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Executive summary 

The proposal 
Transport for NSW proposes to upgrade the Jervis Bay Road and Princes Highway intersection at Falls 
Creek (the proposal). Key features of the proposal include: 

• A new intersection between Jervis Bay Road and the Princes Highway, incorporating: 
o Realignment of the existing Princes Highway, including widening from two lanes to a four-

lane divided highway (two lanes in each direction), with median separation using flexible 
safety barriers, providing an uninterrupted through alignment for the Princes Highway 

o An overpass bridge over Jervis Bay Road 
o An unsignalised single-lane at-grade double roundabout interchange providing: 

 Direct access from Jervis Bay Road and Old Princes Highway to the Princes 
Highway 

 Direct access from the Princes Highway to Jervis Bay Road and Old Princes 
Highway  

o Direct connection to existing properties and businesses at the Old Princes Highway 
o A connection from Willowgreen Road to Old Princes Highway 
o Tie ins with the Old Princes Highway and with Jervis Bay Road 

• Access road to service Princes Highway properties south east of the intersection 
• Shared user paths along Jervis Bay Road, connecting to the new bus bay and Jervis Bay Road and 

Old Princes Highway road shoulders 
• Adjustments of drainage infrastructure and provision of new drainage infrastructure such as pit and 

pipe networks, culverts, open channels and retention basins 
• Permanent water quality measures such as vegetated swales, bioretention swales and bioretention 

basins 
• Adjustment, protection and relocation of existing utilities 
• Other roadside furniture including safety barriers, signage, line marking, lighting and fencing  
• A multi-modal transport facility adjacent to the interchange, including bus bays, kiss and ride car 

spots and car parking, subject to funding availability 
• Establishment and use of temporary ancillary facilities during construction 
• Property works including acquisition, demolition and adjustments to accesses, and at property noise 

treatments (where applicable) 
• Rehabilitation of disturbed areas and landscaping. 

Construction (early work) is expected to commence in 2022 and would take around two to three years to 
complete. 

Display of the Review of Environmental Factors 
Transport for NSW prepared a review of environmental factors (REF) for the Jervis Bay Road Intersection 
Upgrade. The REF was publicly displayed between Friday 18 June 2021 and Sunday 25 July 2021 at: 

• Nowra Library, Nowra 
• Sanctuary Point Library, Sanctuary Point  
• Services NSW, South Nowra  
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• Shoalhaven City Council Office, Nowra  
• Visitors Information Centre, Maritime Museum, Huskisson.  

The REF was also published on the Transport for NSW project website and made available for download.  

The display locations and website link were promoted in the South Coast Register and Milton Ulladulla 
Times local newspapers, through a community update and a postcard which was locally distributed and on 
Facebook. During this time, Transport for NSW invited the public to provide feedback on the proposal. 
Transport for NSW also met with residents and businesses who would be directly affected by the proposal.  

In addition, several activities including a Facebook live Q&A session were carried out during the public 
display period to give the community a chance to learn more about the project, ask questions and ‘have 
their say’. Planned drop in sessions were unable to proceed due to COVID restrictions at the time of public 
display. The public display period was extended by one week from 18 July to 25 July 2021 to give the 
community more time to give feedback with the cancellation of the drop in sessions.  

To support community understanding about the concept design and environmental assessment, an 
interactive web portal was also established which contained a proposal overview animation, digital renders 
showing views of the landscape before and after the intersection upgrade. A frequently asked questions 
document was also made available on the portal and project webpage along with a community survey that 
sought feedback on the concept design and a multi-modal transport facility.  

An email blast was carried out to the proposal’s email distribution list and existing subscribers containing 
links to the project web portal and REF. A virtual messaging board was also in place in locations along the 
highway surrounding the corridor to inform the local community and motorists about the public exhibition of 
the REF. 

Summary of issues and responses 
Public display of the REF and the supporting consultation resulted in a total of 146 submissions, of which 
143 were from the community, one was from Shoalhaven City Council (Council), one was from the 
Environment Protection Authority (EPA) and one was from the Department of Planning, Industry and 
Environment (DPIE). The main issues raised and responses to those issues are summarised below. 

Support for the proposal  
Of the 146 submissions received, 65 per cent of supported the proposal, five per cent partially supported 
the proposal, 26 per cent had no position and four per cent did not support the proposal. Many noted the 
need for the proposal, stating that the current intersection is unsafe and creates excessive traffic 
congestion, particularly during holiday periods.  

Transport for NSW has noted this support for the proposal. 

Construction timing  
Construction timing was raised in 15 submissions. Respondents were concerned with the timeframe to 
deliver the proposal, suggesting construction activities should occur faster. Additionally, several 
respondents questioned why construction works are not commencing this year (2021). 

Following concept design and environmental assessment of the proposal, there are several key steps 
required prior to starting construction of major infrastructure projects. In particular, detailed design, property 
acquisition, procuring a construction contractor, obtaining environmental permits and preparing construction 
safety and management plans. 

Construction (early work) is on track to start in late 2022. Construction of the proposal would take around 
two to three years to complete.  



Jervis Bay Road Intersection Upgrade 
Submissions report 

 

iii  

Biodiversity 
Impacts to flora and fauna 
Impacts to flora and fauna were raised in eight submissions. DPIE and Council raised concerns about the 
assessment carried out for the threatened flora species Hibbertia puberula subsp. puberula. Council 
questioned the survey effort undertaken as part of the Biodiversity Assessment Report (BAR) for terrestrial 
orchids and requested further information to determine if the survey was sufficient. Community submissions 
were focused on the amount of proposed vegetation clearing and the potential impacts on fauna, including 
common and threatened species.  

Biodiversity assessments were carried out in accordance with relevant guidelines. Targeted surveys were 
carried out for threatened flora species, including Hibbertia puberula subsp. puberula and several 
threatened orchid species. All areas of suitable habitat for each threatened flora species were surveyed 
using parallel transects with five metre spacing. As many of the targeted flora species can only be detected 
when flowering and flower at different times of the year, the same areas were surveyed multiple times for 
different species during across seasons. This ensured species were surveyed during their flowering times 
for optimal detection. Visiting reference populations and liaising with orchid experts, also ensured surveys 
were conducted at the most appropriate time. 

The assessment of significance for Hibbertia puberula subsp. puberula has been revised to provide further 
information. The assessment of significance concludes that the proposal is unlikely to have a significant 
impact on the species. 

The proposal would result in clearing of up to 16.16 hectares of native vegetation. Vegetation clearance 
totals have been conservatively calculated assuming the proposal construction footprint would be cleared in 
its entirety. Safeguards, as identified in the REF, would be implemented to minimise vegetation clearing 
during detailed design and construction.  

Nine threatened fauna species were recorded on site, one was assumed to be present on site and an 
additional three have a moderate likelihood of occurrence. Up to 16.16 hectares of potential threatened 
fauna habitat would be cleared, along with about 24 hollow-bearing trees. There are hollow resources 
within the site investigation area and surrounding area that would provide habitat for impacted species. 
Safeguards, as identified in the REF, would be implemented to minimise impacts to threatened and 
common fauna. These safeguards include pre-clearing survey requirements and the presence of an 
ecologist during key clearing activities, as set out in Guide 1: Pre-clearing process of the Biodiversity 
Guidelines: Protecting and managing biodiversity on RTA projects (RTA, 2011). 

The proposal is not likely to significantly impact threatened species or ecological communities or their 
habitats within the meaning of the Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016 (BC Act) or the Environment 
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act). Biodiversity offsets required for the 
proposed impacts would be delivered in accordance with the Transport for NSW Biodiversity Offset 
Guidelines. 

Wildlife connectivity 
Four respondents, including DPIE and Council, raised concerns in regard to the impact of the proposal on 
wildlife corridors and suggested a wildlife connectivity strategy that includes potential wildlife crossing 
infrastructure to improve east-west connectivity for fauna. 

The REF incorrectly states “The site investigation area does not contain or encroach on any identified 
regional biodiversity corridors”. However, as identified by the respondents, The Illawarra Shoalhaven 
Regional Plan (DPIE, 2021), Shoalhaven Local Environmental Plan 2014, and the South Coast Corridor 
Mapping Project for the Shoalhaven, Eurobodalla & Bega Valley Local Government Areas (OEH, 2013) 
(OEH, 2013) show a regional biodiversity corridor that intersects the northern section of the proposal 
construction footprint.   
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The biodiversity corridor mapping crosses the Princes Highway, which can act as a barrier to the east-west 
movement of fauna. The Princes Highway, in the location of the mapped biodiversity corridor, is a dual 
carriageway with a speed limit of 100 kilometres per hour and a width of about 35 metres.  

The proposal would not substantially widen the existing gap in the corridor and is unlikely to have a 
substantial impact on the current viability of the corridor given the existing barrier of the Princes Highway. 
However, to contribute to the enhancement of the regional biodiversity corridor, measures to promote fauna 
connectivity would be introduced as part of the proposal. 

Existing culverts under the Princes Highway within the proposal construction footprint would be enhanced 
through retaining and planting vegetation near culvert entrances as well as installing other habitat features 
such as logs, rocks and leaf litter near culvert entrances, provided this does not negatively impact the 
function or maintenance of the culverts. These features would aim to encourage small ground dwelling and 
arboreal animals to utilise this infrastructure and support an in increase east-west connectivity.  

