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Contact: S.Roseland 
Phone: 9367 9279 
 
 
 
28 February 2018 

 
 

 
Att: Mr Joe James  
Executive General Manager  
Bays Development 
Port Authority of New South Wales 
PO Box 25 
MILLERS POINT  NSW  2000  

 
 
 

RE:   GLEBE ISLAND MULTI-USER FACILITY - REVIEW OF ENVIRONMENTAL 
FACTORS  

 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the public exhibition of the Review of 
Environmental Factors (REF) prepared for the proposed Glebe Island Multi-User Facility.  
The following comments are provided for your consideration, and are provided subject to 
their endorsement by Council at its next meeting. 
 
It is noted that as the proposed site is designated an existing port facility this development 
can be carried out without development consent under the Infrastructure State 
Environmental Planning Policy (SEPP). However the Council is concerned that the 
operations and potential impacts are carefully assessed under the Environmental Planning 
and Assessment Act 1979 and notes that this is the purpose of the current consultation on 
the Review of Environmental Factors.  
 
The Council is concerned that short to medium term plans for the site should be carefully 
considered in relation to the complex range of current and proposed future uses in the area 
and the impacts of their potential interactions. 
 
It is possible that the construction of elements of the Bays State Significant Precinct (SSP) 
over the same period that the use is proposed may involve mixed use development including 
residential uses, public domain connections and adaptive reuse of the State-listed heritage 
White Bay Power Station.  These are issues that need to be considered when the proposal is 
assessed to minimise and mitigate any adverse impacts upon local residents and future 
proposals for the precinct.  
 



 

 

 

The former Leichhardt Councilôs long standing position in relation to the Bays Precinct, 
including White Bay / Glebe Island, is that the cumulative impact of all developments in the 
area such as the Cruise Passenger Terminal, Rozelle Superyacht Facility, Baileys Marine 
Refuelling Facility and the Concrete Batching Plant need to be assessed when a new 
proposal is considered. This has not been undertaken. 
 
The available details of the proposed facility have been reviewed and we advise that we 
would like to see the following issues addressed. 
 
Full cumulative impact of developments and infrastructure projects around the Bays 
Precinct / White Bay  
 
The proposal should take into consideration the construction of all major development 
projects in the immediate vicinity of the proposed multi-user facility over approximately the 
next ten years, including the following transport infrastructure projects WestConnex, Western 
Harbour Tunnel and the M4-M5 Link (should the latter two projects proceed).   
 
The possible construction of elements of the Bays State Significant Precinct (SSP) over the 
same period that may incorporate mixed use development including residential uses, public 
domain connections and adaptive reuse of the State-listed heritage White Bay Power Station 
should also be included in the Review to minimise and mitigate any adverse impacts upon 
local residents and future longer term proposals for the precinct.  
 
To help achieve this the following is requested: 
 
¶ Further traffic modelling be undertaken to take in to consideration all the construction and 
proposed major transport infrastructure projects in the immediate vicinity of the proposed 
multi-user facility over the next ten years, including West Connex and the Western 
Harbour Tunnel to determine full cumulative impact; 

¶ A detailed Construction Traffic Management Plan for the whole of the Bays Precinct be 
prepared in consultation with Inner West and City of Sydney Councils to provide a 
coordinated and staged approach to the delivery of The Bays Precinct in a manner which 
minimises detrimental impacts on sensitive areas within Sydneyôs Inner West;  

¶ A coordination group, including representatives from the Inner West and City of Sydney 
Councils and Transport for NSW/Sydney Buses, should be established to oversee and 
advise on traffic management measures during the overlapping construction phases of 
the Bays Precinct, M4-M5 Link and Western Harbour Tunnel (should the latter two 
projects proceed). 

¶ No access to the subject site to be provided via Robert Street, Rozelle; and 
¶ The M4-M5 Link White Bay Stabling Yard must not gain access to Robert Street under 
any circumstances due to likely additional heavy vehicle traffic in residential areas in the 
southern sections of Balmain Peninsula. 

