken with utility providers 

in the area during the proposals development. Further consultation with utilitity providers would be 

undertaken during detailed design. 

Land acquisition for future work was not included as part of Spring Farm Parkway Stage 1 as the location 

for future south facing ramps requires further investigation to ensure the best possible connection to the 

Hume Motorway. Property acquisition is detailed in section 3.7 of the REF and all acquisitions would be 

undertaken in consultation with property owners. 

Biodiversity 

A total of thirteen submissions raised issues regarding biodiversity. The issues raised included comments 

regarding the biodiversity impact assessment, and the proposals impact on biodiversity. 

Section 6.7 of the REF and the Biodiversity Assessment Report included as Appendix G of the REF outline 

methodologies undertaken to assess the impact of the proposal on biodiversity. Field investigations were 

undertaken over five days by accredited assessors under the Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016, the full 

details of the survey effort are included in section 2.4.5 of the Biodiversity Assessment Report. 

The proposal would remove about up to 1.92 hectares of Cumberland Plain Woodland and about 0.47 

hectares of Swamp Oak Floodplain Forest. An Assessment of Significance has concluded there would not 

be a significant impact to these communities and the expected impact would be offset. 
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The biodiversity impact assessment concluded that the proposal would not have a significant impact on 

biodiversity including, flora, fauna, wildlife corridors, and groundwater dependent ecosystems. A number 

safeguards and mitigations have been identified in the REF to minimise the adverse impact on biodiversity. 

Response to submissions 

All issues raised in the submissions to the Spring Farm Parkway Stage 1 have been addressed in Chapter 

2 of this submissions report. 

Changes to the REF proposal 

The following changes to the proposal have been made since the REF was prepared: 

• Shared-use paths have been widened from 2.5 metres to 3.0 metres, on the southern side of Spring 
Farm Parkway between the Menangle Park Land Release access road and Menangle Road, and the 
south-eastern side of Menangle Road from south of the Spring Farm Parkway intersection connecting 
to Broughton Anglican College 

• Vegetated swales were proposed near the south western corner of the intersection of Menangle Road 
and Spring Farm Parkway and also on the western side of Menangle Road. Six transverse drainage 
pipes would be provided to allow discharge of the road runoff from Menangle Road to be transferred to 
the swales 

• Water quality basins have since been removed from the design and replaced with grass surface swales 
as part of the design development process 

• In response to concerns raised about the safety and maintanence of the proposed concept landscape 
design, Roads and Maritime have revised the proposed planting. Roads and Maritime would develop 
an urban design plan, in consultation with Campbelltown City Council, during detailed design. 

Environmental management 

The REF for Spring Farm Parkway Stage 1 identified the framework for environmental management, 

including safeguards and management measures that would be adopted to avoid or reduce the 

environmental impact. 

After consideration of the issues raised in the public submissions, the following additional management 

measure is proposed: 

• Access for emergency vehicles will be maintained at all times during construction. Any site-specific 
requirements will be determined in consultation with the relevant emergency services agency. 

The remaining safeguards and management measures outlined in the REF are considered appropriate and 

remain unchanged. Should the proposal proceed, environmental management would be guided by the 

framework and measures outlined in the REF and this submissions report. 
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1. Introduction and background 

1.1 The proposal 

NSW Roads and Maritime Services (Roads and Maritime) is proposing to deliver the Spring Farm Parkway 

in two stages. When complete, stages 1 and 2 would provide a 6.1 kilometre east-west arterial road link 

between Camden Bypass, the M31 Hume Motorway (the Hume Motorway) and Menangle Road in 

Sydney's south west, 11 kilometres south of Campbelltown and 70 kilometres from Sydney CBD. 

Roads and Maritime Services propose to build Stage 1 of Spring Farm Parkway, which would provide the 

principal arterial route between Glen Alpine and Spring Farm. Key features of the proposal include: 

• A new four lane divided road (Spring Farm Parkway) extending about 0.9 kilometres from Menangle 
Road west to Menangle Park land release 

• Spring Farm Parkway designed to be compatible with potential future upgrades to six lanes, this was 
incorrectly described in the REF as “Capacity for widening Spring Farm Parkway to an ultimate six 
lanes in the future” 

• Inclusion of a shared-use path on the southern side of Spring Farm Parkway and the south-eastern 
side of Menangle Road through to Broughton Anglican College at the southern limit of work 

• Provision of access to the Menangle Park land release area at the western end of Spring Farm 
Parkway 

• A grade separated interchange to connect Spring Farm Parkway with the Hume Motorway with north 
facing entry and exit ramps designed to be compatible for future implementation of Smart Motorway 
requirements. The length of the entry and exit ramps would be about 1.6 kilometres in length 

• A bridge about 20 metres wide and 76 metres long over the Hume Motorway compatible with future 
widening to accommodate a six lane Spring Farm Parkway and turn lanes for south facing ramps to 
allow access to and from the Hume Motorway if these are required in this location 

• Four signalised intersections including: 

- An intersection between Spring Farm Parkway and Menangle Road 

- A north facing exit ramp from the Hume Motorway onto Spring Farm Parkway 

- A north facing entry ramp from Spring Farm Parkway to the Hume Motorway 

- An intersection providing access to the proposed Menangle Park land release area at the 
western end of Spring Farm Parkway (Stage 1) including a stub for the future connection of 
Spring Farm Parkway (Stage 2) 

• Upgrade of Menangle Road near the proposed Spring Farm Parkway intersection including widening to 
four lanes, and tie-ins to suit the new intersection to cater for forecast traffic demand 

• Installation of new drainage infrastructure and upgrade of existing drainage infrastructure including 
kerb and gutters, pits, pipes and open drains 

• Ancillary work associated with the proposal including: 

- Relocating, adjusting or protecting existing utility services that conflict with the proposal 

- Installation of new street lighting to improve the night-time visibility of intersections and various 
road furniture 

- Delineation including signage, line-marking and other items to facilitate road user safety of the 
new infrastructure 

- Urban design improvements, amenity planting and landscaping 

- Property adjustments where necessary. 

Spring Farm Parkway Stage 1 – Submissions Report 
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1-2 

A more detailed description of the proposal is found in the Spring Farm Parkway Stage 1 Review of 

Environmental Factors (REF) prepared by Jacobs on behalf of Roads and Maritime in February 2019. 

The location of the proposal is shown in Figure 1-1 and an overview of the proposal is provided in Figure 

1.2 REF display 

Roads and Maritime prepared an REF to assess the potential environmental impact of the proposed work. 

The REF was publicly displayed for 31 days between 27 February 2019 and 29 March 2019 at four 

locations, as detailed in Table 1-1. The REF was placed on the Roads and Maritime project website and 

made available for download. A Community Update – Have Your Say was widely circulated to the 

catchment bounded by the suburbs of Englorie Park and Bradbury to the north, Wedderburn to the east, 

Appin to the south and Spring Farm and Menangle Park to the west. A total of 26,000 homes and 

businesses received the community update. The collateral summarised the proposals REF and included 

reference to other projects in the area including the Appin Road Safety Improvements, Appin Road 

Upgrade, and the Link Road Corridor Study. A postcard reminder was also sent as a follow up. 

In addition to the above public display, there were several events and activities carried out during the 

consultation period to give the community a chance to learn more about the proposal, meet the project 

team and ‘have their say’ (refer to Table 1-2). 

The purpose of the community consultation was to: 

• Inform community members and stakeholders about the REF and strategic design for Spring Farm 
Parkway Stage 1 

• Seek comments and submissions from the community and stakeholders 

• Continue to build a database of community members and stakeholders for Roads and Maritime to 
engage with through the development and delivery of the proposal. 

Community members and stakeholders were asked to make submissions via email, mail or online at the 

Roads and Maritime website. The community could contact Roads and Maritime and leave comments and 

submissions by: 

• Email: springfarmparkway@rms.nsw.gov.au 

• Phone: 1800 316 866 

• Mail: Spring Farm Parkway Roads and Maritime Services PO Box 973 Parramatta CBD NSW 2124 

Table 1-1: Display locations 

Location Address 

Campbelltown Civic Centre 91 Queen Street, Campbelltown 

Narellan Library Corner Queen and Elyard Street, Narellan 

Wollondilly Shire Council 62–64 Menangle Street, Picton 

Camden Library 40 John Street, Camden 

Spring Farm Parkway Stage 1 – Submissions Report 
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Table 1-2 Consultation activities during the public display period 

Activity Details 

Community information session Saturday 9 March 2019 between 10am and 1pm at Information 
Resource Centre, Broughton Anglican College, Menangle Road, 
Menangle Park 

Community information session Wednesday 13 March 2019 between 4pm and 7pm at Level 1, Club 
Menangle, Racecourse Avenue, Menangle Park 

1.3 Purpose of the report 

This submissions report relates to the REF prepared for the Spring Farm Parkway Stage 1 and should be 

read in conjunction with that document. 

The REF was placed on public display and submissions relating to the proposal and the REF were received 

by Roads and Maritime. This submissions report summarises the issues raised and provides responses to 

each issue (Chapter 2). It describes and assesses the environmental impact of changes to the proposal 

(Chapter 3) and identifies new environmental management measures (Chapter 4). 

No scope changes are proposed that would require the preparation of a preferred infrastructure report. One 

additional environmental management measure has been included. The remaining environmental 

management measures as described in the REF are considered appropriate and remain unchanged. 

Spring Farm Parkway Stage 1 – Submissions Report 
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Figure 1-1 Proposal location 
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Figure 1-2 Proposal overview 
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2. Response to issues 

Roads and Maritime received 117 submissions, including two from Campbelltown City Council (grouped as 

SFP80). Submissions were accepted up until the 18 April 2019. Table 2-1 lists the respondents and each 

respondent’s allocated submission number. The table also indicates where the issues from each 

submission have been addressed in Chapter 2 of this report. 

Table 2-1: Respondents 

Respondent Submission No. Section number where issues are addressed 

TransGrid SFP01 2.13.1 

Individual SFP02 2.2.5, 2.4.1, 2.6.3 

Individual SFP03 2.2.5, 2.4.1, 2.6.3 

Individual SFP04 2.2.1, 2.4.1 

Individual SFP05 2.2.1, 2.4.1, 2.6.3 

Individual SFP06 2.2.1, 2.4.1 

Individual SFP07 2.2.1 

Individual SFP08 2.2.2 

Individual SFP09 2.2.1 

Individual SFP10 2.4.1, 2.7.1 

Individual SFP11 2.2.1, 2.4.1 

Individual SFP12 2.2.2 

Individual SFP13 2.4.1, 2.6.3 

Individual SFP14 2.4.1 

Individual SFP15 2.2.1, 2.4.1 

Individual SFP16 2.4.1 

Individual SFP17 2.4.1, 2.6.3 

Individual SFP18 2.4.1 

Individual SFP19 2.2.5, 2.4.1, 2.6.3 

Individual SFP20 2.2.1, 2.4.1 

Individual SFP21 2.2.3 

Individual SFP22 2.4.1 

Individual SFP23 2.4.1 

Telstra SFP24 2.13.1 

Individual SFP25 2.4.1 

Individual SFP26 2.2.2 
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Respondent Submission No. Section number where issues are addressed 

Individual SFP27 2.4.1, 2.4.3, 2.6.3 

Individual SFP28 2.2.1 

Individual SFP29 2.2.3, 2.4.1 

Individual SFP 2.2.2, 2.4.1 

Individual SFP31 2.4.1, 2.6.1, 2.6.3 

Individual SFP32 2.2.2 

Individual SFP33 2.4.1, 2.6.1, 2.6.3 

Individual SFP34 2.4.4, 2.6.1, 2.6.4 

Individual SFP 2.15.2 

APA SFP36 2.13.1 

NSW Government 
Aboriginal Affairs 

SFP37 2.9.1 

Individual SFP38 2.15.3 

Individual SFP39 2.4.1, 2.6.3 

Individual SFP 2.2.1, 2.4.1 

Individual SFP41 2.4.1, 2.4.3, 2.6.3, 2.6.6 

Individual SFP42 2.9.1, 2.10.2 

Individual SFP43 2.4.1, 2.6.3, 2.15.3 

Water NSW SFP44 2.9.2, 2.13.1 

Individual SFP 2.4.1 

Individual SFP46 2.2.1, 2.4.1, 2.6.3 

Individual SFP47 2.2.1, 2.4.1 

Individual SFP48 2.4.1, 2.6.3 

Individual SFP49 2.4.1, 2.6.5 

Individual SFP 2.4.1 

Individual SFP51 2.4.1, 2.6.1, 2.6.3, 2.6.4 

Individual SFP52 2.2.1, 2.4.1, 2.6.3, 2.15.2 

Civil Aviation Safety 
Authority (CASA) 

SFP53 2.15.1 

Individual SFP54 2.2.1, 2.4.1, 2.6.3 

Individual SFP 2.2.1, 2.4.1, 2.4.3, 2.6.3, 2.15.2 

Individual SFP56 2.4.1, 2.6.3 
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Respondent Submission No. Section number where issues are addressed 

Individual SFP57 2.4.1, 2.5.3 

Individual SFP58 2.2.1, 2.4.1 

Individual SFP59 2.4.1 

Individual SFP60 2.2.2 

Individual SFP61 2.2.1, 2.2.3 

Individual SFP62 2.2.3 

Individual SFP63 2.4.1 

Individual SFP64 2.2.1 

Individual SFP65 2.2.1, 2.2.3 

Individual SFP66 2.4.1 

Individual SFP67 2.6.1, 2.6.4 

Individual SFP68 2.3.1, 2.4.1, 2.6.1, 2.15.2 

Individual SFP69 2.4.1 

Individual SFP70 2.2.2, 2.3.1 

Individual SFP71 2.2.2 

Individual SFP72 2.2.2 

Individual SFP73 2.6.4 

Individual SFP74 2.4.1 

Individual SFP75 2.4.1 

Individual SFP76 2.2.3, 2.4.1 

Individual SFP77 2.4.1 

Individual SFP78 2.4.1, 2.6.3 

Individual SFP79 2.2.2 

Campbelltown City 
Council 

SFP80 2.2.4, 2.2.5, 2.2.6, 2.3.1, 2.3.2, 2.3.3, 2.4.1, 2.4.2, 2.4.3, 
2.4.4, 2.4.5, 2.4.6, 2.5.1, 2.5.2, 2.5.3, 2.5.4, 2.5.5, 2.6.1, 
2.6.2, 2.6.3, 2.10.1, 2.10.2, 2.12.1, 2.12.2, 2.13.2, 2.13.3, 
2.13.4, 2.14.1, 2.14.2, 2.15.3 