To further contribute to the enhancement of the regional biodiversity corridor, a fauna rope bridge crossing 
and one set of glider poles (that is, one glider pole on each side of the highway) would be installed as part 
of the proposal. The rope bridge and glider poles would be located in the northern extent of proposal 
construction footprint, within the mapped regional biodiversity corridor, in consultation with DPIE and 
Council. The final design and location would be determined during detailed design. The rope bridge and 
glider poles would support east-west movement through the regional biodiversity corridor for common 
arboreal mammals, such as the Common Ringtail Possum, Common Brushtail Possum and Sugar Glider, 
as well as threatened species that may occur in the area from time to time such as the Yellow-bellied Glider 
and Greater Glider.  

Changes to the proposal 
Multi-modal transport facility 
Transport for NSW has considered inclusion of a multi-modal transport facility as part of the proposal. 
Subject to funding availability, the proposed bus bay and kiss and ride spots described in the REF would be 
expanded or modified to include additional multi-modal transport facilities. 

The multi-modal transport facility would be located southeast of the Jervis Bay Road intersection adjacent 
to the eastern roundabout. The facility would be accessed from the southbound on ramp via a one way 
road that would connect to Jervis Bay Road.  

Shared user paths would connect the multi-modal transport facility to Jervis Bay Road and Old Princes 
Highway for pedestrians and cyclists. The design and layout of the facility would be determined during 
detailed design and is planned to include:  

• Bus bays, for around four buses  
• Kiss and ride spots, for around five vehicles 
• Car parking, for around 50 vehicles  
• Bicycle racks, for around 30 bicycles 
• Bus shelters, including seating for around 20 people 
• Lighting. 

Jervis Bay Road to Sussex Inlet Road upgrade tie in 
The proposed Jervis Bay Road to Sussex Inlet Road (JBSI) tie in alignment has been further developed 
since the time of REF public display. Following further JBSI design work, the alignment has been moved 
further to the west and, as a result, the Jervis Bay Road intersection upgrade proposal construction 
footprint and ultimate proposal design has increased by about one hectare.  

A two lane, two way connection to the existing Princes Highway and a cul-de-sac property access road on 
the eastern side of the highway would be provided in the interim until the future JBSI upgrade is completed, 
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as described in the REF. The property access road would then connect to the existing Princes Highway 
under the ultimate design. 

This change would result in additional impacts to biodiversity, property and land use and landscape 
character and visual amenity. Changes to construction and operational noise at the southern extent of the 
proposal construction footprint would also result from this change.  

Willowgreen Road intersection 
As described in the REF, the Willowgreen Road access to the Princes Highway would be relocated to the 
proposed at grade roundabout interchange. The proposed design assessed in the REF shows a tight curve 
through alignment for connection to Old Princes Highway near the western roundabout. The design has 
since been optimised to a T-intersection. 

There would be no additional impacts as a result of this change.  

Removal of ancillary facility on Jervis Bay Road 
The provision for an ancillary facility on Jervis Bay Road was assessed in the REF. This site would no 
longer be used for the proposal, and therefore is not included in the revised proposal construction footprint. 

There would be no additional impacts as a result of this change. 

Northbound on-ramp extension 
Following further design investigation, the northbound on ramp would be extended by about 55 metres and 
the merge length would be extended by about 120 metres in order to provide a safer entry to the Princes 
Highway for northbound vehicles. This would be incorporated into the detailed design of the proposal. The 
Princes Highway itself would be two lanes in each direction upon completion of the proposal. 

There would be no additional impacts as a result of this change. 

Works required outside of the proposal construction footprint 
The proposal would require some works to occur outside the approved proposal construction footprint, 
including temporary and permanent signage, line-marking and utility works. 

Works required outside the approved proposal construction footprint would be completed under an 
Environmental Work Method Statement (EWMS). Any ground disturbing works that would result in 
additional environmental impacts would be assessed under an additional or separate environmental 
approval. 

Additional assessment 
Noise and vibration 
An addendum construction and operational noise and vibration assessment was prepared to assess 
impacts of the multi-modal facility and JBSI tie in alignment change. 

The construction scenarios and areas of work for the multi-modal transport facility are consistent with those 
assessed as part of the REF construction noise and vibration assessment. As such, no further construction 
noise and vibration assessment is required. 

Localised changes in potential construction noise levels as a result of the JBSI tie in alignment change and 
resulting proposal construction footprint extension were assessed. Marginal noise level increases in the 
order of two decibels (dB) to three dB are predicted at sensitive receivers near the proposal construction 
footprint extension. There has been a net reduction in the number of receivers predicted to be in the highly 
noise affected category due to the removal of buildings as a result of the realigned tie in. 

In total for the proposal, construction is predicted to exceed the highly noise affected level of 75 decibels 
(dBA) at up to 14 residential receivers and four non-residential receivers under the worst-case scenario. 
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Measures in the Transport for NSW Construction Noise and Vibration Guideline would be implemented to 
mitigate construction noise impacts.  

An operational noise assessment was carried out for the multi-modal transport facility in accordance with 
the Noise Policy for Industry (NPI) (EPA, 2017). The predicted noise levels are in compliance with the 
established NPI criteria, therefore no further assessment or mitigation is required. 

An operational noise assessment was carried out for the JBSI tie in alignment change in accordance with 
Transport for NSW’s Noise Criteria Guideline. The number of receivers predicted to trigger mitigation for 
operational noise has been reduced by three due to the removal of buildings as a result of the realigned tie 
in.  

In total for the proposal, noise modelling indicates that five receivers would be eligible for consideration of 
measures to manage noise impacts in accordance with the Transport for NSW Noise Mitigation Guidelines. 
One of these receivers would experience an increase in operational noise of more than 2 dBA. One 
receiver would experience an increase in operational noise of more than 2 dBA and reach the cumulative 
limit by 2035, two would reach the cumulative limit by 2035 and one would experience an increase in 
operational noise of more than 2 dBA, reach the cumulative limit by 2035 and be acutely affected by 2035. 
Mitigation is expected to comprise at-property treatment. 

Property and land use 
A review of property impacts was carried out to document the additional property acquisition required for 
JBSI tie in proposal construction footprint extension. 

The JBSI tie in proposal construction footprint extension would impact an additional area within three 
properties.  

• Lot 12 DP 1042235 (REF Property ID 23) 
• Lot 11 DP 1042235 (REF Property ID 26) 
• Lot 10 DP 1042235 (REF Property ID 30). 

Lots 10 and 12 are privately owned. Lot 11 is owned by Transport for NSW. An additional 0.70 hectares of 
property within the proposal construction footprint would require acquisition beyond that identified in the 
REF. The total area of property acquisition required for the proposal would be 13.02 hectares. 

Biodiversity 
A revised Biodiversity Assessment Report (BAR) was prepared to assess the JBSI tie in alignment 
proposal construction footprint extension and to address community and government agency submissions 
regarding threatened species assessments and wildlife connectivity. 

The JBSI tie in alignment proposal construction footprint extension would require clearing of up to an 
additional 0.45 hectares of native vegetation. In total, the proposal would result in clearing of up to 16.16 
hectares of native vegetation, including: 

• Up to 11.98 hectares of the ecological community Red Bloodwood - Hard-leaved Scribbly Gum - 
Silvertop Ash heathy open forest on sandstone plateaux of the lower Shoalhaven Valley, Sydney 
Basin Bioregion 

• Up to 4.18 hectares of the ecological community Woollybutt - White Stringybark - Forest Red Gum 
grassy woodland on coastal lowlands, southern Sydney Basin Bioregion and South East Corner 
Bioregion, listed as endangered under the BC Act. Of this vegetation, 2.94 hectares comprises the 
Illawarra and south coast lowland forest and woodland critically endangered ecologically community 
listed under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) 

• Up to 10.51 hectares of suitable habitat for the threatened flora species Hibbertia puberula subsp. 
puberula, listed as endangered under the BC Act, as well as the direct removal of 55 individuals of 
this flora species. 
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The JBSI tie in alignment proposal construction footprint extension would also result in the removal of a 
man-made dam and surrounding accessible habitat that may provide connectivity for the threatened Green 
and Golden Bell Frog, listed under the BC Act (endangered) and EPBC Act (vulnerable). 

Targeted Green and Golden Bell Frog surveys are yet be carried out at the site, however for the purposes 
of this assessment it is considered that the dam and surrounding areas constitute potential Green and 
Golden Bell Frog habitat, and it is assumed that they could occur. 

Surveys will be carried out in accordance with relevant guidelines. If Green and Golden Bell Frog are found 
to occur on the site and impact to the dam cannot be avoided, compensatory habitat would be constructed 
prior to project impacts at this location. An assessment of significance concluded that, provided 
compensatory habitat is provided (if frogs are found to occur and impact to the dam cannot be avoided), the 
proposal is unlikely to have a significant impact on the species. 

Aboriginal heritage 
A Stage 2 Addendum report and revised Stage 3 Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR) 
were prepared in accordance with the Procedure for Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation (PACHCI) 
(Roads and Maritime Services, 2011) to assess the JBSI tie in alignment proposal construction footprint 
extension. 