 
  



 

 

 

Noise and air quality impacts and monitoring 
 
The applicant notes that the design of the facility aims to manage and mitigate any acoustic 
and air quality impacts and that operational noise emissions have been assessed to comply 
with the NSW Environmental Protection Authorityôs Noise Policy for Industry for the nearest 
residential dwellings.   
 
Notwithstanding this Council requests that the REF carefully considers the potential noise 
and air quality impacts of the development on the amenity of local residents, and ensures 
that effective ongoing monitoring mechanisms are put in place to enable the enforcement of 
suitable conditions of consent that regulate these impacts.   
 
Visual impacts 
 
The building and operating machinery will be visible from residential areas in both Inner 
West Council and the City of Sydney areas. While it is noted that the proposed land use is 
consistent with the siteôs history and current use of the property as an operational port facility  
Council is concerned that all proposed structures on-site should seek to minimise and 
mitigate visual amenity impacts upon surrounding residential and public recreation areas.  
 
Further investigation of foreshore public access arrangements for the site be 
incorporated into the final proposed design 
 
Increasing public access to the Sydney Harbour foreshore are stated objectives for both 
Council and the NSW government, including within Sydney Regional Environmental Plan No. 
26 ï City West.  
 
Council requests that the final proposed design examine opportunities to allow for public 
access to the Harbour foreshore, for both pedestrians and cyclists, while ensuring the 
potential operations of the facility are not compromised and public safety is ensured. 
 
Should you wish to further discuss this submission please contact Steve Roseland, Senior 
Strategic Planner on 0367 9279 or email steve.roseland@innerwest.nsw.gov.au. 
 
Yours sincerely 

 
David Birds 
GROUP MANAGER ï STRATEGIC PLANNING  



 

 

 

Contact: S.Roseland 
Phone: 9367 9279 
 
 
27 March 2018 

 
 

 
Att: Mr Joe James  
Executive General Manager  
Bays Development 
Port Authority of New South Wales 
PO Box 25 
MILLERS POINT  NSW  2000  

 
 

RE:   SUPPLEMENTARY SUBMISSION - GLEBE ISLAND MULTI-USER FACILITY - 
REVIEW OF ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS  

 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the public exhibition of the Review of 
Environmental Factors (REF) prepared for the proposed Glebe Island Multi-User Facility. 
Council considered the matter at its meeting of 13 March 2018 and endorsed the submission 
sent to you 28 February 2018 along with the matters included in this supplementary 
submission. A copy of the Submission dated 28 February 2018 and the Council resolution is 
attached. 
 
Additional Matters 
 
Safety and Amenity for Residents ï Increased Truck Movements 
The Council is concerned that the impact of increased truck movements generated from the 
cumulative projects proposed at White Bay (including the Port, Hanson Cement, the 
WestConnex marshalling yards and the Western Harbour Tunnel Crossing) on Victoria 
Road, Rozelle, The Crescent and Johnstone Street, Annandale has not been adequately 
considered.  Further modelling should be undertaken, with safety and amenity for the local 
community paramount. 
 
Community Outcomes ï Foreshores of the Bays Precinct 
 
A key objective for Council in relation to the Bays Precinct is the integration of active and 
public transport, addressing opportunities to establish pedestrian and cyclist connections 
between suburbs, the inclusion of passive and active recreation spaces and the need for 
foreshore access and access to water sports. These objectives have not been considered in 
the REF and that the final proposed design should examine opportunities to allow for public 
access to the Harbour foreshore, for both pedestrians and cyclists, while ensuring the 
potential operations of the facility are not compromised and public safety is ensured. 



 

 

 

 
Councillor briefing 
 
The Councillors have requested a briefing from the Port Authority. A briefing request has 
already been made to the Port Authority to facilitate this. 
 
Cumulative Impacts Not Addressed 
 
The REF has not adequately addressed the cumulative impacts on Leichhardt, Annandale, 
Lilyfield and the Balmain peninsula. Council therefore opposes the Glebe Island multi-user 
facility.  
 
Should you wish to further discuss this submission please contact Steve Roseland, Senior 
Strategic Planner on 0367 9279 or email steve.roseland@innerwest.nsw.gov.au . 
 