Individual SFP81 2.4.1, 2.4.3, .2.4.4 

Individual SFP82 2.4.1 

Individual SFP83 2.4.1, 2.6.3 

Individual SFP84 2.4.1, 2.6.1, 2.6.3 

Individual SFP85 2.4.1 

Individual SFP86 2.4.1, 2.6.4 
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Respondent Submission No. Section number where issues are addressed 

Individual SFP87 2.15.2 

Individual SFP88 2.6.3, 2.15.3 

Individual SFP89 2.15.2 

Individual SFP 2.2.5, 2.15.3 

Individual SFP91 2.6.3, 2.15.3 

Individual SFP92 2.4.1 

Individual SFP93 2.2.1, 2.2.2, 2.2.3, 2.2.4, 2.4.1, 2.10.2, 2.11.1, 2.13.2, 
2.15.2 

Individual SFP94 2.4.1 

Individual SFP 2.10.2 

Save Mt Gilead Inc. SFP96 2.2.3, 2.6.3, 2.10.2, 2.15.3 

Individual SFP97 2.2.3, 2.3.1, 2.10.2, 2.15.3 

Individual SFP98 2.2.3, 2.4.1 

APP SFP99 2.2.1, 2.5.1, 2.5.2, 2.13.2 

Individual SFP 2.6.1, 2.6.2, 2.6.3, 2.8.1, 2.10.2, 2.12.2 

Individual SFP101 2.3.1, 2.6.1, 2.6.4 

Individual SFP102 2.2.1, 2.2.6, 2.4.3, 2.6.1 

Botanic Gardens and 
Centennial Parklands 

SFP103 2.2.1, 2.2.3, 2.2.6, 2.4.2, 2.7.1, 2.10.2, 2.14.1, 2.14.2 

Individual SFP104 2.6.3, 2.15.3 

Individual SFP 2.2.3, 2.4.1, 2.4.3, 2.6.1, 2.15.3 

Individual SFP106 2.2.1 

Individual SFP107 2.2.3, 2.2.5, 2.6.1, 2.10.1, 2.15.3, 

Sydney Water SFP108 2.13.1 

Individual SFP109 2.4.1, 2.6.1, 2.7.1, 2.9.2, 2.10.2 

Individual SFP 2.10.2 

Individual SFP111 2.10.2, 2.15.3 

Individual SFP112 2.4.1, 2.10.1, 2.10.2, 2.15.3 

Individual SFP113 2.2.1, 2.6.4 

Individual SFP114 2.2.1, 2.4.1, 2.6.1 

Individual SFP 2.2.2 

Camden Council SFP116 2.2.3, 2.6.2 

 

         

  

         

    

     

    

     

     

    

           
 

    

    

         

       

     

      

         

      

       

   
   

         

     

        

    

        

    

        

    

     

       

     

      

    

     

 

90

95

100

105

110

115

Spring Farm Parkway Stage 1 – Submissions Report 

9 



 

         

  

      

                  

                

               

  

               

               

               

                 

           

               

             

               

             

       

            

       

            
   

      

          
    

        

         
     

          
   

          

         

          
 

        
          

  

       

            

       

         

       

             

2.1 Overview of issues raised 

A total of 117 submissions were received in response to the display of the REF. This included submissions 

from five government agencies, four from utility providers, 105 from the community, one from Save Mt 

Gilead Inc., a community interest group and one from the Australian Botanic Gardens and Centennial 

Parklands. 

Each submission has been examined individually to understand the issues being raised. The issues raised 

in each submission have been extracted and collated, and corresponding responses to the issues have 

been provided. Where similar issues have been raised in different submissions, only one response has 

been provided. The issues raised and Roads and Maritime’s response to these issues forms the basis of 

this chapter. No form letters were received during public exhibition. 

Of the 117 submissions received, 28 submissions supported the proposal, 11 submissions objected to the 

proposal and 78 submissions do not offer a position on the proposal. 

Table 2-2 lists the main comment and issues raised by the community, community interest group, 

government agencies, utility providers and the Botanic Gardens and Centennial Parklands. Figure 2-1 

shows a summary of the issues raised. 

Table 2-2 Summary of the main issues raised by respondent group 

Respondent group Main comments or issues 

Community • Concerns that the design does not include south facing entry 
and exit ramps 

• Expressed support for the proposal 

• Concerns about traffic congestion and the performance of the 
wider traffic network 

• Concerns about the purpose of the proposal 

• Concerns about noise, heritage, biodiversity, air quality, water 
quality and flooding 

• Questions about future stages of Spring Farm Parkway and 
wider regional development 

• Comments and suggestions about the design of the proposal 

• Concerns about the safety near Broughton Anglican College 

• Concerns about lack of engagement with the community and 
stakeholders 

• Questions raised about temporary and permanent land 
acquisition for future widening and south facing ramps if these 
are required 

• Queries about construction staging and access. 

Community interest group • Concerns about performance of the wider traffic network 

• Concerns about the wider regional development 

• Concerns about future stages of Spring Farm Parkway 

• Concerns about the biodiversity impact. 

Government agencies • Confirmation that there would not be any impact to heritage, 
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Respondent group Main comments or issues 

Utility providers • Concerns about the impact on utilities during construction. 

Botanic Gardens and Centennial 
Parklands 

utilities, airport operations 

• Queries about the impact on utilities 

• Concerns about future stages of Spring Farm Parkway 

• Concerns about the traffic assessment 

• Concerns about urban design principles 

• Queries about the design of Stage 1 

• Concerns about the impact on biodiversity, landscape character 
and visual amenity, water quality and hydrology 

• Concerns about construction including staging and access 

• Concerns about the REF display period 

• Concerns about the lack of engagement with the community 
and stakeholders 

• Concerns about property acquisition for future widening and 
south facing ramps if these are required 

• Concerns about the maintenance of infrastructure 

• Concerns about the wider regional development 

• Expressed support for the proposal 

• Concerns about the biodiversity impact 

• Concerns about future stages of Spring Farm Parkway 

• Design suggestions and requests for future stages of Spring 
Farm Parkway 

• Concerns that design does not include south facing entry and 
exit ramps 

• Concerns about external projects and proposals. 
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General comments 

22% 

Consultation 

2% 

Design 

29% 

Construction 

5% 

Traffic and transport 
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Noise and vibration 

1% 

Air quality 

>1% 
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1% 
Biodiversity 

6% 

Ground and surface 

water 

1% 

Hydrology and flooding 
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Land use and property 
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Other 
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Figure 2-1 Summary of the types of issues raised by the submissions 
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2.2 General comments 

2.2.1 Support for proposal 

Submission number(s) 

SFP03, SFP04, SFP05, SFP06, SFP07, SFP09, SFP11, SFP15, SFP20, SFP28, SFP40, SFP46, SFP47, 

SFP52, SFP54, SFP55, SFP58, SFP61, SFP64, SFP65, SFP93, SFP99, SFP102, SFP103, SFP106, 

SFP113, SFP114 

Issue description 

The respondents expressed support for the proposal. 

Response 

Roads and Maritime acknowledges your support for the proposal. 

2.2.2 Project information 

Submission number(s) 

SFP08, SFP12, SFP26, SFP30, SFP32, SFP60, SFP70, SFP71, SFP72, SFP79, SFP93, SFP115 

Issue description 

The following issues were raised: 

• Queried if the proposal included south facing ramps 

• Questions about where the proposal would connect to 

• Questions about the design of the proposal including speed limits, intersections, traffic lights and tolls 

• Questions about the benefits of the proposal 

• Questions about the proposal cost, timeframe and delivery 

• Questions about the proposals impact 

• Additional information provided for project justification. 

Response 

South facing ramps 

South facing ramps would not be provided as part of Stage 1 of Spring Farm Parkway. However, the design 

allows for future south facing ramps to be built if required by increased development in the area. 

Connectivity 

Spring Farm Parkway would ultimately provide an east-west arterial road link between Camden Bypass, the 

Hume Motorway and Menangle Road. The Spring Farm Parkway would be delivered in stages. Roads and 

Maritime propose to build Stage 1 of the Spring Farm Parkway. Stage 1 of the Spring Farm Parkway is 
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detailed in Section 3.1 of the REF. Other stages of Spring Farm Parkway would be built in the future if 

required to facilitate access for future residential and industrial development in the surrounding area. 

Design of the proposal 

Spring Farm Parkway and Menangle Road would have a posted speed limit of 80 km/h. Stage 1 of Spring 

Farm Parkway would include four traffic signal-controlled intersections at Menangle Road, the southbound 

Hume Motorway exit ramp, the northbound Hume Motorway entry ramp and the Menangle Park Land 

Release access road. 

No tolls are proposed for Spring Farm Parkway Stage 1. The proposal is providing access to and from the 

Hume Motorway. The only changes to the motorway would be the provision of north facing exit and entry 

ramps. Future upgrades to the motorway are not included in the scope of this proposal and would be 

subject to a separate process of engagement with the community and stakeholders. 

Benefits of the proposal 

Spring Farm Parkway would provide a number of social benefits to the region, including the provision of a 

new shared path on the southern side of Stage 1 of Spring Farm Parkway connecting to a shared path on 

the south-eastern side of Menangle Road connecting to the Broughton Anglican College, and improved 

access due to the additional road capacity and new routes connecting to the west of the Hume Motorway. 

The proposal would also help to unlock economic and social benefits for the broader community, by 

facilitating the wider development of the area. 

Overall, the proposal is considered to be in the public interest because it would provide the following 

benefits: 

• Improve the capacity of Menangle Road to handle forecasted traffic levels 

• Provide cycling and pedestrian facilities at Menangle Road and Spring Farm Parkway 

• Support residential growth by providing arterial road access to the Menangle Park land release 

• Support employment growth by improving arterial road access to the Hume Motorway and 
Campbelltown. 

It is noted that the proposal provides an alternative exit point to the Narellan Road exit for motorists 

travelling southbound on the Hume Motorway. 

Proposal timeframe and delivery 

Stage 1 of Spring Farm Parkway is proposed to be constructed between 2021 and 2024, weather 

permitting. The timing of Stage 2 of Spring Farm Parkway is not currently known. 

Proposal impact 

The environmental impact associated with Stage 1 of Spring Farm Parkway is detailed in the REF prepared 

by Roads and Maritime. The REF concluded that the proposal is unlikely to cause a significant impact on 

the environment. Any impact would likely be localised, and managed in accordance with the safeguards 

and management measures presented in Chapter 7 of the REF. 

2.2.3 Future stages of Spring Farm Parkway 

Submission number(s) 

SFP21, SFP29, SFP61, SFP62, SFP65, SFP76, SFP93, SFP96, SFP97, SFP98, SFP103, SFP105, 

SFP107, SFP116 
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Issue description 

The following issues were raised: 

• Concerns about future stages of Spring Farm Parkway 

• Design requests and suggestions for future stages of Spring Farm Parkway including three through 
lanes in each direction and south facing ramps 

• Queried if there would be noise mitigation or signalised intersections installed for future stages of 
Spring Farm Parkway 

• Requests for a signalised intersection, utility and service connections, connections into the Australian 
Botanic Garden Mount Annan 

• Construct the full width Spring Farm parkway in one stage. 

Response 

The proposal relates to Stage 1 of Spring Farm Parkway which is being built to provide access to a new 

housing subdivision on the western side of the Hume Motorway due for completion in 2024. Stage 1 of 

Spring Farm Parkway proposes two lanes in each direction. It is compatible with widening to three through 

lanes in each direction, if required by increased traffic demands as a result of future developments in the 

area. 

Stage 2 of Spring Farm Parkway would involve connecting the western end of Spring Farm Parkway Stage 

1 to Liz Kernohan Drive, Spring Farm. Stage 2 would be built in the future to provide access for future 

residential development. The Premier in March 2019 promised to commit funding for planning for Spring 

Farm Parkway Stage 2. The alignment of Stage 2 has not been developed and would be developed in 

consultation with affected communities and stakeholders. Stage 2 would be subject to a separate detailed 

environmental assessment which would take into consideration the cumulative impact of Stage 1. 

Design requests and suggestions for future stages of Spring Farm Parkway are considered outside of the 

scope of the current proposal but have been noted by Roads and Maritime and would be considered during 

the development of future stages. 

2.2.4 Options assessment 

Submission number(s) 

SFP80, SFP93 

Issue description 

The following issues were raised: 

• Questioned if alignment options outside the corridor in the Masterplan were considered 

• Suggestion that the options evaluation should be expanded to include criteria relating to ‘safety in 
design’, and ‘traffic and constructability’ 

• The options assessment lacks detail on why only north facing ramps have been included in the 
proposal scope and should consider south facing ramps only, as well as north and south facing ramps 
together. 
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Response 

As outlined in Section 2.4 of the REF, the Spring Farm Parkway corridor has been established by the 

Department of Planning and Environment as part of the Menangle Park Urban Structure Plan. As part of 

that plan, a road corridor was established to assist the development of Spring Farm Parkway. The 

approach to options development was guided by the established road corridor. 

As the options development was guided by the established road corridor, new alignment options (wholly 

separate to the established Spring Farm Parkway corridor) were not considered in detail as they would 

require reconfiguration of the Menangle Park Urban Structure Plan and Indicative Street Layout Plan, 

included in the Revised Menangle Park Planning Proposal. The analysis of options was carried out directly 

against the proposal objectives as outlined in Section 2.3.2 of the REF to test and demonstrate the 

performance of each of the options against each of development criteria. This included consideration of the 

temporary disruption to local traffic and access. 

A workshop was held in September 2017 which sought to identify and assess constructability and health 

and safety in design issues across the proposal lifecycle, with the potential to undermine the achievement 

of the agreed proposal objectives. This meeting was attended by representatives from Roads and Maritime, 

Transport for NSW, Campbelltown City Council, Landcom and AGL and Dahua Group Australia (Menangle 

Park developer). 