No Aboriginal artefacts or areas of potential archaeological deposit were identified within the additional 
assessment area. There would be no additional impacts to Aboriginal heritage as a result of the change in 
the proposal construction footprint. In total, the proposal would impact one known Aboriginal heritage object 
of low significance. An Aboriginal heritage impact permit would be sought for the proposal construction 
footprint in accordance with Section 90 of the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974. 

Consultation with registered Aboriginal parties in accordance with the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 
Consultation Requirements for Proponents (the Consultation Requirements) (DECCW, 2010) has been 
carried out by Transport for NSW and would be ongoing throughout the duration of the proposal.  

Landscape character and visual amenity 
A landscape character and visual impact assessment supplementary paper was prepared to assess visual 
impacts of the changes to the proposal, including the multi-modal transport facility and revise impacts 
associated with the JBSI tie in alignment proposal construction footprint extension. 

The assessment reviewed the urban design objectives, the visual impacts and the landscape character 
impacts for the changes to the proposal to determine if the changes were consistent with the objectives and 
the impacts were consistent with the magnitude change to viewpoints and landscape characters. 

The assessment found the changes to the proposal are consistent with the urban design objectives and 
landscape character impacts identified in the REF. Due to the reduced scope for revegetation of the multi-
modal facility, the magnitude of change at this location has been revised from moderate to high. 

Additional safeguards are proposed to mitigate the increased impacts, including locating the multi-modal 
transport facility to increase safety, passive surveillance and potential for revegetation. 

Next steps 
Transport for NSW as the determining authority will consider the information in the REF and this 
submissions report and make a decision whether or not to proceed with the proposal.  

Transport for NSW will inform the community and stakeholders of this decision and where a decision is 
made to proceed will continue to consult with the community and stakeholders prior to and during the 
construction phase. 
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1. Introduction and background 

1.1 The proposal 
Transport for NSW proposes to upgrade the Jervis Bay Road and Princes Highway intersection at Falls 
Creek (the proposal) (Figure 1-1). The proposal includes construction of a grade separated, four-lane 
divided highway and a double roundabout interchange providing access to Jervis Bay Road and the Old 
Princes Highway. The proposal would also include changes to local road intersections and new public and 
active transport facilities.  

Key features of the proposal, as presented in the Review of Environmental Factors (REF) (Figure 1-2), 
include: 

• A new intersection between Jervis Bay Road and the Princes Highway, incorporating: 
– Realignment of the existing Princes Highway, including widening from two lanes to a four-lane 

divided highway (two lanes in each direction), with median separation using flexible safety barriers, 
providing an uninterrupted through alignment for the Princes Highway 
– An overpass bridge over Jervis Bay Road 
– An unsignalised single-lane at-grade double roundabout interchange providing: 
o Direct access from Jervis Bay Road and Old Princes Highway to the Princes Highway 
o Direct access from the Princes Highway to Jervis Bay Road and Old Princes Highway  

– Direct connection to existing properties and businesses at the Old Princes Highway 
– A connection from Willowgreen Road to Old Princes Highway 
– Tie ins with the Old Princes Highway and with Jervis Bay Road 

• Access road to service Princes Highway properties south east of the intersection 
• Shared user paths along Jervis Bay Road, connecting to the new bus bay and Jervis Bay Road and 

Old Princes Highway road shoulders 
• Adjustments of drainage infrastructure and provision of new drainage infrastructure such as pit and 

pipe networks, culverts, open channels and retention basins 
• Permanent water quality measures such as vegetated swales, bioretention swales and bioretention 

basins 
• Adjustment, protection and relocation of existing utilities 
• Other roadside furniture including safety barriers, signage, line marking, lighting and fencing  
• A bus bay adjacent to the interchange, including kiss and ride car spots 
• Establishment and use of temporary ancillary facilities during construction 
• Property works including acquisition, demolition and adjustments to accesses, and at property noise 

treatments (where applicable) 
• Rehabilitation of disturbed areas and landscaping. 

Construction (early work) is expected to commence in 2022 and would take around two to three years to 
complete. 

Following public display of the REF, consideration of submissions and the ongoing review of the concept 
design, a number of design changes have been made to the proposal and are detailed in Section 3 of this 
submissions report. 

A more detailed description of the proposal is found in the Jervis Bay Road Intersection Upgrade REF 
prepared by Transport for NSW in June 2021.  
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Figure 1-1: Location of the proposal 



Jervis Bay Road Intersection Upgrade 
Submissions report 

 

3  

 
Figure 1-2: Overview of the proposal operational features (as presented in the REF) 
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1.2 REF display 
Transport for NSW prepared a REF to assess the potential environmental impacts of the proposed works. 
The REF was publicly displayed for 37 days between 18 June and 25 July 2021 at five locations, as 
detailed in Table 1-1. The REF was placed on the Transport for NSW project website and made available 
for download. The display locations and website link were promoted in print and digital media publications 
including the South Coast Register and Milton Ulladulla Times, the NSW Roads Facebook page, 
community update, letterbox drops of a postcard and the project web portal. . 

In addition to the above public display, an invitation to comment and copy of the REF was sent directly to 
several identified stakeholders, including:  

• Shoalhaven City Council 
• Department of Planning, Industry and Environment (DPIE) 
• Environment Protection Authority (EPA) 
• Heritage NSW 
• Vincentia Matters community group 
• Nearby property and business owners. 

Community information sessions were planned to be held in Huskisson, Vincentia and Falls Creek during 
the public display period, however were moved online to a Facebook Live session held on 2 July 2021 in 
response to COVID-19. About 60 members of the community attended this session. 

Table 1-2 provides a summary of the consultation activities carried out and their community reach. 

Table 1-1: Display locations 

Location Address 

Nowra Library, Nowra 10 Berry St, Nowra NSW 2541 

Sanctuary Point Library, Sanctuary 
Point 

Paradise Beach Rd, Sanctuary Point NSW 2540 

Service NSW, South Nowra  Shop 7/28 Central Ave, South Nowra NSW 2541 

Shoalhaven City Council Office, Nowra 36 Bridge Rd, Nowra NSW 2541  

Visitors Information Centre, Maritime 
Museum, Huskisson 

Woollamia Road and Dent Street, Huskisson, NSW 2540 

 

Table 1-2: Consultation activities carried out during the REF public display period 

Activity Details 

Media release A media release was issued by Transport for NSW on Friday 18 June 
2021, titled ‘Have your say on Princes Highway and Jervis Bay Road 
intersection upgrade’. 

Media event A media event was held on 18 June 2021 adjacent to the Princes 
Highway in Tomerong to announce the release of the REF and concept 
design. The event was attended by local Members of Parliament, 
Shoalhaven City Council representatives, key stakeholders, community 
members and Transport for NSW representatives, with the event reported 
by local print, television and radio media. 

Newspaper advertisements Newspaper advertisements were placed in local papers at the start of the 
public display period to raise awareness of the consultation. 
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Activity Details 

Publications included 
Times. 

the South Coast Register and the Milton Ulladulla 

Letterbox drop A community update and postcard were produced that included key 
features of the proposal, details on community information sessions, how 
to access the online portal and provide feedback on the REF. This update 
was distributed from 18 June 2021to 5,607 properties in Vincentia, Falls 
Creek, Huskisson, Woollamia and surrounding areas. 

Email notifications Direct emails were sent from Transport for NSW on 18 June 2021 to over 
560 registered stakeholders, Members of Parliament and other 
government stakeholders to announce the REF, as well as to raise 
awareness of the commencement of the public display period and how to 
make a submission. 

Webpage The project webpage was updated on 18 June 2021 with project 
information including the REF, the community update, details of how to 
make a submission, and information about the Facebook Live Q&A 
session.  

Online interactive portal An online interactive portal was used during the public display period 
including an animation video providing a visual representation of the 
features and future look of the proposal.  
There were a total of 7,234 page views by 5,325 unique users during the 
public display period. 

Social media (Facebook) Two Facebook posts during the public display period reached an 
audience of about 20,000 Facebook users. The posts had above average 
engagement with an average click rate of 5.6 per cent, six times more 
than the industry benchmark of 0.9 per cent. 

Briefing sessions Transport for NSW held a briefing session for Shoalhaven City Council 
Councillors and met with Vincentia Matters community group during the 
public display period. 

1.3 Purpose of the report 
This submissions report relates to the REF prepared for the Jervis Bay Road Intersection Upgrade, 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 Transport for NSW. This submissions report is structured as follows: 

• Section 2 summarises the issues raised in submissions and provides responses to each issue  
• Section 3 describes the changes to the proposal and proposal clarifications since the display of the 

REF 
• Section 4 outlines the additional environmental assessment that has occurred since the display of 

the REF 
• Section 5 provides a summary of all environmental safeguards and management measures for the 

proposal, including new or revised measures. 
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2. Response to issues 

Transport for NSW received 146 submissions, accepted up until 26 July 2021. Table 2-1 lists the 
respondents and each respondent’s allocated submission number. Each respondent will be advised of their 
allocated submission number. The table also indicates where the issues from each submission have been 
addressed in this report.  

Some respondents have requested their submissions to be private. Some issues and responses have been 
redacted from the publicly available version of this submissions report to maintain privacy, as requested. 
Further communication with respondents will be undertaken.  