Yours sincerely 

 
 
David Birds 
GROUP MANAGER ï STRATEGIC PLANNING  
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DOC18/187361                                                                                                                                                     10 May 2018 

Ricardo Prieto-Curiel 
Senior Town Planner 
Port Authority of New South Wales 
Level 4, 20 Windmill Street 
WALSH BAY  NSW  2000 

Dear Mr Prieto-Curiel 

 
PROPOSED MULTI-USER FACILITY ON GLEBE ISLAND – COMM ENTS ON REF 
 
Thank you for providing the Environment Protection Authority (EPA) with the opportunity to comment 
on the Review of Environmental Factors (REF) for the proposed Glebe Island Multi-User Facility (MUF), 
and for meeting with the EPA‘s representatives on 23 April 2018.  
 
The EPA’s detailed comments are attached. In summary, the EPA’s main concern relates to the need 
for an effective and transparent process for managing noise from uncharacteristically noisy ships to be 
in place prior to the MUF commencing operations. The EPA also has concerns about aspects of the 
assessment of ship noise during ship unloading activities. 
 
The EPA would be pleased to meet with you to discuss our comments. Should you require clarification 
regarding the contents of this letter or to arrange a meeting, please contact Mike Sharpin, Unit Head 
Metropolitan Infrastructure on 9995 6953 or mike.sharpin@epa.nsw.gov.au. 
 
Yours sincerely 

 
 
JACINTA HANEMANN  
Regional Manager Operations - Metropolitan Infrastr ucture 
Environment Protection Authority  
 
Attachment A 
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ATTACHMENT A 
 

– THE ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION AUTHORITY‘S COMMENTS – 
 

MULTI-USER FACILITY ON GLEBE ISLAND 
 

1. Construction phase  
 
The EPA notes that the REF prepared for the Port Authority of NSW (PANSW) states that construction 
and construction-related activities will be undertaken in an environmentally responsible manner with 
emphasis on: 

·  compliance with recommended standard construction hours; 
·  feasible and reasonable noise and vibration minimisation and mitigation; 
·  effective dust control and management;  
·  erosion and sediment control; and 
·  waste handling and management. 

 
1.1 Dust control and management 
 
The EPA considers dust control and management to be an important air quality issue during site 
preparation and subsequent construction.  
 
The EPA notes the REF states that the residual effect of dust caused by construction works after 
mitigation would not be significant on surrounding sensitive receptors. A review of the air quality impact 
assessment supports this conclusion as the EPA notes; 

·  the assessment was a semi-quantitative risk assessment of potential dust impacts, carried out 
in accordance with the methodology described in Guidance on the assessment of dust from 
demolition and construction (IAQM 2014), and 

·  mitigation measures are described in the REF, and shall be implemented as part of a 
Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP). 

 
1.2 Noise and vibration 
 
The EPA emphasises the importance of properly managing noise and vibration impacts during site 
preparation, construction and construction-related activities, especially in regard to high noise impact 
activities, such as grinding, jack hammering, rock breaking and hammering, rock drilling and saw 
cutting.    
 
The EPA notes that the REF states that noise impacts during construction can be adequately managed. 
A review of the noise assessment supports this conclusion as the EPA notes; 

·  the assessment was guided by the Interim Construction Noise Guidelines (DECC 2009) 
(ICNG), 

·  mitigation measures are described in the REF, and shall be implemented under a specific noise 
management plan as part of any CEMP, and 

·  construction would be generally undertaken during standard construction hours. 
 