The provision or exclusion of the south facing ramps was not considered in the options evaluation process 

as it is recognised that potentially there would be a requirement for a future expansion of Spring Farm 

Parkway to a six-lane dual carriageway road and construction of south-facing ramps. This would be carried 

out in the future if required by traffic demand. 

2.2.5 Purpose of the proposal 

Submission number(s) 

SFP02, SFP19, SFP80, SFP90, SFP107 

Issue description 

The following issues were raised: 

• Concerns that the proposal would encourage development of the Macarthur region 

• Concerns that the proposal only benefits the developer and not the existing residents 

• Concerns that the proposal is developer driven rather than Roads and Maritime driven 

• Identification of other benefits. 

Response 

The Greater Macarthur Growth Area was identified as a strategic greenfield development area in 2016. As 
part of this, Menangle Park was identified as a priority growth area in the State Environmental Planning 
Policy (Sydney Region Growth Centres) 2006 (the Growth Centres SEPP). The proposal is needed to 
support the development of the Menangle Park land release area and the wider development of the Greater 
Macarthur Growth Area. The proposal is consistent with a number of key Government policies and 
strategies. 

When complete, Spring Farm Parkway would service existing and future residential land releases including 
Spring Farm, Elderslie, Menangle Park and Mount Gilead. In addition, Spring Farm Parkway would provide 
an alternative east-west route to Narellan Road, with direct access to the Hume Motorway. The proposal 
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would help to unlock economic and social benefits for the wider community by facilitating the wider 
development of the area. The proposal is in the public interest because it would provide the following 
benefits: 

• Improve the capacity of Menangle Road to handle forecasted traffic levels 

• Support residential growth by providing arterial road access to the Menangle Park land release 

• Support employment growth by improving arterial road access to the Hume Motorway and 
Campbelltown. 

2.2.6 General inconsistencies and incorrect information 

Submission number(s) 

SFP80, SFP102 

Issue description 

The following issues were raised 

• Queried if a solid barrier would be installed for traffic turning right into Broughton Anglican College 

• Incorrect information on figures in the REF 

• Incorrect information in the REF relating to capacity for widening to six lanes, lane widths, parking 
facilities, other stages of Spring Farm Parkway and turning lanes. 

Response 

Access into Broughton Anglican College 

As detailed in Section 6.10.3 of the REF, access to Broughton Anglican College would be maintained 

throughout construction, although temporary changes may be required due to work on Menangle Road. 

Once operational, the provision of a shared-use path would improve access for pedestrians and cyclists to 

the college. No modifications to existing vehicular access arrangements from Menangle Road are proposed 

as part of this proposal. 

Incorrect figures 

The Menangle Park Urban Release Area shown on Figure 1-1 in the REF is incorrect and has been 

updated in Figure 1-1 of this submissions report. 

The proposal area shown in Figure 1-2 is defined as the area that would be directly impacted by the 

proposal (this is generally assumed to be 10 metres from the boundary of the proposed road). It also 

includes the total proposal footprint and any other areas that would be temporarily disturbed. This boundary 

includes land required for temporary and permanent drainage. 

The indicative cross section shown in Figure 3-1 of the REF showed trees planted in the embankments on 

the side of the road. This figure is incorrect as tree planting is not part of the proposal. 

Incorrect information 

Section 1.2 and Section 3.1 of the REF incorrectly stated that one of the key features of the proposal was 

capacity for widening Spring Farm Parkway to an ultimate six lanes in the future. The proposal is for four 

lanes designed to be compatible with future upgrade to six lanes. 
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Section 2.5 of the REF identifies the preferred option option is a four-lane dual carriageway road with 

provision for future widening to six lanes to the south. The preferred option is a four-lane dual carriageway 

road which is compatible with future options for upgrade to six lanes. 

Section 3.4.1 of the REF incorrectly identified that Stage 3 of the Spring Farm Parkway is currently under 

construction. 

Section 6.1.2 of the REF incorrectly identified that long stay station parking is provided at Menangle Park 

Station for up 650 cars. Informal car parking is provided at the station. 

Section 3.3.1 of the REF indicated the bridge crossing the Hume Motorway would consist of four 3.3 metre 

lanes with a 4.7 metre median. A four-metre shared-use path would be provided on the southern side of the 

bridge. As part of the design development, the configuration of the bridge has changed slightly to include 

four 3.5 metre lanes with a 3.7 metre median and a three-metre-wide share path. The overall width of the 

bridge has not changed. 

Section 3.3.1 of the REF states that dual left turn lanes would be provided on the eastbound carriageway of 

Spring Farm Parkway turning left into the northbound Hume Motorway entry ramp and also for the left turn 

into Menangle Road northbound. 

As part of design development, the left turn lane from Spring Farm Parkway to the Hume Motorway and 

from Spring Farm Parkway onto the northbound lanes of Menangle Road were reduced to one lane. Traffic 

modelling included consideration of single lanes in the traffic and transport assessment and so is consistent 

with the proposed design. 

2.3 Consultation 

2.3.1 Lack of engagement with community/stakeholders 

Submission number(s) 

SFP68, SFP70, SFP80, SFP97, SFP101 

Issue description 

The following issues were raised: 

• Concerns about lack of engagement with the community and stakeholders 

• Concerns about the lack of advertising of the REF. 

Response 

A detailed overview of consultation activities carried out by Roads and Maritime for the proposal both prior 

to and during the preparation of the REF is provided in Chapter 5 of the REF. The Roads and Maritime 

Spring Farm Parkway website (http://www.rms.nsw.gov.au/springfarmparkway) provides details of all 

updates and announcements for Spring Farm Parkway. 

Community consultation for the proposal has been carried out since July 2017 via notification of preliminary 
investigations. The REF display period was advertised on the Roads and Maritime project website. In 
addition to the above public display, there were several events and activities carried out during the 
consultation period to give the community a chance to learn more about the proposal, meet the project 
team and ‘have their say’ (refer to Table 1-2). 
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The REF was publicly displayed for 31 days between 27 February and 29 March 2019 and placed on the 

Roads and Maritime project website. Copies were also available for viewing at Campbelltown Civic Centre, 

Narellan Library, Wollondilly Shire Council and Camden Library. Community information sessions were 

held at Broughton Anglican College on Saturday 9 March 2019 and Club Menangle on Wednesday 13 

March 2019. Late submissions were received and accepted until 18 April 2019. Roads and Maritime 

considers that the timing and duration of the display of the REF to be sufficient for the public to comment on 

the proposal. 

Any additional feedback can be provided via the Roads and Maritime website 

(www.rms.nsw.gov.au/contact-us), the project phone number (1800 316 866) or email address 

(springfarmparkway@rms.nsw.gov.au). 

2.3.2 REF display period 

Submission number(s) 

SFP80 

Issue description 

• Concerns about the time allowed to review the REF. 

Response 

The REF was publicly displayed for 31 days between 27 February 2019 and 29 March 2019 at four 

locations (refer to Table 1-1) and placed on the Roads and Maritime project website. Late submissions 

were received and accepted until 18 April 2019. Roads and Maritime considers that the timing and duration 

of the display of the REF to be sufficient for the public to comment on the proposal. 

Considering the feedback provided by Campbelltown City Council, Roads and Maritime agreed to extend 

the consultation period until the 18 April 2019. Feedback received from Campbelltown City Council during 

this extended consultation period has been considered in this submissions report. 

Any additional feedback can be provided via the Roads and Maritime website 

(http://www.rms.nsw.gov.au/springfarmparkway), the project phone number (1800316866) or email 

address (springfarmparkway@rms.nsw.gov.au). 

2.3.3 Consultation with Campbelltown City Council 

Submission number(s) 

SFP80 

Issue description 

A number of comments were raised by Council in relation to a conversation held at the Community 

Information Session at Club Menangle. 
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Response 

Roads and Maritime have committed to continue to work with Council during the development of the 

detailed design to ensure comments and concerns are considered. 

2.4 Design 

2.4.1 Lack of south facing ramps 

Submission number(s) 

SFP02, SFP03, SFP04, SFP05, SFP06, SFP10, SFP11, SFP13, SFP14, SFP15, SFP16, SFP17, SFP18, 

SFP19, SFP20, SFP22, SFP23, SFP25, SFP27, SFP29, SFP30, SFP31, SFP33, SFP39, SFP40, SFP41, 

SFP43, SFP45, SFP46, SFP47, SFP48, SFP49, SFP50, SFP51, SFP52, SFP54, SFP55, SFP56, SFP57, 

SFP58, SFP59, SFP63, SFP66, SFP68, SFP69, SFP74, SFP75, SFP76, SFP77, SFP78, SFP80, SFP81, 

SFP82, SFP83, SFP84, SFP85, SFP86, SFP92, SFP93, SFP94, SFP98, SFP103, SFP105, SFP109, 

SFP112, SFP114 

Issue description 

• Concerns that the proposal does not include south facing entry and exit ramps 

• Queries about if any alternative arrangements for south facing entry and exit ramps have been 
considered 

• Suggestions about the configuration of south facing ramps 

• Future land use planning would require the inclusion of south facing ramps. 

Response 

As detailed in Section 6.1 of the REF, the traffic and transport assessment has identified that the proposed 

design (with north-facing ramps and a four-lane dual carriageway road) provides sufficient capacity to cater 

for traffic flows up to 2026, including the wider Spring Farm, Elderslie, Menangle Park, Glen Lee and Mount 

Gilead areas. The Narellan Road and Hume Motorway intersection located north of the proposal is 

considered to provide sufficient access to the surrounding areas. Based on existing and forecasted traffic 

volumes (to 2026) the predicted traffic volumes on the proposed Stage 1 of Spring Farm Parkway would 

not require south facing ramps (and the widening of Spring Farm Parkway bridge to six-lanes). 

A traffic assessment of the proposed ramp arrangement has been carried out which demonstrates that a 

satisfactory level of service is achieved with the proposed intersection arrangement. Alternative 

arrangements for the possible future south facing ramps were considered and remained an option should 

the ramps be required in the future. 

The location and configuration of potential south facing ramps requires further investigation to ensure the 

best possible connection to the Hume Motorway. The investigation for the south facing ramps needs to 

consider other proposed road network upgrades in the area including: 

• The recently announced Spring Farm Parkway Stage 2 

• The Link Road Corridor Study currently being carried out to provide an east-west connection between 
Menangle Road and Appin Road 

• The Greater Macarthur 2040 identified regional north-south connection through the upgrade of 
Menangle Road. 
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2.4.2 Design clarifications 

Submission number(s) 

SFP80 

Issue description 

A number of clarifications were sought in response to the design plans provided to Campbelltown City 

Council relating to: 

• Drainage design, including comments on rip rap design and culvert capacity 

• Proposed operational drainage 

• Suggestions of opportunities to consider stormwater for irrigation of surrounding areas 

• Details to be shown on design drawings 

• Design of batter slopes 

• Bridge design 

• Future maintenance and access. 

Response 

Drainage design 

The Hume Motorway currently has three drainage culverts within the limit of the proposed work. There are 

two existing drainage pipes beneath Menangle Road. 

Lyall & Associates (2017) found that the Hume Motorway culverts have a hydrologic standard greater than 

100-year average recurrence interval (ARI). This finding is reflected in the wording contained in Section 

6.5.2 of the REF. 

It is noted that the hydrologic standard of the existing transverse drainage of Menangle Road is less than 

10 year ARI in two locations. The approach to drainage design is to provide a practical design solution that 

does not exacerbate the existing drainage conditions. 

The concept design for the proposal incorporates a series of grass swales that divert flow discharging from 

the new pavement drainage system to the receiving drainage lines. 

RMS QA Specification PS271 requires a 5 year ARI design standard for channels. However, where 

channels are used to convey transverse drainage catchments or drain adjacent to or through existing 

properties a 100 year ARI design standard has been adopted. 

The design of energy dissipation structures has been developed to include the rip rap calculations and to 

show the rip rap extending with appropriate freeboard above the one percent annual exceedance 

probability (AEP) flood levels. The rip rap has also been extended downstream to points where appropriate 

velocities are achieved. The rip rap shown has been sized for the two percent AEP in accordance Roads 

and Maritime requirements. This extent would be modified if required to suit any design changes that occur 

at the detailed design stage. 

The batter chutes have been hydraulically designed so they have the capacity to convey the flows arriving 

from the upstream drainage systems. 
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Operational drainage 

Drainage and water quality design criteria has been developed based on Roads and Maritime QA 

Specification PS271, industry standard reference documents and experience on other similar Roads and 

Maritime projects. The approach to drainage design is to provide a practical design solution that does not 

exacerbate the existing drainage conditions. The pavement drainage design would consider the impact of 

climate change by adopting a 10 per cent increase in the intensities of rainfalls in the drainage design. 

As indicated in Section 3.3 of the REF, vegetated swales were proposed near the south western corner of 

the intersection of Menangle Road and Stage 1 of Spring Farm Parkway and also on the western side of 

Menangle Road. Six transverse drainage pipes would be provided to allow discharge of the road runoff 

from Menangle Road to be transferred to the swales. The drainage design for the proposal assumes that 

stormwater treatment to the pavement runoff on the western side of the Hume Motorway would be 

achieved by water quality basins. 

Water quality basins have since been removed from the design and replaced with grass surface swales as 

part of the design development process. As outlined in Section 6.4 of the REF, grass surface swales were 

recommended as the first option in meeting the appropriate water quality design criteria. 

The drainage design has been modified to suit the use of vegetated swales only. 

The suggested use of stormwater for irrigation of surrounding areas, and solar powered automatic irrigation 

is noted by Roads and Maritime and would be considered during design development. 

Contents of design drawings 

The design has been developed to a standard suitable for Concept Design and REF. The information 

presented on design drawings sections is limited to enable the key information to be presented clearly as is 

typical on Roads and Maritime submissions. Flood extents are detailed in a separate flood modelling report. 

Additional details on the Roads and Maritime standard drawings would be provided at the detailed design 

stage. 

The line marking widths are included in the cross-section widths. Embankment grades are provided on the 

proposal sections. 

Bridge design 

The current width of the proposed bridge crossing the Hume Motorway is 23.2m wide. This would include 

four 3.5m lanes with a 3.7m median and a three-metre-wide shared path. The bridge could be widened to 

35.2 m wide to allow for six lanes in the future if required, a precast median is proposed, which would 

simplify the future bridge widening. 