Table 2-1: Respondents 

Respondent Submission No. Section number where issues are addressed 

Individual 1 2.3.1 

Individual 2 2.3.1, 2.17.1, 2.17.2 

Individual 3 2.3.1, 2.17.1 

Individual 4 2.4.9 

Individual 5 2.3.1 

Individual 6 2.3.1 

Individual 7 2.3.1, 2.4.1, 2.17.1 

Individual 8 2.5.1 

Individual  9  2.4.9 

Individual 10 2.3.1 

Individual 11 2.3.1 

Individual 12 2.5.1 

Individual 13 2.4.1 

Individual 14 2.10.7, 2.13 

Individual 15 2.4.3 

Individual 16 2.3.1 

Individual 17 2.3.1, 2.3.2, 2.6.1, 2.17.2 

Individual 18 2.4.1 

Individual 19 2.17.1 

Individual 20 2.3.1 

Individual 21 2.3.1 

Individual  22 2.3.1 

Individual 23 2.3.1 

Individual 24 2.3.1 

Individual 25 2.3.1 
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Respondent Submission No. Section number where issues are addressed 

Individual 26 2.3.1 

Individual 27 2.3.1 

Individual 28 2.3.1 

Individual 29 2.3.1 

Individual 30 2.3.1, 2.17.3, 2.17.4 

Individual 31 2.3.1 

Individual  32 2.3.1 

Individual 33 2.3.1 

Individual 34 2.3.1 

Individual 35 2.3.1 

Individual 36 2.10.7, 2.13 

Individual 37 2.10.6 

Individual 38 2.5.1, 2.17.4 

Individual 39 2.3.1 

Individual 40 2.17.1 

Individual 41 2.7.2 

Individual  42 2.2.1 

Individual 43 2.3.1 

Individual 44 2.17.2 

Individual 45 2.17.1 

Individual 46 2.3.1 

Individual 47 2.3.1 

Individual 48 2.10.7 

Individual 49 2.10.2, 2.10.3, 2.10.8 

Individual 50 2.4.2, 2.7.2 

Individual 51 2.5.1 

Individual  52 2.2.1 

Individual 53 2.12.1 

Individual 54 2.3.1 

Individual 55 2.3.1, 2.5.1 

Individual 56 2.3.1, 2.5.1 

Individual 57 2.3.1 

Individual 58 2.5.2, 2.7.2 

Individual 59 2.6.1, 2.17.1 
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Individual 60 2.17.2 

Individual 61 2.8.2, 2.12.1 

Individual  62 2.10.2, 2.10.3 

Environment Protection 
Authority (EPA) 

63 2.7.1, 2.11.1, 2.11.2, 2.11.3, 2.12.2, 2.16 

Individual 64 2.14.2 

Individual 65 2.17.1 

Individual 66 2.13 

Individual 67 2.4.3 

    

Individual 69 2.4.8 

Individual 70 2.3.1 

Individual 71 2.2.2 

Individual  72 2.3.1 

Individual 73 2.4.1 

Individual 74 2.3.1 

Individual 75 2.3.1 

Individual 76 2.4.4, 2.7.2 

Individual 77 2.3.1 

Individual 78 2.3.1 

Individual 79 2.3.1 

Individual 80 2.3.1 

Individual 81 2.5.1 

Individual  82 2.5.1 

Individual 83 2.3.1 

Individual 84 2.17.4 

Individual 85 2.3.1 

Individual 86 2.5.1 

Individual 87 2.3.1 

Individual 88 2.4.3, 2.4.9 

Individual 89 2.5.1 

Individual 90 2.3.1 

Individual 91 2.4.6 

Individual  92 2.5.1 

8  
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Respondent Submission No. Section number where issues are addressed 

Individual 93 2.3.1 

Individual 94 2.3.1 

Individual 95 2.2.1, 2.4.3, 2.5.2, 2.10.7, 2.14.1 

Individual 96 2.5.3, 2.7.3, 2.10.5, 2.12.1, 2.14.1, 2.15 

Individual 97 2.3.1 

Individual 98 2.3.1 

Individual 99 2.3.1 

Individual 100 2.3.1 

Individual 101 2.13 

Individual  102 2.3.1 

Individual 103 2.3.1 

Individual 104 2.3.1 

Individual 105 2.17.1, 2.17.2 

Individual 106 2.2.2 

Individual 107 2.4.1 

Individual 108 2.5.1 

Individual 109 2.3.1 

Individual 110 2.5.1 

Individual 111 2.3.1 

Individual  112 2.3.1 

Individual 113 2.3.1 

Individual 114 2.3.1 

Individual 115 2.3.1 

Individual 116 2.2.2 

Individual 117 2.3.1 

Individual 118 2.3.1 

Individual 119 2.3.1 

Individual 120 2.3.1 

Individual 121 2.4.4 

Individual  122 2.2.2 

Individual 123 2.3.1 

Individual 124 2.3.1 

Individual 125 2.3.1 

Individual 126 2.3.1 

9  
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Individual 127 2.3.1 

Individual 128 2.5.1 

Individual 129 2.17.1 

Individual 130 2.3.1 

Individual 131 2.17.2 

Individual  132 2.3.1 

    

    

    

Department of Planning, 
Industry and Environment 
(DPIE) 

136 2.10.1, 2.10.2, 2.10.3 2.10.4, 2.10.7, 2.12.1 

Individual 137 2.5.2, 2.7.2, 2.10.1, 2.10.4, 2.11.2, 2.12.1, 2.12.2, 2.14.2, 
2.17.5 

Individual 138 2.3.1 

Individual 139 2.3.1 

Individual 140 2.3.1 

Individual 141 2.3.1 

Individual 142 2.3.1 

Individual 143 2.3.1 

Individual 144 2.3.1 

Individual  145 2.2.1, 2.2.2 

Shoalhaven City Council 
(Council) 

146 2.4.3, 2.4.5, 2.4.6, 0, 2.8.4, 2.10.1, 2.10.2, 2.10.3, 2.10.4, 
2.10.6, 2.11.3, 2.12.2 

  

10  
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2.1 Overview of issues raised 
A total of 146 submissions were received in response to the display of the REF. This included three 
submissions from government agencies, namely EPA, DPIE and Council, and 143 from the community. 

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 Transport for NSW’s response to these issues form the basis of this 
section. 

Sixty-five per cent of submissions supported the proposal, five per cent partially supported the proposal, 26 
per cent had no position and four per cent did not support the proposal (Figure 2-1).  

 

 
Figure 2-1: Summary of community sentiment to the proposal 

The main issues raised by government stakeholders included:  

• Potential biodiversity impacts, in particular to wildlife corridors  
• The design of the proposal, in particular, local road connections and ensuring safe sight distances 
• The potential for increased flooding and surface water during construction and operation of the 

proposal 
• The management of pollution and contamination as a result of the proposal.  

The most common issues voiced by the community related to:  

• The proposed timing of construction 
• Alternative design options 
• Vegetation removal required for the proposal 
• The potential effects of the proposal on threatened flora and fauna 
• Operational noise impacts on nearby sensitive receivers.  
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2.1.1 Online survey 

During public display of the preferred option in November and December 2020, Transport for NSW 
received 222 responses to an online survey that asked respondents to what degree they supported the 
proposal.  

Three of the survey questions were repeated in the online survey during public display of the REF, allowing 
respondents to reconsider the questions following completion of the concept design and REF. Transport for 
NSW received 127 responses to the online survey. 

A comparison of the survey results between the preferred option and the REF and concept design are 
summarised in Table 2-2. Overall, the survey results indicate continued community support for the proposal 
and belief in its ability to meet the proposal objectives. Over 95 per cent of respondents agree that the 
proposal would improve safety, over 90 percent believe the proposal would improve reliability and reduce 
congestion and over 85 per cent believe the proposal would increase network resilience. 

Table 2-2: Summary of online survey results 

Statement Response Preferred option (%) REF and concept 
design (%) 

The proposed upgrade would 
improve safety 

Agree completely 
Somewhat agree 
Neither agree nor disagree 
Somewhat disagree 
Disagree completely 

88.64 
7.73 
1.36 
0.91 
1.36 

78.74 
17.32 
1.57 
2.36 
0.00 

The proposed upgrade would 
improve reliability and reduce 
congestion 

Agree completely 
Somewhat agree 
Neither agree nor disagree 
Somewhat disagree 
Disagree completely 

84.62 
11.31 
1.81 
1.36 
0.90 

73.23 
20.47 
2.36 
2.36 
1.57 

The proposed upgrade would 
improve resilience of the 
highway and intersection 

Agree completely 
Somewhat agree 
Neither agree nor disagree 
Somewhat disagree 
Disagree completely 

78.18 
12.73 
5.91 
1.36 
1.82 

62.20 
26.77 
7.09 
3.94 
0.00 

 

In addition to the above survey questions, the REF public display online survey asked respondents to what 
extent did they believe the proposal supports an increase in active (ie walking and cycling) and public 
transport. Fifty-nine per cent of respondents agreed, 27 per cent neither agreed nor disagreed and 14 per 
cent disagreed. 