1.3 Surface and ground water quality 
 
The EPA notes that during construction, there is a minor potential for adverse impacts to surface and 
ground water quality. Following a review of the REF, it is considered that the likelihood of adverse 
impacts occurring is low as the EPA notes; 

·  all known risks are discussed, 
·  mitigation measures are described in the REF, and shall be implemented as part of any CEMP. 
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2. Operational phase (on-shore facility)  
 
2.1 Dust control and management 
 
The EPA notes that the REF predicts that the proposed material handling activities are not expected 
to cause a significant dust impact on nearby receptors, following a qualitative assessment of potential 
dust impacts on surrounding sensitive receptors. The EPA’s review of the air quality impact assessment 
supports this conclusion, as the EPA notes; 

·  mitigation measures are described in the REF, and shall be implemented as part of any 
Operational Environmental Management Plan (OEMP), and 

·  impacts on air quality caused by unfavourable wind conditions from the west and east in the 
morning and afternoon respectively, should be minor after mitigation is implemented. 

 
2.2 Noise and vibration 
 
The EPA notes that operational noise from on-shore activities will comply with the noise management 
levels set out in the Noise Policy for Industry (EPA 2017) (NPfI). The EPA’s review of the noise 
assessment supports this conclusion, and it appears that the shore based activity / facility noise will be 
less than noise from ships and ships unloading as predicted in a 2013 REF approved by PANSW.  
 
The operational noise assessment recommends adopting a noise management precinct as described 
in the NPfI to all future developments at PANSW land at White Bay / Glebe Island. The assessment 
also considers noise from the relocation of the Hanson concrete batching plant to the Glebe Island, 
which is subject to a separate planning approval.  
 
The EPA recommends  that that further information is provided in the response to submissions report 
for this REF on:  

a) the modelling assumption assumes that lining the hopper bin will provide a reduction of 6dB. 
It would be beneficial to ensure this is (i) viable, and (ii) a reasonable assumption (i.e. 
supported by evidence), and 

b) why PANSW considers that a correction for tonality or modifying factors is not considered 
appropriate – the EPA notes that the use of the facility is likely to be intermittent / irregular, 

 
 
2.3 Water quality 
 
The EPA notes that during operation, there is a potential risk for water quality to be impacted. The EPA 
notes that mitigation measures are described in the REF, which are intended to be implemented as 
part of any operational environmental management plan (OEMP). 
 
 
3. Operational phase (vessel operations)  
 
3.1 Vessel noise impacts 
 
The EPA recognises that Glebe Island is a long-standing working port but anticipates changes in vessel 
movements associated with the proposed development may have significant operational noise impacts 
on nearby sensitive receivers. The EPA notes that the project mitigation and management measures 
provided in Table 46 do not include any operational noise management plans, monitoring or similar 
relating to ship noise. 
 
The EPA recognises that the 2018 REF relies largely the 2013 REF for consideration of the 
environmental effects of shipping vessels associated with the Glebe Island 1 and 2 berths. The 2013 
REF noted that salt shipments have been unloaded at GI1 since 2008 and no noise complaints had 
been received. The 2013 REF noted that as the unloading of gypsum vessels at these berths is a new 
activity, and that: 
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·  noise level monitoring of the first shipment should be undertaken to verify the assumptions of 
the 2013 REF; and  

·  should excessive noise levels and/or noise complaints be noted, further mitigation measures 
will be considered and implemented where feasible.  

 
The EPA is aware of approximately 120 noise pollution complaints associated with bulk shipping at 
Glebe Island 1 and 2 since the 2013 REF was issued. The substantial majority of these complaints 
include vessel noise, with only a small minority relate exclusively to shore-based noise. The EPA 
varied the relevant environment protection licence (EPL) in 2014 to restrict the hours of operation at 
Glebe Island (EPL 20330) to address community concerns about noise impacts.  
 
The EPA recommends  that that further information is provided in the response to submissions report 
for this REF on:  

a) the scale of vessel movements, in particular the anticipated frequency of visits and average 
length of stay (similar to Table 1 in the 2013 REF). This is important so that the community 
can understand the frequency and duration of impacts, 

b) the worst case and typical case operational noise scenarios, to take into account different 
methods for ship unloading operations, for example swivelling screw conveyors versus crane 
and bucket, which was not considered in the 2013 REF operational noise assessment. 
Depending on the outcomes of this assessment, restrictions to the vessel unloading 
methodology may be appropriate to minimise noise emissions, for example to preclude crane 
and bucket, 