Batter slopes 

Batter slopes with a gradient of 4:1 have been used as part of the design where practical. However, 2:1 

slopes have been used to limit the impact on the adjacent land, typically where the where road is elevated. 

The suitability of a 2:1 slope has been confirmed as appropriate by a geotechnical engineer. 

Maintenance and access 

The water quality swales and drainage swales have been designed in accordance with Roads and Maritime 

standards to enable them to be constructed and maintained using standard equipment. 

A minimum width of three metres has typically been provided between the bottom of the batter slope and 

the proposal boundary to facilitate maintenance access. The bottom of the batter slope would be accessible 

at various points from the local road network. Boundary fencing details are to be provided at the detailed 

design stage. 
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The maintenance responsibility of, and activities associated with, stormwater drainage would be carried out 

in accordance with Roads and Maritime Specification M2 Annexures. 

2.4.3 Road design 

Submission number(s) 

SFP27, SFP41, SFP80, SFP105 

Issue description 

• Concerns about the number of lanes of Spring Farm Parkway 

• Questions about the design of the central median 

• Queried why a fill batter was selected as the basis of design, with the suggestion that consideration 
should be given to constructing a suspended pavement rather than fill batters 

• Suggestion that stubs for south facing ramps be provided as part of this proposal. 

Response 

A strategic design for Stages 1 and 2 of Spring Farm Parkway was carried out in 2016 which defined the 

form of Spring Farm Parkway (Aecom, 2016). Consideration of a suspended pavement was not carried out 

as part of the concept design. 

The consideration of land requirements for future south facing ramps was not included in Spring Farm 

Parkway Stage 1. The location and configuration of the south facing ramps requires further investigation to 

ensure the best possible connection to the Hume Motorway. The investigations for the south facing ramps 

needs to consider other proposed road network upgrades in the area including: 

• The recently announced Spring Farm Parkway Stage 2 

• The Link Road Corridor Study currently being carried out to provide an east-west connection between 
Menangle Road and Appin Road 

• The Greater Macarthur 2040 identified regional north-south connection through the upgrade of 
Menangle Road. 

Land required for future south facing ramps and future widening was not included in Spring Farm Parkway 

Stage 1 and would be subject to additional assessment and approval if required. 

2.4.4 Shared path 

Submission number(s) 

SPF34, SFP80, SFP81 

Issue description 

• Suggestions that the shared path should not be provided on the eastern side of Menangle Road 

• Shared path should be provided on the northern side of Spring Farm Parkway to facilitate access to 
Macarthur Station and the Campbelltown CBD 

• Suggestion that the shared path should consider how to provide continuous and free flowing use, to 
provide a positive user experience. 
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Response 

As outlined in Section 3.3.1 of the REF, a shared path would be provided on the southern side of Stage 1 of 

Spring Farm Parkway. The path would extend across the bridge over the Hume Motorway and would 

connect to the shared path to be provided on the eastern side of Menangle Road, extending south from the 

intersection of Spring Farm Parkway. This shared path would connect Broughton College with the proposed 

new estate on Spring Farm Parkway. A signalised crossing at the intersection of Spring Farm Parkway and 

Menangle Road would provide safe passage for all users of the shared path. 

The proposal would provide street lighting along the shoulder and adjacent to the shared path at the 

intersection of Spring Farm Parkway and Menangle Road. 

There are currently no provisions for a shared path extending north along the length of Menangle Road. No 

modifications to the location of the shared-use paths are proposed, however these paths have been 

widened to three metres wide to provide a better user experience. All designs will be carried out in 

accordance with the relevant Austroads guidelines and Australian standards and codes, which provide 

guidance on the design of paths for safe and efficient pedestrian usage. 

2.4.5 Intersections 

Submission number(s) 

SFP80 

Issue description 

• Intersection design should consider the future road network, including the future Link Road 

• Clarifications on Intersection 3 arrangements 

• Queried why single right turn bays are being provided from Spring Farm Parkway connecting to 
Menangle Park access road (Intersection 1). 

Response 

Intersection 1 is the intersection of Spring Farm Parkway and the Menangle Park access road which 

provides two lanes in both directions on Spring Farm Parkway, a left turn lane on the westbound approach. 

Single right turn bays are provided for traffic connecting to Menangle Park access road. Traffic modelling 

has indicated Intersection 1 achieves conformance to the LoS criteria for all 2026 and 2036 peaks 

scenarios. An additional through lane may be required on each of the Spring Farm Parkway carriageways 

in 2036, subject to future investigation. 

Intersection 3 is the intersection of Spring Farm Parkway and the southbound Hume Motorway exit ramp. 

The proposal includes two lanes in both directions on Spring Farm Parkway, a single left turn lane on the 

eastbound approach, two lanes on the Hume Motorway exit ramp with a left turn lane onto Spring Farm 

Parkway. 
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Options for a proposed Link Road to provide a key connection between Appin Road and Menangle Road, 

would be assessed by Roads and Maritime in 2019. This proposal is separate to the proposed Stage 1 of 

Spring Farm Parkway, however the proposed Link Road is similarly intended to improve connectivity in the 

Greater Macarthur Growth Area. Roads and Maritime is currently carrying out desktop studies and site 

investigations to develop a number of possible route options within this area and identify a recommended 

route option. Once the options assessment has concluded, Roads and Maritime would undergo community 

consultation and provide an opportunity to pose queries and feedback on the location, environmental 

impact, traffic and transport impact, and justification of the proposed link road. 

To inquire about the Link Road Corridor Study, please visit the web portal for Appin Road improvements 

and Spring Farm Parkway: 

https://v2.communityanalytics.com.au/rms/macarthur# . 

2.4.6 Speed limits 

Submission number(s) 

SFP80 

Issue description 

The following issues were raised: 

• Queried why the design speed for the ramps are only 80km/h 

• The design speeds for local roads should be 60km/h, with the exception of Menangle Road. 

Response 

The key design criteria used for the development of the concept design is detailed in Table 3-1 of the REF. 

The adopted design speeds for ramps was 80 km/h and was 80 km/h for Local roads. The only local road 

where work is proposed is Menangle Road and so the design speeds adopted are accurate. 
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The north facing entry ramp between Spring Farm Parkway and the point of connection with the Hume 

Motorway is designed for 80 km/h. The section of road from the point of connection to the end of the merge 

lane is designed for 110 km/h. This includes a minimum of four seconds of travel time at 110 km/h (parallel 

to Hume Motorway) and a merge length of 110m. This distance is considered sufficient for traffic to reach 

appropriate speeds to merge with the traffic on the Hume Motorway. 

2.5 Construction 

2.5.1 Construction access 

Submission number(s) 

SFP80, SFP99 

Issue description 

The following issues were raised: 

• Concerns about access to land during construction 

• Concerns about access to land during operation 

• Suggestions about roads which should not be used for construction access 

• Concerns about haulage routes and the impact to Campbelltown. 

Response 

Access to properties would be maintained during construction. Where changes are required, suitable 

access arrangements would be implemented in consultation with affected property owners. Roads and 

Maritime would continue to liaise with property owners to discuss details on how to accommodate requests. 

Access to existing properties during operation would remain unchanged unless where specified in the REF. 

The provision of new access for future development is outside the scope of the REF and has not been 

considered further. 

The interim haulage routes would be confirmed prior to construction and in consultation with Council. The 

use of the interim routes would be permitted while work on the north bound access ramp, and the 

temporary deceleration lane from the Hume Motorway are being carried out. The temporary deceleration 

lane would enable construction traffic to access the site via the Hume Motorway without disrupting existing 

traffic flows. The haulage routes would be managed in accordance with a construction traffic management 

plan. Appropriate environmental management measures would be implemented where the haulage routes 

cross the riparian corridor. Once construction is completed, the haulage routes would be remediated, and 

the temporary deceleration lane would be removed and reinstated to its original condition. 

2.5.2 Construction compounds 

Submission number(s) 

SFP80, SFP99 
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Issue description 

The following issues were raised: 

• Concerns about accessibility of land used for construction compounds 

• Concerns about the environmental impact of the area used for construction compounds during and 
post construction 

• Concerns about the area of construction compound 3 and access. 

Response 

The temporary site compound facilities have been selected in accordance with Roads and Maritime 

Stockpile Site Management Guidelines (Roads and Maritime, 2015). The layout and access of construction 

compounds would be agreed in consultation with affected property owners to minimise disturbance to 

affected properties. 

The REF includes an environmental assessment of the proposed construction compounds. During 

construction, the management measures detailed in section 7.2 of the REF would be implemented to 

manage the environmental impact. Once construction is complete, the land where the site compounds are 

located would be reinstated to its previous condition. 

The REF shows the indicative location of the construction compounds. Construction vehicles would have 

direct access from the proposal area to the construction compounds. There is no change to the area 

required for the construction compounds. 

Submission number(s) 

SFP57, SFP80 

Issue description 

The following issues were raised: 

• Questions about the construction staging for Spring Farm Parkway 

• Requests for Menangle Road to be upgraded before Spring Farm Parkway opens. 

Response 

Construction of Stage 1 of Spring Farm Parkway is expected to commence in 2021 and be completed by 

2024, weather permitting. Planning for construction of the other stages of Spring Farm Parkway have not 

commenced and reference to this in section 3.4.1 of the REF is incorrect. 

It is anticipated that construction of Spring Farm Parkway and widening of Menangle Road near the 

proposed Spring Farm Parkway intersection would occur concurrently. The upgrade of a section of 

Menangle Road forms part of the proposal and Stage 1 of Spring Farm Parkway would not be open to 

commuters until this section of Menangle Road is upgraded. Detailed construction staging plans and 

methods would be determined by the construction contractor(s) after completion of the detailed design in 

consultation with Roads and Maritime. 

Other major development in the area would be consulted with prior to the commencement of work for the 

Spring Farm Parkway Stage 1 if required. Other future major development work would need to be 

considered as part of the scheduling of work and in order to mitigate any potential impact in accordance 

with the safeguards and management measures presented in Chapter 7 of the REF. 
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2.5.3 Construction materials 

Submission number(s) 

SFP80 

Issue description 

The following issues were raised: 

• Questioned where construction waste would be disposed. 

Response 

Construction waste that cannot be reused on site would be transported offsite by a licensed contractor for 

disposal at a licensed waste management facility. The location of the licensed waste management facility 

would be determined prior to construction and detailed in the Waste Management Plan (WMP) prepared as 

part of the Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP). 

2.5.4 Dilapidation surveys 

Submission number(s) 

SFP80 

Issue description 

Concerns about the pre-construction dilapidation surveys. 

Response 

Roads and Maritime acknowledges the suggestion for vehicles counters to determine the amount of road 

rectification required. 

Damage to the road as result of construction vehicles would be rectified progressively to maintain the 

safety of the roads. Roads and Maritime would continue to work with Council, including during the 

dilapidation inspections. 

2.6 Traffic and transport 

2.6.1 Traffic congestion 

Submission number(s) 

SFP31, SFP33, SFP34, SFP51, SFP67, SFP68, SFP80, SFP84, SFP100, SFP101, SFP102, SFP105, 

SFP107, SFP114 
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Issue description 

The following issues were raised: 

• Concerns about traffic congestion on surrounding roads during construction and operation 

• Noted that the number of construction-related truck movements seems low and should be verified. 

Response 

A detailed construction plan would be prepared once the proposal’s design is finalised which would include 

further consideration of construction vehicle movements. The actual construction work methodology may 

vary from the indicative construction activities and workforce provided in Section 3.4 of the REF. 

Most of the construction would occur on new roads (Spring Farm Parkway Stage 1) and so would have little 

impact on the existing road work. Construction activities that have the potential to impact traffic operation, 

such as during utility relocation work and upgrade work on Menangle Road, is detailed in Section 6.1.3 of 

the REF. Construction traffic would be managed in accordance with a traffic management plan and is 

unlikely to impact the performance of the road network. 

The REF includes an assessment of the performance of the intersections and northbound entry ramp for 

the 2026 and 2036 scenarios in Section 6.1.3. The assessment concluded that in 2026 the proposal would 

operate at a level of service (LoS) of D or better. In 2036, intersections 3 and 4 would experience capacity 

issues during the evening peak period. This is attributed to the proximity of the intersections to each other 

and the introduction of the south facing ramps and the proximity of these indicative ramps. Traffic 

congestion of the wider traffic network is beyond the scope of Stage 1 of Spring Farm Parkway and has not 

been assessed. 

2.6.2 Traffic assessment 

Submission number(s) 

SFP80, SFP116 

Issue description 

The following issues were raised: 

• No information on existing traffic volumes 

• Queried if construction traffic volumes were modelled 

• Queried traffic modelling assumptions including traffic volumes from Glenlee Precinct and the new 
housing subdivision, lane lengths, heavy vehicle volumes and pedestrian phases 

• Noted that the volumes of imported fill would generate higher volumes of construction traffic than 
assumed. 

Response 

Existing traffic volumes 

Typical traffic volumes were obtained from the Roads and Maritime permanent count station located on the 

Hume Motorway near Menangle (ID 07737). Traffic volumes for 2017 are detailed in Section 6.1.2 of the 

REF and Section 2.3 of the Traffic and Transport assessment. 
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Construction traffic 
Menangle Road currently has traffic flows of 12,500 vehicles per day. During construction it is estimated 

that the proposal would generate about 240 vehicle trips per day. This would increase the traffic volume on 

Menangle Road by about 1.92%. Construction activities would occur primarily between 6:00am and 5:00pm 

with some night work required to reduce the impact on the Hume Motorway. The volume of construction 

related vehicles is unlikely to impact the performance of the road network. 

The volumes of fill requiring importation and construction traffic volumes presented in the REF are 

indicative. Opportunities to reduce the volume of fill would be considered as part of design development. As 

detailed in Section 6.1.4 of the REF, a Traffic Management Plan (TMP) would also be prepared and 

implemented as part of the CEMP. The TMP would be prepared in accordance with the Roads and 

Maritime Traffic Control at Work Sites Manual (RTA, 2010) and QA Specification G10 Control of Traffic 

(Roads and Maritime, 2008) and would include further consideration of anticipated construction traffic 

volumes. The TMP would include measures to maintain access to local roads and properties. 