2.1.2 Key stakeholder meetings 

Shoalhaven City Council 
An online briefing was provided to Shoalhaven City Council Councillors and select staff on 8 July 2021. A 
presentation was provided by Transport providing an overview of the proposal and summarising the key 
benefits, key environmental issues, planned community consultation and next steps. Questions were raised 
by Council in regard to the impact of the proposal on fauna connectivity and any proposed mitigation. 
Transport noted no formal fauna connectivity structures were proposed as part of the proposal. Council 
noted its support for the proposal. 

In their REF submission provided on 26 July 2021, Council reiterated the validity of their comments 
provided design during consultation carried out in May 2021 in accordance with the State Environmental 
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Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007 (as described in Section 5.4.1 of the REF). A meeting was held with a 
Council representative on 5 August 2021 to discuss further and reconfirm Transport for NSW’s approach to 
addressing these comments as presented in Table 5-2 of the REF.  

Vincentia Matters 
An online meeting was held with the Vincentia Matters community group on 8 July 2021. A brief overview of 
the proposal and the key outcomes of the REF was provided by Transport. The meeting provided an 
opportunity for Vincentia Matters members to ask questions about the proposal. Vincentia Matters queried 
the timeframe to start construction of the proposal, suggesting construction activities should occur faster. It 
was also suggested that signage could be implemented at the site to inform the community of the 
impending work. Vincentia Matters noted its support for the proposal. 

2.2 Alternatives and options considered 

2.2.1 Preferred option 

Submission number(s) 
42, 52, 95, 145 

Issue description 
Five respondents were concerned with the preferred option progressed for the proposal, suggesting a 
simpler design would be sufficient and more cost effective.  

Response 
The preferred option was selected following a comprehensive and multi-staged assessment of options, as 
described in Section 2.4 of the REF (Transport for NSW, 2020a).  

Alternative strategic design options were considered during the options assessment process including 
traffic signals, roundabout and grade separation. The traffic signals option was dismissed as it did not 
adequately meet the proposal objectives. 

Of the four short listed options that were comparatively assessed through a multi-criteria analysis, the 
preferred option was ranked highest by the project team, technical specialists and subject matter experts as 
the best option in 14 of the 20 key result areas. In particular, the proposal ranked highest in improved 
safety, efficiency, connectivity and resilience, as well as minimising disruption to the community during 
construction and minimising impacts to threatened ecological communities.  

A key objective of the proposal is to increase customer value by providing the best value for money across 
the life of the proposal, with consideration of the other proposal objectives and wider economic benefits. 
While the intersection could be upgraded at a lower cost, the proposal objectives of improving safety, 
efficiency, connectivity and resilience would not be sufficiently met, and could lead to additional upgrades 
being required in the future. 
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2.2.2 Suggested alternatives 

Submission number(s) 
71, 106, 116, 122, 145 

Issue description 
Two respondents suggested that one large roundabout would be a less complicated and more cost-
effective option than the proposed design.  

Response 
Roundabout options were considered in the preferred option assessment (Transport for NSW, 2020a), as 
described in Section 2.4 of the REF. 

Roundabouts offer flexibility in design and managing local road, property and emergency access. A 
roundabout would provide a safe system design approach that reduces the likelihood and severity of all 
crash types and would provide better traffic efficiency than the traffic signals and business as usual options. 
A roundabout would also have a smaller area of impact, resulting in less impact on biodiversity and 
properties to be acquired. However, due to the high traffic volumes at this intersection, a roundabout on the 
Princes Highway would result in through traffic on the Princes Highway needing to slow down on approach 
causing increased congestion and slower travel times. This would be exacerbated during weekday and 
holiday peak periods and would be disadvantageous to freight movements. To provide the traffic 
performance required for the proposal, some level of grade separation is required. For these reasons, a 
single roundabout on the Princes Highway was deemed less favourable than the chosen proposal design. 

The selected design option best satisfies the proposal objectives, as outlined in Section 2.5 of the REF: 

• It improves safety at the intersection through a high performance Safe Systems approach and a 
safe to maintain design 

• Transport network efficiency and connectivity is enhanced through the provision of uninterrupted 
through movements for Princes Highway traffic and minimised queuing on Jervis Bay Road during 
peak times 

• It improves traffic network resilience by ensuring spare future network capacity, flood immunity in 
the one per cent AEP flood event and allows alternative traffic redirections in the event of incidents 

• Active and public transport are considered and integrated into the design, with the provision of 
shared paths and a new multi-modal transport facility (as described in Section 3.1) 

• Use of the existing highway corridor is maximised, thereby minimising impacts to biodiversity, 
including threatened ecological communities, and minimising the amount of property acquisition 
required. 

Issue description 
Two respondents suggested the design is too complicated, and that only the connection between Jervis 
Bay Road and the Princes Highway needed to be considered. One respondent suggested a flyover for 
vehicles travelling north out of Jervis Bay Road would be an effective, less complicated option. 

Response 
Flyover options were considered in the preferred option assessment (Transport for NSW, 2020a), as 
described in Section 2.4 of the REF. 
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Flyover designs were shortlisted during the options assessment – one underpass and one overpass. One 
significant conflict point would be removed by grade separating the right hand turn from Jervis Bay Road to 
the Princes Highway northbound. However, these designs were the least effective at improving overall 
safety, efficiency and connectivity at the intersection. These options saw a rapid deterioration in intersection 
performance with only a minor increase in traffic in the 2039 traffic modelling scenario. Therefore, these 
alternatives were deemed to be unsuitable as they did not satisfy the proposal objectives. 

As described above, the selected design option best satisfies the proposal objectives, as outlined in 
Section 2.5 of the REF. 

2.3 The proposal 

2.3.1 Support for the proposal 

Submission number(s) 
1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 10, 11, 16, 17, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 39, 43, 46, 47, 54, 
55, 56, 57, 70, 72, 74, 75, 77, 78, 79, 80, 83, 87, 90, 93, 94, 97, 98, 99, 100, 102, 103, 104, 109, 111, 112, 
113, 114, 115, 117, 118, 119, 120, 123, 124, 125, 126, 127, 130, 132, 138, 139, 140, 141, 142, 143, 144 

Issue description 
Several respondents expressed general support for the proposal or aspects of the proposal. Many noted 
the need for the proposal, stating that the current intersection is unsafe and creates excessive amounts of 
traffic, particularly during holiday periods. Some respondents mentioned their satisfaction with the 
consultation process, noting in particular that the Facebook live Q&A session covered all areas of concern.  

Response 
Transport for NSW has noted this support for the proposal. 

2.3.2 Intersection resilience 

Submission number(s) 
17 

Issue description 
One respondent questioned whether bushfire evacuation routes have been considered as part of the 
concept design. 

Response 
One of the key objectives of the proposal, as described in Section 2.3 of the REF, is to improve transport 
network resilience. In particular, the proposal aims to improve network reliability and safe access to the 
Princes Highway during emergencies, including bushfires. 

As discussed in the traffic and transport assessment (Appendix C of the REF), intersection turning counts 
were surveyed on 27 December 2019, during the 2019 to 2020 bushfires which severely affected the South 
Coast towns that use Jervis Bay Road and the Princes Highway. High volumes of northbound vehicles 
were recorded on both the Princes Highway and from the Jervis Bay Road approach as residents and 
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tourists evacuated to the north. The existing intersection operated at a poor level of service (level of service 
F), with queues of over 1.1 kilometre. 

An assessment was carried out to assess the traffic performance of the proposal in 2039, for the purpose of 
ensuring that the proposed upgrade would be capable of servicing the traffic volumes expected during a 
natural disaster such as a bushfire. The assessment showed the proposal would operate at a good level of 
service (level of service A) and would be sufficient to service evacuation movements. 

The proposal would improve the resilience of the intersection and therefore increase the adaptive capacity 
of the local community. As discussed in Section 8.1.4 of the REF, the proposal would provide more than 20 
per cent spare network capacity when considering 2039 traffic projections, thereby providing reliability and 
safe access during emergencies.  

The proposed three-metre wide shoulders on the highway could be used for emergency access and 
provide a buffer to adjacent vegetation in a bushfire scenario. The proposal would also enable movement in 
all directions between the highway and local roads, including turn-around capability, during an incident or 
emergency.  

2.4 Design 

2.4.1 Major design features 

Submission number(s) 
7, 13, 18, 73, 107 

Issue description 
One respondent was concerned about the number of lanes on the dual roundabouts and Jervis Bay Road 
and suggests that two lanes are needed for all movements at the roundabout interchange to ensure traffic 
flow. Two respondents suggested that the underpass needs sufficient space to cater for future widening of 
Jervis Bay Road to four lanes (two lanes in each direction). 

Response 
As described in the traffic and transport assessment (Section 6.1.2 and Appendix C of the REF), the 
proposal would result in all intersection approaches having a good level of service (level of service A) at all 
times and provide more than 20 per cent spare capacity for forecasted 2039 traffic volumes. For this 
reason, maintaining one lane in each direction on Jervis Bay Road at the roundabout interchange was 
considered appropriate during design development.  

A key point of conflict at the existing intersection is the southbound though traffic flow on the Princes 
Highway hindering northbound and southbound turns from Jervis Bay Road. The grade separation of 
Princes Highway through traffic eliminates this conflict, thereby enhancing safety, reducing congestion and 
rendering the need for multiple lanes or a dedicated southbound turn lane unnecessary.  