c) a procedure for effectively managing noise impacts on sensitive receivers (eg residents at 
Pyrmont) from uncharacteristically noisy ships, particularly at night times. This procedure 
should be made publicly available and be in place prior to MUF operations, 

d) a review of the ship noise predictions in Table 26 to assess whether they are representative, 
including a review of all relevant ship noise monitoring data. A preliminary analysis of noise 
monitoring reports available to the EPA indicate that the ship noise levels for Pyrmont for 
typical operations (100% unloading speed) is likely to be reasonably representative, however 
this should be confirmed using all available data, 

e) ensure that all users of the proposed facility include a ship noise management plan (or 
similar) in their OEMP, as these vessels will be chartered by MUF lessees,  

f) how PANSW will require lessees to include community notification, community liaison and 
complaint response in their OEMPs, consistent with standard EPL requirements (this is 
particularly relevant for activities that do not hold an EPL), 

g) the source and justification of the night time RBL for Pyrmont (LAeq, 15 min of 47 db(A)) as being 
representative of the RBL at the closest noise sensitive receivers to the MUF (ie 2 Bowman 
Street), 

h) an explanation of why the LAeq, 15 min night time sleep disturbance assessment in Table 30 only 
includes predicted noise levels associated with shore-based activities and do not include the 
cumulative impact of ship and shore based activities (as described in Table 29), 

i) An explanation of the source/derivation of the predicted LAFmax noise levels and whether these 
noise levels are from shore-based activities or the cumulative noise levels from ship and 
shore based activities. A preliminary analysis of noise monitoring reports available to the EPA 
indicate that the LA, 1min ship noise levels for Pyrmont range from 58 to 71 db(A), averaging 66 
dB(A). This is higher than the LAFmax noise levels noted in Table 30, and 

j) why the noise modelling of ship unloading operations in the noise impact assessment 
(Appendix B) effectively models the ship as a noise barrier, rather than a noise source. This 
means that the noise contour maps in this appendix (figures D1, D2, E1 and E2) effectively 
underestimates the noise impacts from ship unloading activities on sensitive receivers. 

 
As it is difficult to establish RBLs, ship noise sources, and land-use activities due the variability in port 
operation over the years; it would be beneficial for PANSW to prepare a consolidated report 
containing data acquired on their behalf by consultants, to identify trends and patterns in noise 
emissions. This would be useful for the PANSW, the community and the EPA in the medium to long-
term to provide a common understanding and for manage noise impacts going forward. 
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3.2 Vessel air impacts 
 
The EPA recognises that the 2018 REF has relied upon the 2013 REF for consideration of the 
environmental effects of shipping vessels associated with Glebe Island 1 and 2 berths. The EPA is 
aware of at least four air pollution complaints associated with bulk shipping at these berths since the 
2013 REF was prepared. 
 
The EPA acknowledges that 1 January 2020 has been set as the global implementation date under 
MARPOL for a significant reduction in the sulphur content of the fuel oil used by ships, from 3.5% to 
0.5%. However, the facility is anticipated to be operational by the first quarter of 2019. 
 
The EPA recommends  that that the response to submissions report for this REF includes a 
commitment by the PANSW to an interim requirement for ships berthing at the MUF to use low sulfur 
until 1 January 2020, unless the ship operator can demonstrate that this is not technically feasible for 
a particular ship. This could be implemented through appropriate lease conditions and be similar to the 
Australian Maritime Safety Authority requirements relating to cruise ships.  
 
3.3 Environment protection licences 
 
Section 3.4 of the REF notes that an environment protection licence (EPL) may be required for some 
activities at the MUF, to carry out the scheduled activity of shipping as specified under Schedule 1 of 
the Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997 (POEO Act). This may result in some users of 
the facility being regulated under the POEO Act by the EPA and the Inner West Council being the 
appropriate regulatory authority for other activities at the MUF carried out by lessees that do not require 
an EPL. The PANSW should consult with Inner West Council in relation to this proposal. 
 

--------------------------------------------------- 
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Could you please delay this project until a master plan for the Bays Precinct is established, 
refer any proposal to increase working harbour activities at Glebe Island to the Department 
of Planning and Environment through an environmental impact statement and introduce 
appropriate controls for the port including bans on night time and weekend operations? 
 