Traffic modelling assumptions 

A Traffic and Transport Assessment has been based on the traffic forecasts for 2026 and 2036 scenarios 

using Sidra network models. The traffic forecasts are based on modelling results from the Greater 

Macarthur mesoscopic and hybrid traffic model. The base mesoscopic traffic model has been calibrated 

and validated according to the principles outlined in the Roads and Maritime Services Traffic Modelling 

Guidelines, 2013. 

The traffic modelling has been based on the concept design. At the time of the assessment it was 

considered that the majority of traffic would be generated by residential developments in the area. A 

sensitivity test was carried out to increase the volumes to 6% and found to have minimal effect on the 

intersection performance. 

Pedestrian phases have been included in the Sidra modelling. Default pedestrian volumes of 50 people per 

hour have been used in the absence of any pedestrian forecasts. 

2.6.3 Performance of wider traffic network 

Submission number(s) 

SFP02, SFP03, SFP05, SFP13, SFP17, SFP19, SFP27, SFP31, SFP33, SFP39, SFP41, SFP43, SFP46, 

SFP48, SFP51, SFP52, SFP54, SFP55, SFP56, SFP78, SFP83, SFP84, SFP88, SFP91, SFP96, SFP100, 

SFP104 

Issue description 

The following issues were raised: 

• Concerns about the performance of the wider traffic network as result of the proposal and surrounding 
proposed development 

• Concerns about the performance of the Hume Motorway as a result of development of the Menangle 
Park Urban Release Area 

Response 

The Traffic and Transport Assessment considered the existing transport conditions within the study area 

including land use context, road network, public transport and active transport. The study area was limited 

to the Hume Motorway and Menangle Road as well as local streets within the Menangle Park township. 
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However, the inputs for the traffic modelling used in the design of Spring Farm Parkway Stage 1 have been 

provided by the Greater Macarthur mesoscopic / hybrid traffic model. This model is primarily a traffic 

assignment model which assisted in the development of initial transport network concepts. 

The base mesoscopic traffic model has been calibrated and validated according to the principles outlined in 

the Roads and Maritime Services Traffic Modelling Guidelines, 2013. 

2.6.4 Safety 

Submission number(s) 

SFP34, SFP51, SFP67, SFP73, SFP86, SFP101, SFP113 

Issue description 

The following issues were raised: 

• Concerns about the safety at the exit of Broughton Anglican College 

• Concerns about the safety of Menangle Road. 

Response 

The design of Spring Farm Parkway Stage 1 has been evaluated in a number of workshops including a 

Risk Assessment Workshop, Constructability and Safety in Design Workshop and a Value Management 

Workshop. Spring Farm Parkway Stage 1 has been designed in accordance with relevant Roads and 

Maritime specifications, the Austroads Guide to Road Design and Australian Standards. 

The exit from the Broughton College is outside the limit of work. It is understood that Broughton College 

has been liaising with Roads and Maritime Network Development in relation to provisions of traffic exiting 

the College. 

2.6.5 Emergency vehicle access 

Submission number(s) 

SFP41, SFP49, SFP55 

Response 

Additional safeguards have been included to specify that access for emergency vehicles would be 

maintained at all times during construction. Any site-specific requirements would be determined in 

consultation with the relevant emergency services agency. 

During operation of the proposal, the additional capacity of Menangle Road, together with additional entry 

and exit ramps to the Hume Motorway would improve the ability of emergency services to travel within the 

area. 

The Greater Macarthur and Wilton Priority Growth Areas Social Infrastructure Assessment (GHD, July 

2017) identified emergency services provisions required for the area. The Assessment identified the 

provision of: 

• Ambulance Hub at Wilton and up to three ambulance standby points located as required 
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• Development of two staffed fire stations, one to be located in Wilton Junction and the other in Mount 
Gilead 

• One police station to be located in Wilton Junction and another police station located in West Appin. 
Two police shopfronts would also be located in two of the proposed town centres 

• One integrated health facility in Wilton Junction and one regional integrated primary care clinic in West 
Appin. 

Based on the emergency provisions detailed above it is expected that the emergency response to areas to 

the south would primarily be from Campbelltown and from Wilton. Emergency response to the Menangle 

Park area would primarily be from Campbelltown given the additional distance and travel times for 

responders from Wilton. Access from Campbelltown is facilitated from the existing network and the 

proposed Spring Farm Parkway Stage 1. Access from Wilton is expected to be from Picton Road, this 

interchange has existing south facing ramps and access to Menangle Park via the existing Menangle Road. 

The existing road network and proposed Spring Farm Parkway Stage 1 allows adequate emergency 

access for the Menangle Park area and areas further south. 

2.7 Noise and vibration 

2.7.1 Operational noise impact and mitigation 

Submission number(s) 

SFP10, SFP109, SFP103 

Issue description 

The following issues were raised: 

• Concerns about traffic noise associated with increased traffic along Menangle Road 

• Requests and general questions about noise mitigation. 

Response 

A noise and vibration assessment was carried out for the proposal and is provided in Appendix D and 

summarised in Section 6.2 of the REF. The noise and vibration impact assessment provides detailed 

predictions of the operational noise impact from the proposal on sensitive receivers in the study area. The 

assessment identified three receivers in Noise Catchment Area (NCA) 2 and one receiver in Noise 

Catchment Area 5 that would exceed the Roads and Maritime Noise Criteria Guidelines (NCG) during 

operation of the proposal. The four receivers identified as qualifying for consideration of mitigation are all 

included in one residential building in NCA 5 and one educational building (potentially a live-in residence) at 

the Broughton Anglican College in NCA 2. Noise mitigation would be provided at these two buildings. No 

impact to the Australian Botanic Gardens Mount Annan was predicted. 

The operational noise impact at all other receivers within the study area would be below the NCG and 

therefore is considered acceptable and would not require mitigation. 

At property treatments would be provided at the two buildings in accordance with the Roads and Maritime 

Noise Mitigation Guideline (NMG). The objective of this form of mitigation is to achieve noise reduction from 

outside to inside that would achieve an internal noise level within a habitable room at least 10 dB(A) below 

external noise goals. 
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Consideration of the acoustic impact associated with future stages of Spring Farm Parkway would be 

subject to a separate environmental assessment. 

2.8 Air quality 

2.8.1 Operational air quality impact 

Submission number(s) 

SFP100 

Issue description 

The following issues were raised: 

• Comments that the air quality assessment should consider the impact on future residential 
development 

• Concerns about the cumulative air quality impact. 

Response 

The air quality impact during construction was evaluated using metrics developed based on guidance from 

AS/NZS ISO 31000: 2009 Risk Management – Principles and Guidelines, and the potential for operational 

impact was quantitatively assessed using NSW Roads and Maritime Services Tool for Roadside Air Quality 

(TRAQ) prediction model, with the impact evaluated by comparing predictions against criteria developed 

using guidance from the Approved Methods (EPA, 2016). The assessment included consideration of 

existing air quality in the area, based on data from the nearest air quality monitoring station at Camden 

Airport. Data indicated ambient concentrations are generally below the impact assessment criteria from the 

Approved Methods, with the exception of 24 hour averaged PM10 and PM2.5 concentrations. 

It was noted that the annually averaged PM2.5 comes close to the assessment criteria of 8 µg/m3 but did 

not exceed the recommended level provided in the Approved Methods. The nearest sensitive receivers 

considered are based on the current land use and included consideration of the impact on residential 

receivers and Broughton Anglican College, each about 60 metres from the proposal. Overall it was found 

that the proposal would result in a negligible impact to the nearest sensitive receiver locations. 

2.9 Heritage 

2.9.1 Impact on Aboriginal heritage 

Submission number(s) 

SFP37, SFP42 

Issue description 

The following issues were raised: 
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• Confirmation from the NSW Government Aboriginal Affairs that there are no Registered Aboriginal 
Owners in the proposal area and contact details for Tharawal Local Aboriginal Land Council provided 

• Concerns about the impact on Aboriginal heritage. 

Response 

Roads and Maritime acknowledges the response provided by the NSW Government Aboriginal Affairs. As 

per Section 5.2 of the REF, consultation with the Aboriginal community was carried out. The study area is 

contained within the boundaries of the Tharawal Local Aboriginal Land Council (LALC) and Tharawal LALC 

have been consulted with during development of the REF. 

An Aboriginal heritage assessment was carried out in accordance with Roads and Maritime Procedure for 

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage and Consultation Investigation guidelines. The Aboriginal heritage assessment 

can be found in Appendix H and Section 6.8 of the REF. The Aboriginal heritage assessment identified that 

three Aboriginal archaeological sites would be impacted by the proposal. All three sites are considered to 

display low significance based on their scientific value and potential to inform on Aboriginal landscape use 

in the area. Suitable recommendations for the identified impact to the sites have been developed based on 

the environmental context and condition, background research, and consultation with stakeholders and are 

detailed in Section 6.8.4 of the REF. 

2.9.2 Impact on non-Aboriginal heritage 

Submission number(s) 

SFP44, SFP109 

Issue description 

The following issues were raised: 

• No comments from Water NSW on the potential impact to the heritage listed Upper Canal 

• Concerns about the impact on non-Aboriginal heritage. 

Response 

Roads and Maritime acknowledges the response provided by Water NSW. 

A non-Aboriginal heritage assessment was carried out for the proposal and is provided in Appendix I and 

Section 6.9 of the REF. The non-Aboriginal assessment identifies listed heritage items that have the 

potential to be impacted by the proposal. The proposal would not impact on the Beulah heritage item. 
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2.10 Biodiversity 

2.10.1 Biodiversity impact assessment 

Submission number(s) 

SFP80, SFP112 

Issue description 

The following issues were raised: 

• Concerns about the duration of the field survey used to inform the biodiversity assessment 

• Inconsistencies in ecological assessments. 

Response 

Field investigations were conducted on the 5, 6 and 7 February 2018 and the 3 and 22 October 2018 by 

three accredited assessors under the Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016 (BC Act). 

Methods for the vegetation surveys included meandering transects and rapid vegetation assessments 

(Rapid Data Points, RDPs) to broadly map vegetation and search for threatened flora species; and full 

floristic plots (using a nested 20m × 50m quadrat and carried out in line with the Biodiversity Assessment 

Method, BAM (OEH 2017)) to determine vegetation community type and condition where necessary. 

Targeted flora surveys for Eucalyptus benthamii, Pimelea spicata, Marsdenia viridiflora subsp. viridiflora 

and Pomaderris brunnea were carried out during the vegetation survey period. Potential habitat within the 

study area was searched thoroughly using meandering transects. Any flora species that had a morphology 

similar to any of the threatened flora with the potential to occur was inspected and identified. An additional 

targeted survey for the threatened flora species Pimelea spicata was carried out in October 2018. 

Targeted surveys for threatened fauna species were carried out, which included: 

• Cumberland Plain Land Snail searches 

• Koala scat searches 

• Active frog searches around dams and along creek lines 

• Frog census 

• Bird surveys 

• Spotlighting (for reptiles, arboreal mammals and owls) 

• Koala call playback 

• Bat echolocation recording 

• Opportunistic searches for reptiles 

• Opportunistic recording of birds and other visible or audible species 

• Hollow-bearing tree survey. 

The survey effort is detailed in Section 2.4.5 of the Biodiversity Assessment Report (Appendix G of the 

REF) and repeated below in Table 2-3. Survey effort mostly exceeded the requirements listed in 

Threatened Biodiversity Survey and Assessment: Guidelines for Developments and Activities (DEC, 2004). 
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Table 2-3 Targeted species survey details 

Species Methods and season 
(Bionet/DEC 2004) 

Minimum survey 
effort (Bionet/DEC 
2004) 

Surveys conducted 

Cumberland Plain 
Land Snail (CPLS) 

Identification of live specimens 
is required early morning or in 
the evening during or after 
rain, while the ground and 
vegetation surfaces are still 
wet from the rain. Presence of 
snail shells can be detected all 
year round. 

Note for the purpose of 
survey, the presence of CPLS 
shells equals the presence of 
this species. It can 
occasionally be found around 
paddock trees, but this is rare. 
The species is reliant on a 
good cover of coarse woody 
debris and uses soil cracks for 
shelter. 

None stated Searches carried out in areas of 
suitable habitat on 6 February 2018 
and 22 October 2018. Carried out over 
5.8-person hours. 

The dense infestation of African olive 
throughout the areas of potential 
habitat in the study area limits the 
species potential to occur. 

Birds Bird area search (all year) 
20-minute 2 ha search per 
stratification unit over two 
separate days 

3 x 20 min surveys = 
1 hr on two separate 
days = 2 hrs. 

Bird survey carried out over five hours. 
Additional opportunistic surveys over 
four days 5-7 February 2018 and 22 
October 2018. 

Nocturnal birds Nocturnal bird day habitat 
search (all year). Search 
habitat for pellets and likely 
hollows, call playback and 
spotlighting. 

Survey requirement of 
eight nights for owls. 

5-7 February 2018 and 22 October 
2018. Conducted during the 
transects/plots and day habitat 
searches. 

Call playback surveys were not 
performed due to limited potential 
roost habitat for threatened forest owls 
within the site. 

Arboreal and 
terrestrial 
mammals 

Spotlighting surveys – foot (all 
year) 
2 x 1 hour and 1 km up to 200 
ha of stratification unit, 
walking at approximately 1 km 
per hour on two separate 
nights 

2 sites x 1 hour x 2 
nights = 4 hours. 

6, 7 February 2018, 22 October 2018 
– 6 person hours. 

Gliders, Koala Call-playback surveys (all 
year) 
2 sites per stratification unit up 
to 200 hectares, plus an 
additional site per 100 
hectares above 200 hectares. 
Each playback site must have 
the session conducted twice, 
on separate nights 

2 sites x 2 nights = 4 
surveys. Grassland 
not surveyed. 

7 sites x 3 nights = 21 surveys. 
6, 7 February 2018, 22 October 2018. 
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Species Methods and season 
(Bionet/DEC 2004) 

Minimum survey 
effort (Bionet/DEC 
2004) 

Surveys conducted 

All mammals Search for scats and signs (all 
year) 
30 minutes searching each 
relevant habitat, including 
trees for scratch marks 

Conducted in 
conjunction with day 
habitat searches. 

Carried out over 5.8 person hours. 6 
February 2018, 22 October 2018. 