The underpass would have sufficient space to cater for future widening from two to three lanes if the need 
were identified in the future. 

Issue description 
One respondent suggested that the eastern roundabout is not needed due to insufficient traffic demand. 
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Response 
The design of the proposal involved a Safe System approach which aimed to improve road safety using a 
holistic view of the road transport system and the interactions among roads and roadsides, travel speeds, 
vehicles and road users. 

The eastern roundabout allows for safe access to the south from Princes Highway northbound, Old Princes 
Highway and Willowgreen Road, including to the highway southbound, properties located south-east of the 
intersection and to the multimodal facility. This would avoid the need for these vehicles to cross westbound 
traffic on Jervis Bay Road. The eastern roundabout would support the movement of buses through the 
intersection, in particular allowing entry to the multimodal facility (detailed in Section 3.1) from all directions.  

The proposal design utilises roundabouts as these are ranked highly for safety, given they reduce vehicle 
speeds through intersections and reduce the angle of impact in the case of an accident, particularly with the 
high traffic volumes experienced at this intersection. 

Issue description 
One respondent is concerned that a single lane highway would impede traffic flow. 

Response 
As described in Section 3.2.2 of the REF, the proposed upgrade to the Princes Highway would include a 
four lane divided carriageway (that is, two lanes northbound and two lanes southbound). The traffic and 
transport assessment (Section 6.1.2 and Appendix C of the REF) shows this arrangement would provide a  
good level of service (level of service A) and contain spare capacity for forecasted 2039 traffic volumes. 

Issue description 
One respondent was concerned that the proposal would create congestion due to traffic slowing at the 
roundabouts, particularly when heavy vehicles pass through. 

Response 
A key feature of the proposal is the grade separation of the Princes Highway through traffic via an 
overpass, allowing the main traffic flow to be unimpeded by the roundabout interchange. Vehicles would 
use the roundabouts for access between local and regional roads and the Princes Highway. While these 
vehicles would need to slow down through the roundabouts into Jervis Bay Road, Old Princes Highway or 
Princes Highway ramps, the roundabouts would not create further congestion, but rather allow these 
movements to occur safely and efficiently by separating them from highway traffic.  

2.4.2 Design criteria 

Submission number(s) 
50 

Issue description 
One respondent was concerned about the height of the overpass bridge for heavy vehicles (eg plant 
delivery, rural farm equipment, emergency vehicles etc). The respondent also queried the design of the 
roundabout interchange and whether it had been designed with consideration of the approach and turning 
circle of heavy vehicles or vehicles pulling trailers.  
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Response 
The vertical clearance to the overpass is 5.4 metres, as described in Section 3.2 of the REF, allowing 
sufficient clearance for heavy vehicles. The Princes Highway and Jervis Bay Road, including the 
roundabout interchange, were tested using a 30-metre-long combination vehicle with Higher Mass Limit 
(Performance Based Standard Level 2B). The interchange provides sufficient space on approach and when 
making all permissible turns at the roundabouts. Old Princes Highway is designed for a 12.5 single unit 
truck, with a 19 metre semi-trailer checking vehicle.  

2.4.3 Public transport 

Submission number(s) 
15, 67, 88, 95, 146 

Issue description 
Council and one other respondent stated the proposal needs to consider the potential for future expansion 
needs of public transport and park/ride facilities. 
Two respondents were concerned over the location of the bus stop and suggested if it was located on 
Jervis Bay Road it would be more cost effective.  

Response 
The existing public transport arrangements at the intersection are described in Section 6.1.2 of the REF. 
Three existing bus stops at the intersection have no formal access areas, are not formally signposted and 
are not accessible via footpaths. There are also no amenities such as seating or bus shelters. One existing 
bus stop on Willowgreen Road has an informal pull over area and a bus shelter with seating. The proposal 
would require the relocation of these four existing bus stops. As stated in safeguard TR02 (Section 6.1.4 of 
the REF), local bus companies will be consulted on revised bus stop locations before and during 
construction. 

As discussed in Section 3.1 of this report, Transport for NSW sought feedback from the community and has 
considered inclusion of a multi-modal transport facility as part of the proposal. Subject to funding 
availability, the facility would be located southeast of the intersection adjacent to the eastern roundabout 
and would include bus bays, kiss and ride spots, car parking, bicycle racks and bus shelters. This facility 
would accommodate a broad range of customer needs and would allow for safe and efficient movement 
through a variety of different transport modes, including public transport (buses and coaches), private 
vehicles, pedestrians and cyclists. The multi-modal transport facility would be considered further during 
detailed design.  

Issue description 
One respondent queried why the slip road off the roundabout is one way and why it can’t be used as a 
parking for buses and/or trucks by widening the road, similar to the recent changes to the Princes Highway 
at South Nowra.  

Response 
The proposed multi-modal transport facility (detailed in Section 3.1 of this report) access road is a one way 
loop to further increase the safety benefits for public transport users by minimising conflict points along the 
access road. It also removes the risk of heavy vehicles accidentally entering the access road instead of the 
southbound on ramp, resulting in heavy vehicles becoming trapped without an appropriate turnaround 
facility available. It simplifies the intersection arrangement at Jervis Bay Road, providing clear sight lines for 
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buses and private vehicles exiting the multi-modal transport facility. The left turn out only onto Jervis Bay 
Road directs traffic to the roundabout interchange, which then enables movement in all directions. 

2.4.4 Active transport 

Submission number(s) 
76, 121 

Issue description 
Two respondents believed the proposal does not adequately consider pedestrians and cyclists and are 
concerned about the safety of these users in and around the intersection.  
One respondent suggested there should be a dedicated lane or widened shoulder for pedestrians and 
cyclists. 

Response 
Active transport, including both pedestrian and cyclist access, has been considered in the design of the 
proposal. Ensuring integrated pedestrian and cyclist links and separation between the heavier vehicular 
flows and active journeys is a key objective of the proposal.  

The proposal would provide a shared user path network that would cater to pedestrian and cyclist 
movements between Old Prince Highway, Jervis Bay Road and the proposed multi-modal transport facility, 
as discussed in Section 3.2.2, Section 6.1.3 and Appendix C of the REF.  

The shared user path extends from Old Princes Highway to the eastern limit of works along the southern 
side of Jervis Bay Road and the proposed multi-modal transport facility. Additionally, the shared paths 
connect directly to the three-metre-wide road shoulders along the on and off ramps and a three-metre 
shoulder is provided on the Princes Highway within the proposal construction footprint, which would provide 
safe cycling provision on the Princes Highway. 

Active transport users intending to cross the at-grade double roundabout interchange would utilise the two 
metre wide refuge islands separating opposing vehicle movements in the roundabout. Ramps connecting to 
the road level from the kerb would be provided near the refuges to indicate crossing locations and allow for 
cyclist and disability access. 

The proposal would remove the high volumes of through vehicles on the Princes Highway from local road 
movements. The separation of movements between the local roads and the highway provides for safer 
active transport links between Jervis Bay Road and the Old Princes Highway. The south facing ramps 
would have lower traffic volumes which makes the ramp crossings even safer for pedestrians and cyclists. 
Compared to existing conditions where there are no formal provisions for pedestrians or cyclists, the 
proposed shared user paths and refuge islands would substantially improve the road safety environment for 
active transport users. 
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2.4.5 Sight distance 

Submission number(s) 
146 

Issue description 
Council raised concerns about the sight distance at the roundabouts because of impacts from the overpass 
bridge structure. They suggested lengthening the bridge structure to resolve this issue.  

Response 
Road users would have adequate sight distance at all entry points to both the eastern and western 
roundabouts. The roundabouts meet all safe sight distance requirements (Austroads, 2015), and the 
overpass structure would not obstruct the views of vehicles entering the roundabouts.  

2.4.6 Local roads  

Submission number(s) 
91, 146 

Issue description 
One respondent requested additional information on the connection of local roads around Falls Creek to 
the proposal.  

Response 
As described in Section 3 of the REF, the proposal would provide direct access to Jervis Bay Road, the Old 
Princes Highway and Willowgreen Road. All other local roads would join the proposal via the 
beforementioned roads or the Princes Highway.  

Issue description 
Council stated that local road upgrades would need to be constructed to a high standard and have 
provision for council maintenance vehicles to turn around within access roads. 

Response 
As discussed in Section 3.2 of the REF, the proposal has been designed in accordance with best practice 
Transport for NSW specifications and design standards and guidelines, including:  

• Guide to Road Design (Austroads, 2017b), including Transport for NSW supplements 
• Design Vehicles and Turning Path Templates (Austroads, 2013) 
• Safe System Assessment Framework (Austroads, 2016) 
• Cycling Aspects of Austroads Guides (Austroads, 2017a) 
• Beyond the Pavement, urban design approach and procedures for road and maritime infrastructure 

planning, design and construction (Transport for NSW, 2020b) 
• Guide to Pavement Design Part 2: Pavement Structural Design (Austroads, 2017c) including 

Transport for NSW supplement 
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• R0600 – Street Lighting Series (Roads and Maritime Services, 2017). 