Yours sincerely 

 
Alex Greenwich 
Member for Sydney 
Copy to: Port Authority of NSW 
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Australian climate zones

Australian climate zones 
The eight climate zones used in Your Home are de�ned by 
the Building Code of Australia (BCA). Each climate zone has 
distinctly di�erent design and construction requirements. 
Within each main zone are many regional sub-zones 
determined by local geographic features including wind 
patterns and height above sea level. The Nationwide House 
Energy Rating Scheme identi�es 69 of these sub-zones, 
which the BCA addresses and which can be called up by 
postcode.

Source: Australian Building Codes Board 

Zone Description

   1 Hot humid summer, warm winter

   2 Warm humid summer, mild winter

   3 Hot dry summer, warm winter

   4 Hot dry summer, cool winter

   5 Warm temperate

   6 Mild temperate

   7 Cool temperate

   8 Alpine











                     
WINDOW INSTALLATION METHOD 

 
 
BRICK VENEER / ALUMINIUM WINDOW 
 

1. Carefully remove internal architraves. Run a Stanley knife along corner of architrave and painted 
wall if sealant or paint has built up between the two. This will eliminate tearing of the paper on the 
plasterboard and any subsequent patching and painting of the walls. 

2. Remove fixed and operable sashes 
3. Remove external storm moulds 
4. Cut fixings between timber reveals and timber studs. 
5. Carefully remove the window. During removal of window, carefully cut the existing damp 

course flashing with a knife as close as possible to the existing window so it can be re-
used. Keep the existing damp course flashing in-situ, Do Not Remove 

6. Pin the existing damp course flashing back to the existing timber sill. Ensure adequate fixings to 
maintain flashing in place.  

7. Install the new window into opening. Ensure the damp course flashing that is attached to 
the new window falls over the top of the existing flashing and sits within. Cut the new 
damp course flashing to a size where it falls within existing flashing and doesn’t bunch up 

8. Secure window into position with appropriate fixings for weight and size of new window being 
installed. 
 

9. ACOUSTIC SEALING OF NEW WINDOW BETWEEN WINDOW REVEALS & STUDS 
 

a. For all gaps under <8mm. Apply a continuous bead of silicone to a depth of 20mm around 
the window reveals. 
 

b. For all gaps between 8mm and 35mm. Apply a continuous bead of acoustically rated 
expandable foam to a depth, (including any backing rod), equivalent to the stud depth, 
70mm or 90mm all around the window reveals.  
NOTE - A polyethylene foam backing rod may need to be inserted into the gaps 
around the window prior to filling with expandable foam. This will prevent the foam 
from bridging the cavity. 
 

OR 
 

c. Fill gaps with soft fibre acoustic insulation batts to a depth equivalent to the stud depth.  
 

d. For all gaps > over 35mm. Install 35mm x 70mm LOSP treated timber between the 
window reveal and existing timber studs and fix into position. Fill any remaining gaps 
between the new timber in-fills and timber reveals using one of the methods above 
according to the gap size. 

 
10. EXTERNAL STORM MOULDS 

a. Install aluminium angle storm moulds to the outside head and sides of the new window. 
New angles to be “turned out” so as to engage on the new window and out to the existing 
bricks. 

b. Apply a continuous bead of silicone to both faces of the angle so there are no gaps 
between the angle and the brickwork and the angle and the window. Ensure waterproof 
seal. 
 

11. SILL FLAPS. Ensure rubber sill flap bridges gap between window and sill bricks  
12. Secure new architraves into position with a 5mm quirk.  
13. Fill all fixing holes prior to paint. Paint new timber reveals and architraves with 3 coats of acrylic 

paint. One undercoat and two topcoats. Sand in-between coats. 
14. Apply a continuous bead of paintable gap sealant where the architraves meet the walls and the 

timber reveals. 
15. Clean all surfaces on completion and remove all debris from site 
16. Re-fix all curtains and blinds as required. 
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