Bats Ultrasonic (Anabat) call 
recording (Oct – Mar) 
Two sound activated 
recording devices utilised for 
the entire night (a minimum of 
four hours), starting at dusk 
for two nights 

4 trap nights (2 
Songmeters x 2 
nights). Grassland not 
surveyed. 

5 sites x minimum 2 nights = 10 trap 
nights 
5-7 February 2018 

Frogs Systematic day habitat 
search: one hour per 
stratification unit. 
Night habitat search: 30 
minutes on two separate 
nights per stratification unit 

1 site x 1 hour habitat 
search. 
30 minutes x 1 site x 
2 nights. 

Habitat search conducted in 
conjunction with other habitat surveys 
over 5-7 February 2018. A total of 1.5 
hours actively searching for frogs and 
frog census (20 minutes) carried out at 
the dam with best quality habitat. 
Additional short duration and 
opportunistic survey at other 
waterbodies. 

Hollow-bearing 
tree survey 

- - Carried out over four days (5-7 
February 2018 and 22 October 2018) 
in conjunction with other habitat 
assessments. 

Threatened plants: 
Pimelea spicata, 

Flowers sporadically 
throughout the year. Survey 
when local reference 
population known to be in 
flower. Traverses 10 m apart 
(OEH’s NSW Guideline for 
surveying threatened plants 
2016). 

One hectare of 
potential habitat 
requires 0.25 hours of 
targeted survey 
(OEH’s NSW 
Guideline for 
surveying threatened 
plants 2016). 

One (1) hours of survey over areas of 
potential habitat (restricted to 0.6 ha 
patch of Moderate_Bursaria condition 
CPW and the two small patches of 
Moderate_Grass condition CPW) was 
carried out on 3 October 2018 and 22 
October 2018 over 1 hour. Traverses 
5 -10 m apart. Survey conducted after 
nearby reference site (at Douglas 
Park) was checked and noted to be in 
flower. 

Threatened plants: 
Eucalyptus 
benthamii, 
Marsdenia 
viridiflora subsp. 
viridiflora and 
Pomaderris 
brunnea 

All year. Traverses 10 - 40 m 
apart (OEH’s NSW Guideline 
for surveying threatened 
plants 2016). 

20 ha of potential 
habitat required 4-
6.25 hours of targeted 
survey. 

Approximately seven hours of survey 
for threatened plants were carried out 
over three days (5, 6 and 7 February 
2018) in areas of potential habitat. 

Roads and Maritime have requested a copy of the Ecological Assessment for the Menangle Park land 

release from both Campbelltown City Council and Dahua Group Australia (Menangle Park developer), at 

the time of writing, the reports have not been provided. Roads and Maritime are unable to provide further 

comment regarding the inconsistencies in the reports. 
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2.10.2 Impact on biodiversity 

Submission number(s) 

SFP42, SFP80, SFP93, SFP95, SFP96, SFP97, SFP100, SFP103, SFP107, SFP109, SFP110, SFP111, 

SFP112 

Issue description 

The following issues were raised: 

• Concerns about vegetation removal, including clearance associated with the interim haulage routes 

• Concerns about the impact on fauna 

• Concerns about wildlife corridors and wildlife migration, including comments relating to future stages of 
Spring Farm Parkway 

• Concerns about the cumulative impact on biodiversity 

• Concerns about the impact of shading and solar access 

• Concerns about impact on ground dependent ecosystems (GDEs). 

Response 

Vegetation removal 

Figure 6-20 of the REF shows the study area considered for the biodiversity assessment, which included 

consideration of the interim haulage route. In total the proposal would remove up to 1.92 hectares of 

Cumberland Plain Woodland and about 0.47 hectares of Swamp Oak Floodplain Forest. An assessment of 

significance was carried out under the BC Act and EPBC Act and concluded that the proposal is unlikely to 

result in a significant impact to these vegetation communities due to the generally poor and fragmented 

condition of the impacted patches and the relatively small area of impact compared with the local 

occurrence of the communities. 

The impact of the proposal on Cumberland Plain Woodland would be offset as detailed in Section 6.7.5 of 

the REF. The environmental management measures detailed in Section 6.7.4 of the REF would be 

implemented during detailed design and construction to manage the impact on Biodiversity. 

Impact on fauna 

Vegetation removal has the potential to impact on fauna by death or injury to individuals or loss or 

disturbance of limiting foraging and breeding resources. 

An assessment of significance was carried out for the following species: 

• Cumberland Plain Land Snail 

• Hollow-dependent bats: Eastern Freetail-bat, Greater Broad-nosed Bat, Southern Myotis 

• Grey-headed Flying-fox 

• Koala. 

The assessment of significance concluded that none of the species with the potential to occur in the study 

area were considered likely to be significantly impacted by the proposal, primarily due to the absence of/or 

limited impact to key limiting resources, and minimal impact to general foraging habitat. 

No koalas were recorded during the field survey. The existing motorway presents a barrier to movement for 

the koala, however the species could occur in the study area and potential foraging habitat for the koala 
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would be impacted by the proposal. The proposal would result in the removal of 2.39 ha of native 

vegetation which represents potential foraging habitat for this species. The habitat present in the study area 

is patchy and generally degraded and there is limited access to the area (Hume Motorway barrier), the 

study area is unlikely to constitute important habitat for the local population of the species occurring to the 

east of the study area. Therefore, the removal of a relatively small proportion of potential habitat is unlikely 

to have a significant impact on the local koala population. 

It is not advocated that koalas be encouraged to cross Spring Farm Parkway within the study area to 

access the area to the west given the existing barrier and threat associated with both the Hume Motorway 

and proposed future development (Menangle Park residential release area). Facilitating koala movement 

towards these features would inevitably heighten the threat of collision with traffic or attack by domestic 

dogs (dog attacks are one of the main identified threats to koalas). South of the study area vegetation along 

the Nepean River provides connectivity between east and west koala populations. This corridor would 

remain unaffected by the proposal and is a safer area in which to promote local east-west connectively for 

koalas and other species. 

The general impact on fauna would include the removal of low quality vegetation which provides habitat 

predominantly for commonly occurring native and exotic species tolerant of disturbed landscapes including 

birds, arboreal mammals, amphibians and insects. Mitigation measures would provide some restoration of 

habitat for these species with offsetting promoting and improving or maintain outcomes. 

Birds and invertebrates 

Given the difficulty in surveying for invertebrates, DEC (2004) states that it is generally acceptable to target 

only threatened invertebrate species for Assessments of Significance. Therefore, the only invertebrates for 

which targeted surveys were carried out was the Cumberland Plain Land Snail, as this was the only 

threatened invertebrates identified as having potential habitat in the study area. 

The biodiversity assessment did include an assessment of the impact on threatened birds with potential 

habitat in the study area, with assessments of significance carried out for birds which rely on limiting habitat 

that would be impacted by the proposal (e.g. hollow dependant species). The assessments concluded no 

significant impact on threatened birds. Mitigation measures such as installation of nest boxes to replace 

hollows removed as part of the proposal, aim to minimise the impact of the proposal on threatened birds. 

A number of safeguards and management measures were identified in the REF to minimise the adverse 

impact on wildlife. These mitigation measures include a Construction Environmental Management Plan, a 

Flora and Fauna Management Plan in accordance with Roads and Maritime’s Biodiversity Guidelines: 

Protecting and Managing Biodiversity on Roads and Maritime Projects (Roads and Maritime 2016) and a 

Biodiversity Offset Strategy in accordance with the Guidelines for Biodiversity Offsets (Roads and Maritime 

2011) and the Biodiversity Assessment Methodology (Office of Environment and Heritage 2018). 

Biodiversity mitigation measures are detailed in Table 6-37 of the REF. 

Impact on wildlife corridors and migration 

The proposal includes the removal of some marginal areas of edge-affected vegetation (2.39 hectares of 

woodland/forest habitat). The patches of vegetation to be impacted by the proposal occur along the edges 

of the existing and proposed road and are small, isolated and in poor condition. The fauna habitat in the 

study area is already fragmented by existing land uses such as the Hume Motorway and local roads, 

agriculture and rural residential development. 

There would be a slight increase in habitat fragmentation due to the removal of small patches of vegetation 

adjacent to the road. However, given the limited extent of clearing, the proposal is not expected to 

substantially further fragment habitat or impact upon wildlife connectivity across the landscape. 

Fauna connectivity structures were considered in light of the fauna likely to utilise the study area and any 

local corridors that occur in the area. The koala is the only threatened species that may utilise the habitats 
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in the study area which may benefit from connectivity structures. Other threatened fauna known or 

considered likely to utilise the habitats in the study area are generally highly mobile species (birds and bats) 

or, in the case of the Cumberland Plain Land Snail, would not benefit from connectivity structures. As 

noted, south of the study area vegetation along the Nepean River provides connectivity between east and 

west koala populations (see Figure 6-21 of the REF). This corridor would remain unaffected by the proposal 

and is a safer area in which to promote local east-west connectively for koalas and other species. 

OEH (2018a) have mapped koala corridors in the vicinity of the study area, classified as Primary, 

Secondary and Tertiary corridors. A secondary koala corridor mapped by OEH extends west from 

Noorumba Reserve to within approximately 450 metres of the proposal footprint. The proposal would not 

result in any impact to the koala colony at Noorumba Reserve. Any impact associated with the Link Road 

Corridor would be subject to a separate environmental assessment which would include a detailed 

biodiversity assessment. 

During detailed design fauna connectivity measures would be implemented in accordance with the Wildlife 

Connectivity Guidelines for Road Projects (RTA 2011). Any connectivity measures implemented would be 

designed and installed under the supervision of an experienced ecologist. The management measures 

detailed in Table 6-37 of the REF would be implemented to manage potential impact on fauna species. 

Roads and Maritime have noted that the Botanic Gardens and Centennial Parklands have requested that 

consideration of the Cumberland Plain Conservation Plan for Western Sydney (DPE, in draft), which 

identifies biodiversity corridors to be protected, is considered as part of future design work. Stage 2 of 

Spring Farm Parkway would be subject to a separate environmental assessment which would include 

consideration of wildlife corridors as part of a detailed biodiversity assessment. 

Cumulative impact on biodiversity 

The cumulative impact assessment carried out as part of the biodiversity assessment identified a number of 

projects and developments within the area that would result in an additional 0.33 hectares of Cumberland 

Plain Woodland being impacted. Adding this to the 1.92 ha of Cumberland Plain Woodland being removed 

as a result of the proposal, this totals 2.25 hectares of Cumberland Plain Woodland being impacted in the 

local area. The cumulative impact of current local proposals on Cumberland Plain Woodland is not 

considered to be substantial. The cumulative impact of fauna mortality is not considered to be substantial, 

given the existing impact on fauna mortality in the local area from the Hume Motorway. The impact of the 

local projects, including the current proposal, is not likely to substantially increase the threat of fauna 

mortality in the local area. 

Impact of shading and solar access 

It is acknowledged that alteration to shading regimes of waterways would occur in association with the 

widening of culverts under the Hume Motorway. As outlined in Section 4.2.2 of the REF, the watercourses 

beneath the Hume Motorway were classified ‘Class 4’ unlikely key fish habitat and so are not considered to 

be sensitive receiving environments. 

The impact of shading/solar access on adjoining vegetation communities may include changes to species 

composition and the distribution of ecological communities as well as increased weed invasion. The 

shading impact from the proposal includes those from the bridge structure and cut and fill batter slopes. 

The shading impact is an unavoidable indirect impact of the proposal. There are unlikely to be any areas 

that would be completely shaded for the entirety of the day, as the impact of shading would change 

temporally and seasonally. Therefore, the majority of areas would likely maintain solar access for at least a 

portion of the day. 

Areas potentially impacted by shading as a result of the proposal include PCT 850 and PCT 1800 in the 

vicinity of the batter slopes and bridge structure across the floodplain. These PCTs are currently already 

highly modified by current land use (clearing and grazing), resulting in changes to species composition and 

distribution of ecological communities and increased weed invasion. The shading as a result of the 
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proposal is not likely to significantly increase the severity of the existing impact on the PCTs in the study 

area. It should be noted, that for PCT 1800 in particular, the characteristic species list for the community 

includes many shade tolerant species, including mesic shrub species, herbs, sedges and ferns. The 

dominant tree species occurring in the PCT in the study area (Casuarina glauca) is also known to be hardy 

species capable of growing in a variety of environments, including shade. Characteristic species for PCT 

850 include a mix of shade tolerant species and those less tolerant of shade. PCT 850 in the study area is 

dominated by a dense layer of Olea europea (African Olive), along with other exotic herbs and grasses. 

Revegetation and weed management proposed to be carried out as part of the Flora and Fauna 

Management Plan, detailed in Section 6.7.4 of the REF, would likely reduce the impact of weed invasion 

and changes to species composition that are currently occurring as a result of existing land management 

and would mitigate against any further impact from shading. Areas that may be impacted from shade would 

be a focus area of weed management and revegetation, ensuring shade tolerant local native species 

consistent with the parent PCTs are planted within impacted areas, such as Microlanea stipoides (Weeping 

Grass). 

Impact on groundwater dependent ecosystem 

The remnant vegetation communities in the study area are considered to have a high probability of being 
groundwater dependant ecosystems. During borehole investigations for the REF, groundwater was 
recorded at depths of between 2.3 and 4.6 metres below ground level. The PCTs in the study area fit the 
definition of a Terrestrial Ecosystem dependent on groundwater. 

Potential impact of the proposal on GDEs include: 

Potential impact Impact of the proposal and mitigation 

Changes to hydrology such 

as: 

• Changes in water 
gradients and flows 

• Increased water flows to 
some areas and drying 

Impact to habitat and 

floodplain diversity such as: 

• Reduced habitat for 
floodplain biodiversity 
through clearing 

• Adverse impact on crucial 
stages within the 
lifecycles of water-
dependent biodiversity 

• Loss of integrity and 
Increased habitat for 
invasive species 

• Degradation of the 
riparian zone, wetlands 
and associated floodplain 
habitat. 

The floodplain habitat of the study area is currently highly modified and 

impacted by existing land management practices. Grazing and land 

clearing has resulted in a reduced distribution of native vegetation in the 

study area, weed invasion, compaction of soils and altered species 

composition. 