The design vehicles used for the concept design, as listed below, would allow sufficient space for Council 
maintenance vehicles: 

• Princes Highway and Jervis Bay Road - Performance based standard Level 2 (B) – 30 metre 
combination with Higher Mass Limit 

• Old Princes Highway and the property access/bus bay road: 12.5 single unit truck. Checking vehicle 
19 metre semi-trailer 

• Willowgreen Road: 8.8 metre service vehicle. Checking vehicle 19 metre semi-trailer (noting that the 
updated Willowgreen Road intersection design has been checked with a 12.5 metre single unit truck 
design vehicle, as discussed in Section 3.3). 

Detailed design and construction of the proposal would ensure the road upgrades are constructed to a high 
standard with continued consideration of Council maintenance requirements. Safeguard SE01 has been 
revised to reflect this as follows: 

SE01: A Community and Stakeholder Engagement Plan (CSEP) will be prepared and 
implemented. The CSEP will include:  

• Procedures and mechanisms that will be implemented in response to the key social impacts 
identified for the proposal 

• Procedures and mechanisms that will be used to engage with affected landowners, business 
owners, and the wider community to identify potential access, parking, business visibility, 
and other impacts and develop appropriate management measures 

• Procedures to keep the community informed about construction and any associated changes 
to conditions (eg detours or lane closures) such as through advertisements in local media 
and advisory notices or variable message signs 

• Procedures and mechanisms that will be used to engage with all sensitive receivers likely to 
be affected by construction noise and vibration before commencement of activities 
associated with noise and vibration impacts 

• Procedures to consult with affected landowners about property acquisition 
• Procedures to consult with Council to ensure road upgrades are designed and 

constructed with consideration of Council maintenance requirements 
• Procedure for the management of complaints and enquiries, including a contact name and 

number for complaints. 
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2.4.7 Safety at the roundabout interchange 

Submission number(s) 
7 

Issue description 
One respondent expressed concern about the safety of merging onto the roundabouts at the end of the 
Princes Highway off ramps to access Jervis Bay Road. 

Response 
As stated in Section 3.2 of the REF, the proposal has been designed in accordance with relevant Austroads 
and Transport for NSW standards and guidelines, which incorporate best practice safety protocols.  
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The proposed design ensures safe sight distances and clear sight lines on ramps and at roundabouts and 
intersections. Additionally, the length of the ramps allows for appropriate acceleration and deceleration for 
entering and exiting traffic. 

2.4.8 Northbound on ramp merge lane length 

Submission number(s) 
69 

Issue description 
One respondent was concerned about the safety of northbound vehicles merging onto Princes Highway. 
This has previously been raised by Council during consultation carried out during preparation of the REF 
(as discussed in Table 5-2 of the REF). 

Response 
Following further design investigation, the merge length of the northbound on ramp would be extended by 
about 120 metres to a total length of 230 metres in order to provide a safe entry to the Princes Highway for 
northbound vehicles. This would be incorporated into the detailed design of the proposal. The Princes 
Highway itself would be two lanes in each direction upon completion of the proposal.  

2.4.9 Urban design 

Submission number(s) 
4, 9, , 88 

Issue description 
Respondents suggested the intersection upgrade would provide a 'gateway' to Jervis Bay for both tourists 
and locals alike and it would therefore be fitting to include some artwork and/or sculptures to signify this. 

Response 
Transport for NSW acknowledges the importance of the intersection to the local community and visiting 
tourists. As stated in Section 6.11.4 of the REF, Transport for NSW would carry out urban and landscape 
design in accordance with relevant guidelines, including the Beyond the Pavement (Transport for NSW, 
2020b) which includes provisions for incorporating artworks and signage into design, which would be 
further considered during detailed design. 

Issue description 
 

 
 

 
[This issue description is redacted from the publicly available version of this submissions report to maintain 
privacy, as requested by the respondent.] 



Jervis Bay Road Intersection Upgrade 
Submissions report 

 

23  

Response 

 
 

[This response is redacted from the publicly available version of this submissions report to maintain privacy, 
as requested by the respondent.] 

2.5 Construction activities 

2.5.1 Construction timing 

Submission number(s) 
8, 12, 25, 38, 51, 55, 56, 81, 82, 85, 86, 89, 92, 108, 110, 128 

Issue description 
Several respondents were concerned with the timeframe to deliver the proposal, suggesting construction 
activities should commence sooner. Additionally, several respondents questioned why construction works 
are not commencing this year.  

Response 
Following concept design and environmental assessment of the proposal, there are several key steps 
required prior to starting construction of major infrastructure projects. In particular, this includes detailed 
design, property acquisition, procuring a construction contractor, obtaining environmental permits and 
preparing construction safety and management plans. 

The detailed design process involves further development of the concept design such that it is ready for 
construction. This includes comprehensive analysis and design of all aspects of the proposal such as 
pavements, drainage, utilities and lighting. Detailed drawings would be prepared and a digital engineering 
model built to ensure all components of the proposal are thoroughly planned and fully established for 
construction.  

As identified in Section 6.3.3 of the REF, land outside the existing road corridor would be directly impacted 
by the proposal and would need to be acquired by Transport for NSW. As detailed in safeguard PR01, all 
acquisitions would be undertaken in consultation with landowners and in accordance with the Land 
Acquisition (Just Terms Compensation) Act 1991 and the Transport for NSW Land Acquisition Information 
Guide (Roads and Maritime Services, 2014).  

Where the acquisition of property is required, the relevant landowners are contacted for consultation and 
negotiation. Transport for NSW strives to work with landowners and prefers to achieve a mutually 
acceptable agreement for purchase. To achieve this outcome, negotiations may be a lengthy process. 
Reaching an agreement with landowners is central to Transport for NSW’s land acquisition procedures. 
However, if agreement is not reached, the property may be acquired by compulsory acquisition.  

When detailed design and property acquisition are well advanced, the construction contractor procurement 
process would begin. This involves preparation of detailed tender documents to ensure all specifications 
and requirements for construction of the project are clearly communicated and incorporated into the 
construction contract. A tendering process would then be carried out to identify and assess companies with 
the appropriate capability and experience for construction of a complex road infrastructure project.  
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There are a number of permits to be acquired before works can commence, including (but not limited to), 
Road Occupancy Licences and an Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit. Detailed information is required to 
apply for these permits. The processing timeframes for these permits is out of Transport for NSW’s control, 
but can take a number of months to acquire.  

As detailed in the safeguards and management measures (Section 5.2), there are a number of detailed 
management plans that need to be prepared prior to commencement of construction. These plans help to 
ensure the appropriate safety, communication and environmental requirements are understood and 
implemented during construction.  

Issue description 
One respondent stated that there would be no new environmental impacts as a result of the proposal, and 
that construction should go ahead before considerations for biodiversity offsetting are made.  

Response 
The REF was prepared to describe the proposal, assess the likely impacts of the proposal on the 
environment and to detail mitigation and management measures to be carried out. Technical specialists 
from a broad range of disciplines, including biodiversity, heritage, contaminated land, noise and vibration, 
flooding and surface water, traffic and transport and visual amenity were engaged to assess environmental 
impacts. The REF concluded that there would be impacts as a result of the proposal, and that construction 
and operational safeguards and management measures would be required to mitigate these impacts.  

This submissions report provides a summary of all environmental safeguards and management measures 
for the proposal, including new or revised measures (Section 5.2). 

The environmental safeguards and management measures for the proposal include the preparation of a 
biodiversity offset strategy in accordance with the Guideline for Biodiversity Offsets (Roads and Maritime 
Services, 2016a) for potential impacts to Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016 and Environment Protection 
and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 listed threatened ecological community and threatened species 
habitat (Safeguard BI17): 

BI17: A biodiversity offset strategy will be developed in accordance with the Guideline for 
Biodiversity Offsets (Roads and Maritime Services, 2016a) to identify required offsets for 
potential impacts to the BC Act and EPBC Act listed threatened ecological communities, 
threatened species and threatened species habitat. 

Implementation of Safeguard BI17 would assist Transport for NSW in mitigating impacts associated with 
vegetation clearing required for the proposal and to meet its policy and legislative requirements.  

2.5.2 Construction traffic routes 

Submission number(s) 
58, 95, 137 

Issue description 
One respondent was concerned about the increased use of Gardner Road and Mortimer Road from 
construction traffic. The respondent questioned how the speed of vehicles would be managed. They 
request that residents should be kept informed during construction and requested that Gardner Road be 
upgraded to compensate for use during construction. 



Jervis Bay Road Intersection Upgrade 
Submissions report 

 

25  

Response 
As discussed in Section 3.4.7 and 6.1.4 of the REF, a Traffic Management Plan (TMP) would be prepared 
and implemented for construction of the proposal (Safeguard TR01). The TMP would include confirmation 
of haulage routes, measures to maintain access to local roads and properties and site-specific traffic 
control measures, including signage and reduced speed zones, to manage and regulate traffic movement. 

Safeguard TR01 has been revised to require the TMP to aim to minimise the use of local roads (excluding 
Jervis Bay Road and Old Princes Highway) by heavy vehicles. Gardner Road and Mortimer Road would 
not be used as primary access routes for heavy vehicles during construction. There is expected to be some 
limited use of Gardner Road and Mortimer Road by heavy vehicles, particularly during the early 
establishment phase of construction as ancillary facilities and turn-around areas are established and where 
there are site constraints that don’t allow for heavy vehicle access in certain directions.  