Clearing required for the proposal would reduce the extent of the current 

floodplain and may influence diversity, however the extent of clearing has 

been minimised through the placement of infrastructure in existing cleared 

areas where possible. Further, the impact of the proposal would be 

appropriately offset. 

Management, including weed control, of the retained floodplain habitat 

would be carried out to reduce the impact of the proposal, as part of the 

Flora and Fauna Management Plan detailed in Section 6 of the Biodiversity 

Assessment. It is anticipated that the retained habitats would benefit from 

the increased management for biodiversity and result in an improvement in 

condition and diversity compared with the current situation. 

The proposal has the potential to alter existing hydrology and flooding 

regimes which may impact on water quality due to increased runoff 

volumes and peak flow rates. The flooding and drainage investigation 

(Lyall & Associates 2017) found that the proposal would have a negligible 

impact on peak flood levels in the Nepean River. Predicted changes to 

localised catchment flooding due to the proposal include an increase in 

peak flood levels due to the removal of floodplain storage and 
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Potential impact Impact of the proposal and mitigation 

out of others 

• Altering the extent, 
frequency and duration of 
flooding. 

concentrated discharge of flow from the proposed transverse drainage 

structures coupled with the more efficient nature of the proposed drainage 

system (Lyall & Associates 2017). 

Groundwater flows and levels may also be locally impacted by piles used 

to construct the bridge structure crossing the Hume Motorway, which may 

extend below the water table. If this occurs, it would not be expected to 

cause material impact to groundwater systems, including groundwater 

levels outside the vicinity of any piles. 

To minimise the potential impact on groundwater during construction and 

operation of the proposal, the following mitigation measures are proposed: 

• The predicted changes to localised flooding would be mitigated 
through the use of outlet scour protection and energy dissipation to 
control the localised discharge of runoff and reduce the scour potential 
in the receiving drainage lines (Lyall & Associates 2017). 

• Provision of operational water quality treatment controls for pavement 
runoff upstream of any environmental sensitive receiving waterways 
that are located within 500 metres of any road pavement drainage 
discharge point from the study area. The water quality controls would 
address both acute (accidental spills) and chronic conditions (pollutant 
loads in surface rainfall runoff. 

• Preparation of a Soil and Water Management Plan 

• Preparation of an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan 

• Use of vegetated swales to ensure the proposal meets the 
recommended water quality design targets. 

With the above mitigation measures in place, the potential for contamination of groundwater, should 

groundwater intersection occur during construction is considered to be low. Considering groundwater 

quality and levels are unlikely to be altered by the proposal, the potential impact to potential groundwater-

dependant ecosystems is therefore considered to be negligible. 

2.11 Ground and surface water 

2.11.1 Water quality impact 

Submission number(s) 

SFP80, SFP93 

Issue description 

• The water quality objectives adopted should include consideration of Total Phosphorus and Total 
Nitrogen 
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• Concerns that construction activities, including the proposed haulage route, would result in impact to 
surface water quality. 

Response 

A surface and groundwater assessment was carried out to consider the effect of the proposal on surface 

water quality during both construction and operation. During construction, temporary sediment basins 

would be used to capture and treat surface water. The NSW EPA normally issues an Environmental 

Protection License (EPL) for each construction phase temporary sediment basin and requires the basins to 

be provided and sized to satisfy the EPL conditions. 

For the operational phase, the REF includes the recommendation that in order to meet the NSW OEH Total 

Suspended Solids design target for water quality, as described in Managing Urban Stormwater – Council 

Handbook (EPA, 1997), an 80 per cent pollutant load reductions for Total Suspended Solids (TSS) should 

be targeted. 

However it is understood that Campbelltown City Council's Development Control Plan 2009 contains 

reduction targets for Total Suspended Solids, Total Phosphorus and Total Nitrogen of 80%, 45% and 45%, 

respectively. 

Pollutants such as heavy metals, hydrocarbons and other toxicants are usually attached to fine sediments 

(RTA, 2003). Therefore, it is proposed that trapping suspended solids should be the primary focus of the 

water quality management strategy for the operational phase of the proposal. It was recommended that 

vegetated swales should be considered as a first option, with water quality basins considered if needed in 

order to meet the relevant water quality objectives. 

As outlined in the REF, the drainage design would continue be refined as part of the design development 

process and the recommendations for further investigation contained in the Spring Farm Flooding and 

Drainage Investigation (Lyall & Associates, 2017) would be addressed. Since the time of writing, the 

proposed design has been refined and includes vegetated swales only. It is noted that the concept design 

for the proposal has achieved a stated 82% reduction in the annual average total suspended solid load that 

would be generated by the new road pavement. 

The potential impact to surface water during construction, including the impact associated with any 

construction haulage routes, would be managed in accordance with mitigation measures provided in 

Section 6.4.4 of the REF. Figure 6-1 shows the interim construction access crossing a drainage line, which 

connects to Howes Creek (identified as Tributary 1 in the REF). Howes Creek controls runoff from drainage 

structures under the Hume Motorway and runs in a westerly direction, crossing the proposed alignment of 

Spring Farm Parkway. 

The interim haulage routes would be confirmed prior to construction and in consultation with Council. No 

impact to Howes Creek or riparian vegetation is anticipated. Appropriate environmental management 

measures would be implemented where the haulage routes cross the riparian corridor and the drainage 

line. Once construction is completed, the haulage routes would be remediated. 

2.12 Hydrology and flooding 

2.12.1 Hydrology and flooding assessment 

Submission number(s) 

SFP80 
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Issue description 

• Requested that the Spring Farm Parkway Flooding and Drainage Investigation (Lyall and Associates, 
2017) be provided 

• Sensitivity analysis should be carried out against the 2016 edition of Australian Rainfall and Runoff 
(ARR, 2016) 

Response 

Information provided in the Spring Farm Parkway Flooding and Drainage Investigation (Lyall and 

Associates, 2017) included consideration of the both Stage 1 (the Proposal) and Stage 2 of the Spring 

Farm Parkway. Information relevant to the proposal (Stage 1 of Spring Farm Parkway) was summarised 

and presented in Section 6.5 of the REF. The Spring Farm Parkway Flooding and Drainage Investigation 

(Lyall and Associates, 2017) is provided in full in Appendix A of this submissions report. 

While it is not currently Roads and Maritime’s policy to carry out sensitivity analysis by applying the 

methodologies contained in the 2016 edition of Australian Rainfall and Runoff (ARR 2016) when carrying 

out the design of road proposal, it is noted that the peak flows and hence flood levels derived using this 

methodology would be lower given that: 

• Design rainfall intensities for this area for a given Annual Exceedance Probability (AEP) event are less 
than the values that apply to the 1987 edition of Australian Rainfall and Runoff (ARR 1987) 

• The initial loss values have increased when compared to values that have typically been applied to 
rainfall derived using ARR 1987 methodology. 

The transverse drainage for the proposal has therefore been sized on the higher flow rates which Roads 

and Maritime considers is a prudent approach given the draft status of ARR 2016. 

2.12.2 Flooding impact 

Submission number(s) 

SFP80, SFP100 

Issue description 

The following issues were raised: 

• Concerns about changes to the hydrology of the area as a result of the proposal. 

Response 

A Flooding and Drainage Investigation was carried out for the Proposal (Lyall & Associates, 2017) and is 

summarised in Section 6.5 of the REF. Hydrologic (DRAINS) and hydraulic (TUFLOW) models were 

developed as part of the assessment to define flooding behaviour along the drainage lines that cross the 

proposal corridor. Flood modelling has also been carried out as part of the concept design of the proposal 

to assess its impact on local catchment dominant floods of up to 20-year ARI. The effects on flood 

behaviour of a partial blockage of the transverse drainage, as well as those potentially arising as a result of 

future climate change have also been assessed as part of the concept design for the proposal. 

During construction there would be a temporary construction impact that would be managed through the 

implementation of standard construction techniques and effective protection measures. 
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During operation the proposal would not result in adverse flooding conditions being experienced in the 

vicinity of existing buildings. The Flooding and Drainage Investigation also showed that the upgrade of the 

transverse drainage along Menangle Road would reduce the extent of flooding in private property, with 

minor increases in peak flood levels shown to be confined to the immediate overbank area of the receiving 

drainage lines. 

The transverse drainage and flood mitigation strategy would continue to be refined during detailed design. 

As noted in Section 6.5.2 of the REF, land to the west of the proposal is located within the probable 

maximum flood (PMF) extent, however is relatively unaffected by 100-year and 20-year ARI events. As part 

of the Spring Farm Parkway Flooding and drainage investigation, a Flood Impact Assessment was carried 

out, which included development of hydrologic and hydraulic models that were used to define flooding 

behaviour under present day conditions and were adjusted to incorporate the strategic road design and 

details of the concept drainage strategy. 

This included consideration of Nepean River flooding and local catchment flooding. Lyall & Associates, 

Flood and Drainage Investigation (2017) incorporates a series of colour A3 figures which show the impact 

that the proposal would have on both Nepean River and local catchment dominant flood events of between 

20 and 100-year ARI. Where an impact to land downstream of transverse drainage structures was 

identified, mitigation and design refinements were introduced, such as outlet scour protection and energy 

dissipation structures. 

In accordance with safeguards and management measures identified within Section 6.5 of the REF, the 

drainage and flood mitigation strategy would continue to be refined during detailed design. Roads and 

Maritime are also committed to further consultation with Campbelltown City Council to confirm the details of 

future development within the catchments that drain to the proposal corridor, including the extent of 

measures which would be incorporated into future development to control the rate of flow discharging to the 

proposal corridor. 

2.13 Land use and property 

2.13.1 Utilities 

Submission number(s) 

SFP01, SFP24, SFP36, SFP44, SFP108 

Issue description 

The following issues were raised: 

• Concerns about the impact on utilities 

• Confirmation from Water NSW that the proposal is unlikely to impact on their utilities. 

Response 

Roads and Maritime acknowledges the feedback provided by the respondents. 

A Dial-before-you-dig request was carried out on the 8 June 2018 to identify all existing utilities in the 

proposal area. A list of utilities in the proposal area that may require adjustments is provided in Section 3.6 

of the REF. The extent of the impact to utilities and services would be confirmed during detailed design. 

Strategies to address the impact to utilities would be developed in consultation with affected utility 
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providers. Strategies may include protection or relocation of the utility, or adjustments to the proposal 

design to avoid any impact. 

2.13.2 Land acquisition 

Submission number(s) 

SFP80, SFP99 

Issue description 

The following issues were raised: 

• Concerns that the land required for future widening to six lanes needs to be identified now 

• Concerns about excessive land acquisition. 

Response 

Land acquisition for future work 

The consideration of land requirements for future south facing ramps was not included in Spring Farm 

Parkway Stage 1. The location and configuration of the south facing ramps requires further investigation to 

ensure the best possible connection to the Hume Motorway if they are required. The investigations for the 

south facing ramps needs to consider other proposed road network upgrades in the area including: 

• The recently announced Spring Farm Parkway Stage 2 

• The Link Road Corridor Study currently being carried out to provide an east-west connection between 
Menangle Road and Appin Road 

• The Greater Macarthur 2040 identified regional north-south connection through the upgrade of 
Menangle Road. 

The current design is compatible with the future widening of Spring Farm Parkway to six lanes. South 

facing ramps would be considered as part of the future Spring Farm Parkway widening works if this is 

required. Additional land required for the future six lane carriageway has not been identified at this stage. 

The location and extent of widening Spring Farm Parkway would require further investigation and 

consultation would be carried out with affected landowners should the upgrade be required. 

Excessive land acquisition 

The proposal would require approximately 13 hectares of property acquisition. The majority of this land has 

been zoned as SP2 (Infrastructure) for the development of Spring Farm Parkway. There are some locations 

where the proposal extends partially into land zoned for rural, recreational, residential and environmental 

management purposes. The proposal has been designed to minimise the amount of property acquisition 

where possible whilst providing a safe and effective design. 

Roads and Maritime would continue to liaise with property owners to discuss details on how to 

accommodate requests. 
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2.13.3 Land zoning 

Submission number(s) 

SFP80 

Issue description 

The following issues were raised: 

• Concerns that the current design exceeds the land zoned for roadways 

• Land should be rezoned so that the proposal and all associated infrastructure are within land zoned as 
SP2 “Classified Road”. 

Response 

Comments relating to the future zoning of the site have been provided to Dahua for consideration as part of 

their current planning proposal which is under assessment by Campbelltown City Council. 

2.13.4 Land budget 

Submission number(s) 

SFP80 

Issue description 

• Suggestion that additional land shown in the Acquisition Plans would need to be assessed against the 
land budget for Menangle Park. Furthermore, a question as to who the land be purchased from? 

• The RE1 zoned land between the northbound north facing ramp and the Hume Motorway is identified 
for acquisition as it has no access and recreational benefits. This is supported but must be assessed 
against the land budget for Menangle Park. 

Response 

Land requirements for the proposal have been extensively negotiated and agreed between Roads and 

Maritime, Dahua Group Australia and Landcom . The overall land budget for Menangle Park would be 

subject to negotiation between Campbelltown City Council and Dahua Group, and is considered beyond 

the scope of the REF. 

2.14 Landscape character and visual impact 

2.14.1 Urban design principles 

Submission number(s) 

SFP80, SFP 103 
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Issue description 

The following issues were raised: 

• Queries relating to the urban design objectives, in particular relating to non-compliance with the urban 
design principles 1, 2, 6, 8 and 9 

• Disagreement with some statements in Table 2-4 of the REF 

• Support of the urban design principles adopted. 

Response 

A number of urban design objectives have been developed for the proposal, with reference to the nine 

urban design principles defined in the Road and Maritime Services urban design policy - Beyond the 

Pavement. These objectives are outlined in Table 2-4 of the REF. 

Urban Design principle 1 is to ‘contribute to the overall landscape structure and revitalization of the region’. 

As identified in the REF, the proposal would result in some adverse impact to the local environment and 

community. The mitigation measures provided in this REF would help reduce the expected impact. 

Spring Farm Parkway Stage 1 has been identified in the Greater Macarthur 2040, An interim plan for the 

Greater Macarthur Growth Area prepared by Department of Planning and Environment. The majority of this 

land has been zoned as SP2 (Infrastructure) for the development of Spring Farm Parkway. There are some 

locations where the cut and fill batter slopes, and drainage extend partially into the adjoining lots. 

Opportunities to limit encroachment to adjoining land would be considered where possible during detailed 

design. Land required for future south facing ramps was not included in Spring Farm Parkway Stage 1 and 

would be subject to additional assessment and approval if these are required. The design of Spring Farm 

Parkway has included a wide central median (4.8 metres wide) to be compatible with a future widening to 

an ultimate six lanes in the future if required. 

A central tenant of the Greater Macarthur 2040, An interim plan for the Greater Macarthur Growth Area is to 

provide economic development opportunities through an economically strong Campbelltown-Macarthur with 

new centres at Glenfield, Menangle Park, Gilead and Appin. As such it is anticipated that the proposal 

would contribute to the revitalisation of the region in line with the objectives of this plan. Overall, the 

proposal is considered to be consistent with Urban Design principle 1. 

Urban Design principle 2 is to respect the land uses and built form of the surrounding land and highway 

corridors. As identified in the REF, the proposal would result in some adverse impact to the local 

environment and community. This includes some impact to ecological communities. In total the proposal 

would remove up to 1.92 hectares of Cumberland Plain Woodland and about 0.47 hectares of Swamp Oak 

Floodplain Forest. An assessment of significance was carried out under the BC Act and EPBC Act and 

concluded that the proposal is unlikely to result in a significant impact to these vegetation communities. 

Opportunities to reduce the impact to these ecological communities was investigated during design 

development, including amendments to access roads and site compound locations. The mitigation 

measures provided in this REF would help reduce the expected impact. Overall, the proposal is considered 

to be consistent with Urban Design principle 2. 

Urban Design principle 6 is to protect, maintain and enhance existing views, heritage, cultural and roadside 

landmarks and values. The proposal has been developed to minimise the impact to heritage, cultural and 

roadside landmarks as far as is practical. An Urban Design Landscape Character and Visual Impact 

Assessment was carried out to consider the visual impact of the proposal, which included an assessment of 

the visibility of the proposal. The visual catchment of the proposal is shown in Figure 6-15 of the REF. 

Mount Annan Botanical Gardens is outside of the visual catchment of the proposal and so no impact on the 

view from Mt Annan Botanical Gardens is anticipated. Further details are provided in Section 2.14.2. 

Overall, the proposal is considered to be consistent with Urban Design principle 6. 
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Urban Design principle 8 is to create a self-explaining road environment. It was suggested that the location 

of traffic signals would prevent traffic from reaching the 80 km/h design speeds. The design speed criteria 

for Spring Farm Parkway, including the northbound ramps is 80 km/h and a 4% superelevation has been 

specified in accordance with the design standards. It is anticipated that speeds approaching this could be 

achieved should successive green lights be present. 

Urban Design principle 9 is to achieve integrated and minimal maintenance design. Concerns were raised 

with regard to maintenance and safety of these plantings. Due to the potential issues regarding this planting 

Roads and Maritime has resolved to revisit the concept plan and remove the planting of large trees from 

the proposal. In accordance with the safeguards outlined in Section 6.3.5 of the REF, an urban design plan 

would be prepared as part of the detailed design of the proposal and this plan will be included as part of the 

Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP). Roads and Maritime will consult with 

Campbelltown City Council with regard to the urban design plan. 

Plantings would be selected to reduce the potential need for access, and understorey planting would be 

consistent with other roads in the Sydney Road network, requiring minimal maintenance. This is in 

accordance with the principles of Roads and Maritime’s Landscape Guidelines: Landscape Design and 

Maintenance Guidelines to Improve the Quality, Safety and Cost Effectiveness of Road Corridor Planting 

and Seeding’ (RTA, 2008). Overall, the proposal is considered to be consistent with Urban Design 

principle 9. 

2.14.2 Visual impact 

Submission number(s) 

SFP80, SFP103 

Issue description 

Concerns about the visual impact on the Australian Botanical Gardens Mount Annan. 

Response 

As part of the Landscape and Visual Impact assessment, carried out by Tract (2018), the visual catchment 

of the proposal was defined. This catchment relates to the visual range where a viewer can be influenced 

by changes in traffic movement and discern individual details such as signage and planting elements. This 

distance varies in relation to the topography and effectiveness of screening vegetation. For the purposes of 

this assessment the visual catchment was defined in Figure 6-15 of the REF. The proposal would not be 

visible from the Australian Botanic Garden Mount Annan as it is not located within the visual catchment of 

the proposal. No visual impact to the Australian Botanic Gardens is anticipated as a result of the proposal. 

Therefore, no further assessment is proposed. 

Consideration of the visual impact associated with future stages of Spring Farm Parkway would be subject 

to a separate environmental assessment. 

2.14.3 Urban design strategy 

Submission number(s) 

SFP103 
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Issue description 

Suggestions provided about alternative urban design themes, with consideration of the future stages of 

Spring Farm Parkway. 

Response 

As outlined the Spring Farm Parkway Urban Design Landscape Character and Visual Impact Assessment 

(Tract, 2018), provided in Appendix E of the REF, the following urban design themes were adopted for the 

proposal: 

• Menangle Park and its association with harness racing 

• The Blue Mountains to the west of the proposal 

• Connection to Remembrance Drive through the connection to the light horsemen of Beersheba. 

These themes have been developed with consideration of the character and history of Menangle Park, the 

suburb in which the proposal is located. Menangle Park is largely a rural area and harness racing plays an 

important role within the community, becoming synonymous with references to Menangle Park having 

given the suburb its name. The racecourse, which is located about 1.5 km from the proposal, was 

established in 1914 and many of the residences within the surrounding area have a clear association with 

harness racing. 

It is acknowledged that the indicative corridor of future stages of Spring Farm Parkway extends in a north 

westerly direction towards the Australian Botanic Gardens. Suggestions provided on the urban design 

strategy have been noted by Roads and Maritime and would be considered during development of the 

detailed design. 

2.15 Other 

2.15.1 Impact on airport operations 

Submission number(s) 

SFP53 

Issue description 

Confirmation that the proposal would not impact on the operations of Camden Airport. 

Response 

Roads and Maritime acknowledges this response. 

2.15.2 External projects 

Submission number(s) 

SFP35, SFP52, SFP55, SFP68, SFP87, SFP89, SFP93 
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Issue description 

The following issues were raised: 

• Concerns about external projects not related to Spring Farm Parkway 

• Requested that consideration be given to rapid public transport for the area. 

Response 

For queries about Roads and Maritime projects, proposals and websites not related to the proposed Spring 

Farm Parkway please submit an online inquiry to Roads and Maritime at 

https://www.rms.nsw.gov.au/contact-us/. 

The Greater Macarthur Transport Infrastructure Project (December 2017) included consideration of road 

and rail transport and included the recommendation the future electrification of Southern High lands rail line 

to Maldon (Roads and Maritime, 2018). Further details can be found at: 

https://www.planning.nsw.gov.au/plans-for-your-area/priority-growth-areas-and-precincts/greater-

macarthur-growth-area/key-actions-and-documents. 

For more information about the proposed future development of the Sydney trains passenger train network, 

please visit the Sydney Trains website at: www.transport.nsw.gov.au/projects. 

The proposal has been developed with full consideration of existing traffic volumes, including as a result of 

development at Rosemeadow and Glen Alpine, and future development proposed within the Menangle 

Park land release area, as identified within the State Environmental Planning Policy (Sydney Region 

Growth Centres) 2006 (the Growth Centres SEPP) and the Greater Macarthur Growth Area. 

Roads and Maritime is currently carrying out a corridor study to identify a route for a proposed link road 

between Appin Road and Menangle Road. The link road would support future housing growth as part of the 

NSW Government Greater Macarthur Growth Area and possible connections to existing developments. 

Public transport is being considered as a key action within the Greater Macarthur 2040: An interim plan for 

the Greater Macarthur Growth Area (2018) and includes collaboration with TfNSW and DP&E on business 

cases for public transport and road improvements. The broader transport planning across Sydney is being 

considered as part of TfNSW Future Transport Strategy 2056 (2018) which sets out a vision, strategic 

directions and customer outcomes, with infrastructure and services plans for Greater Sydney and Regional 

NSW. The strategy would guide transport investment over the longer term. More information on the Future 

Transport Strategy is available on the Future Transport website at http://future.transport.nsw.gov.au/. 

2.15.3 Wider regional development 

Submission number(s) 

SFP38, SFP43, SFP80, SFP88, SFP90, SFP91, SFP96, SFP97, SFP104, SFP105, SFP107, SFP111, 

SFP112 

Issue description 

The following issues were raised: 

• Concerns about the wider regional development of the area 

• Concerns about servicing future land use developments outside the footprint of the proposal. 
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Response 

The proposal is being carried out independently of the Menangle Park development, and therefore issues 

relating to the Menangle Park development are out of scope of this REF. However the proposal includes 

building Spring Farm Parkway (Stage 1) to provide access to a new housing subdivision on the western 

side of the Hume Motorway, and providing opportunities for future road widening and tie-in connections for 

stage 2 of Spring Farm Parkway . The development of Menangle Park as a priority growth area was 

identified by the Department of Planning and Environment in the Greater Macarthur 2040: An Interim Plan 

for the Greater Macarthur Growth Area. More detail about the plan can be found at 

https://www.planning.nsw.gov.au/plans-for-your-area/priority-growth-areas-and-precincts/greater-

macarthur-growth-area. 

The rezoning of Menangle Park was approved by Campbelltown City Council. For more information on the 

planning proposal for the Menangle Park development, including biodiversity, cumulative impact, socio-

economic impact and heritage assessment please contact Campbelltown City Council: 

https://www.campbelltown.nsw.gov.au/contactus 

The Spring Farm Parkway is needed to support future residential development in the area. Once complete, 

Spring Farm Parkway (Stages 1 and 2) would provide an alternative east-west route to Narellan Road, with 

direct access to the Hume Motorway. This is supported by the Western City District Plan (Greater Sydney 

Commission, 2018). The Traffic and Transport Assessment in Section 6.1 of the REF is limited to the 

assessment of the performance of the intersections and the northbound entry ramp onto the Hume 

Motorway associated with Stage 1 of the proposal but has included full consideration of future increases in 

vehicle movements due to the development of the area. 
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3. Changes to the proposal 
This chapter describes changes to the proposal described in the REF. 

3.1 Shared-use path 

Roads and Maritime have widened the proposed shared-use paths from 2.5 metres to 3.0 metres. The 

location of these shared-use paths remains on the southern side of Spring Farm Parkway and the south-

eastern side of Menangle Road through to Broughton Anglican College. 

3.2 Operational drainage design 

Vegetated swales were proposed near the south western corner of the intersection of Menangle Road and 

Spring Farm Parkway and also on the western side of Menangle Road. Six transverse drainage pipes 

would be provided to allow discharge of the road runoff from Menangle Road to be transferred to the 

swales. The drainage design for the proposal assumed that stormwater treatment to the pavement runoff 

on the western side of the Hume Motorway would be achieved by water quality basins. 

Water quality basins have since been removed from the design and replaced with grass surface swales as 

part of the design development process. 

3.3 Proposed landscape design 

In response to concerns raised about the safety and maintanence of the proposed concept landscape 

design, Roads and Maritime have revised the proposed planting. An indicative cross section of the 

proposed landscaping design is presented in Figure 3-1. 

Figure 3-1 Revised indicative landscaping design 

Spring Farm Parkway Stage 1 – Submissions Report 

53 



 

         

  

                

               

   

 

Roads and Maritime would develop an urban design plan, in consultation with Campbelltown City Council, 

during detailed design. This plan will be included as part of the Construction Environmental Management 

Plan (CEMP). 
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4. Environmental assessment 

4.1 Potential impact 

The nature of these change would have a negligible environmental impact. Specifically: 

• There would be a minor increase the proposal footprint to allow for the widening of these paths. The 
proposal would remain within the proposal area as defined and assessed in the REF 

• The new road alignment would be contained within the proposal area assessed in the REF so no 
additional impact is anticipated 

• The changes would not affect the overall height of the proposal and is not likely to alter the not likely to 
alter the predicted operational visual, noise and air quality impact reported in Chapter 6 of the REF 

• All operational drainage has been designed in accordance with the necessary design criteria, and 
would not result in any additional drainage or surface water impact. 

4.1.1 Revised safeguards and management measures 

Given the negligible impact from the above changes, the safeguards and management measures described 

in the REF are considered adequate and, therefore, do not need revising or supplementing. 
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5. Environmental management 

5.1 Environmental management plans (or system) 

A number of safeguards and management measures have been identified in order to minimise the adverse 

environmental impact, including social impact, which could potentially arise as a result of the proposal. 

Should the proposal proceed, these management measures would be incorporated into the detailed design 

and applied during the construction and operation of the proposal. 

A Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) will be prepared to describe safeguards and 

management measures identified. The CEMP will provide a framework for establishing how these 

measures will be implemented and who would be responsible for their implementation. 

The CEMP will be prepared prior to construction of the proposal and must be reviewed and certified by the 

Roads and Maritime Environment Officer, Western Sydney Project Office, prior to the commencement of 

any on-site work. The CEMP will be a working document, subject to ongoing change and updated as 

necessary to respond to specific requirements. The CEMP would be developed in accordance with the 

specifications set out in the QA Specification G36 – Environmental Protection (Management System), QA 

Specification G38 – Soil and Water Management (Soil and Water Plan), QA Specification G40 – Clearing 

and Grubbing and QA Specification G10 – Traffic Management. 

5.2 Summary of safeguards and management measures 

The REF for the Spring Farm Parkway Stage 1 identified a range of environmental outcomes and 

management measures that would be required to avoid or reduce the environmental impact (Section 7 of 

the REF). 

After consideration of the issues raised in the public submissions, the following additional management 

measure is proposed: 

• Access for emergency vehicles will be maintained at all times during construction. Any site-specific 
requirements will be determined in consultation with the relevant emergency services agency. 

Should the proposal proceed, environmental management will be guided by the framework and measures 

outlined in the REF and this submissions report. 

5.3 Licensing and approvals 

No additional licenses or approvals are required as result of the submissions received or changes to the 

proposal. 
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Appendix A 

Spring Farm Parkway Flooding and Drainage Investigation, Lyall and 
Associate (2017). 
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