Consultation with Shoalhaven City Council and notification to the local community would be carried out 
where the use of local roads (outside the proposal construction footprint) by heavy vehicles during 
construction is proposed in accordance with the Community and Stakeholder Management Plan (CSEP) 
that will be prepared and implemented for the proposal (Safeguard SE01 in Section 6.4.4 of the REF and 
Section 5.2 of this report). Light vehicles may use local roads to access construction sites.  

Safeguard TR01 has been revised as follows:  

TR01: A Traffic Management Plan (TMP) will be prepared and implemented in accordance with 
Transport for NSW Specification D&C G10 Traffic Management and Traffic Control at Worksites 
Technical Manual (Roads and Maritime Services, 2018). The Traffic Management Plan will 
include: 

• Confirmation of haulage routes 
• Measures to maintain access to local roads and properties  
• Identification and management of any haulage vehicle marshalling areas 
• Site-specific traffic control measures, including signage and reduced speed zones, to 

manage and regulate traffic movement 
• Signage targeting critical access points to businesses and residences located along the 

Princes Highway, Old Princes Highway, Jervis Bay Road and properties in the vicinity of the 
intersection, as required  

• Measures to manage active transport movements throughout construction 
• Safe access to ancillary facilities including entry and exit locations and measures to prevent 

queuing of construction vehicles 
• A response procedure for any construction road traffic incident 
• Measures to minimise the use of local roads (excluding Old Princes Highway) by 

heavy vehicles and maintain road safety on local roads 
• A dilapidation survey will be carried out on local roads prior to use by heavy vehicles 

for construction  
• Consultation with Council and notification to the local community where use of local 

roads by heavy vehicles is proposed. 

Issue description 
One respondent was concerned about the impacts that construction of the proposal would have on the 
existing traffic network. 
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Response 
Potential construction impacts on traffic and transport as a result of the proposal are discussed in Section 
6.1.3 of the REF. 

While construction of the proposal would likely increase travel times due to speed limit restrictions, 
construction vehicles movements and traffic diversions, these impacts would be temporary in nature and 
managed through the preparation and implementation of a TMP (Safeguard TR01), as described above. In 
particular, level of service deterioration on the Jervis Bay Road east approach and Princes Highway south 
approach may be managed through the installation of temporary traffic signals. 

Disruption to bus customers would be minimised by relocating the bus stops to the closest practical 
alternative. It is expected that the services would be able to adapt to the temporary relocation of the bus 
stops without adversely affecting public transport users. 

Access to properties and businesses would be maintained for the full construction duration. 

As described in Safeguards TR01, TR02, TR03 and TR05, communication and consultation with Council, 
local bus companies, emergency services and affected landowners and residents will be maintained 
throughout the detailed design, pre-construction and construction stages of the proposal. 

Issue description 
One respondent questioned whether there would be construction traffic diversion impacts on Old Princes 
Highway. 

Response 
Traffic would not be diverted via Old Princes Highway during construction of the proposal. The TMP 
(Safeguard TR01) would include measures, including relevant signage, to direct traffic to the appropriate 
temporary diversions as required. 

2.5.3 Utility adjustment 

Submission number(s) 
96 

Issue description 
One respondent wanted to know if the powerlines would be moved as a result of the proposal and whether 
they would be moved closer to residents. 

Response 
There are existing major public utilities, including overhead power lines, that would be impacted as a result 
of the proposal, as discussed in Section 3.6 of the REF.  

For any utilities where potential for relocation has been identified, further consultation with utility asset 
owners would be carried out to determine opportunities for protection, rather than relocation, of utility 
assets. While utility adjustments may result in utilities moving closer to residences, they would be installed 
within the road reserve and in accordance with utility owner requirements. 

The final layout of relocated utilities would be determined during detailed design. 
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2.6 Traffic and transport 

2.6.1 Traffic modelling 

Submission number(s) 
17, 59, 131 

Issue description 
One respondent questioned whether the proposal allows for future widening of the Princes Highway to 
three lanes in each direction in the future, as well as the future widening of the southbound off ramp to 
allow for two lanes. Another respondent suggested three lanes are required to allow for emergency vehicle 
access and reduced congestion. 

Response 
The Princes Highway Upgrade Roadmap 2040 (Transport for NSW, 2020a) identifies the need for two 
lanes each way between Nowra and Batemans Bay in its short and medium term infrastructure priorities.  

For the Jervis Bay Road and Princes Highway intersection, modelling undertaken for the proposal (as 
presented in Section 6.1 and Appendix C of the REF) indicates the proposed design of two lanes in each 
direction would provide a good level of service (level of service A) and contain 20 per cent spare capacity 
for forecasted 2039 traffic volumes.  

The proposal includes provision of three-metre-wide shoulders for emergency access and to provide a 
buffer to adjacent vegetation in a bushfire scenario. The proposal would also enable movement in all 
directions between the highway and local roads, including turn-around capability during an incident or 
emergency. 

If the need were identified in the future, widening of the Princes Highway beyond two lanes in each 
direction would be subject to separate planning, assessment and approval. 

Issue description 
One respondent suggested that the traffic modelling had not adequately addressed traffic capacity on 
Jervis Bay Road. The respondent was also concerned that the roundabout interchange is going to slow 
northbound traffic out of Jervis Bay Road. 

Response 
Traffic modelling carried out for the proposal is discussed in Section 6.1 and Appendix C of the REF. Traffic 
surveys were carried out in January 2019, June 2019, December 2019, January 2020 and January 2021 to 
inform holiday peak period demand and typical morning and afternoon peak period demand. 

Traffic modelling of the proposed design shows it would provide a good level of service (level of service A) 
and contain 20 per cent spare capacity for forecasted 2039 traffic volumes during morning, afternoon and 
holiday peak periods. 
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2.6.2 Speed limit clarification 

Issue description 
One respondent noted the REF incorrectly stated the posted speed limit of Old Princes Highway is 50 
kilometres per hour. The correct posted speed limit is 60 kilometres per hour.  

Response 
This correction is noted. As mentioned in Section 3.7.1, this clarification does not alter the impact 
assessment carried out for the REF. 

2.7 Noise and vibration 

2.7.1 Construction noise 

Submission number(s) 
63 

Issue description 
The EPA raised concerns that the predicted noise impacts during construction of the proposal have the 
potential to be deemed offensive by receivers. The EPA emphasises that Transport for NSW minimise 
noise impacts and recommends a Noise Management Plan for the project.  

Response 
Proposal construction noise impacts are discussed in Section 6.2 and Appendix D of the REF, as well as 
Section 4.1 and Appendix A of this report. 

Standard construction hours Noise Management Level (NML) exceedances (noise levels exceeding 60 
dB(A)) are predicted at receiver locations up to about 370 metres from the proposal construction footprint 
for the noisiest construction stages. At large offset distances (greater than 370 metres) from the 
construction works, the predicted construction noise levels are predicted to be between 35 dB(A) and 60 
dB(A) dependent upon the construction works occurring. Under the worst-case scenario during standard 
construction hours, in total, the proposal construction is predicted to exceed the highly noise affected level 
of 75 dB(A) at up to 14 residential receivers and four non-residential receivers (refer Section 4.1).  

All feasible and reasonable measures would be applied to minimise noise impacts to sensitive receivers. 
Construction noise impacts would be managed through the Construction Noise and Vibration Management 
Plan (NVMP) that would be prepared and implemented as part of the Construction Environmental 
Management Plan (CEMP) (Safeguard NV01). This plan, following the approach of the Interim Construction 
Noise Guideline (DECC, 2009) and the Construction Noise and Vibration Guideline (Roads and Maritime 
Services, 2016b), will identify: 

• Potential major noise and vibration generating activities associated with the proposal 
• Standard and additional mitigation measures from the Construction Noise and Vibration Guideline 

(Roads and Maritime Services, 2016b) and information about when and how each would be applied 
• Requirements for the development and implementation of an out of hours work protocol  
• Monitoring program to assess performance against relevant noise and vibration criteria  
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• Arrangements for consultation with sensitive receivers, including notification and complaint handling 

procedures 
• Contingency measures to be implemented in the event of non-compliance with noise and vibration 

criteria. 
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2.7.2 Operational noise 

Submission number(s) 
41, 50, 58, 76, 137 

Issue description 
Several respondents queried the final design height of the Princes Highway overpass bridge in relation to 
the existing highway and how this might impact operational noise. The respondents were concerned about 
additional noise impacts to their properties located to the west and east of the Princes Highway, particularly 
on Gardner Road and Old Princes Highway. Further, the respondents questioned whether cleared 
vegetation would be replaced or if sound panels would be installed to reduce noise impacts. 

Response 
An operational noise impact assessment has been carried out for the proposal, as discussed in Section 6.2 
and Appendix D of the REF and Section 4.1 and Appendix A of this report. 

A 3D noise model was produced using SoundPLAN v8.1 and calibrated with reference to the measured 
noise traffic levels in accordance with Transport for NSW's Model Validation Guideline (Roads and Maritime 
Services, 2018). 'No Build' and 'Build' scenarios were both assessed, incorporating future predicted traffic 
flows to 2035. Exceedances of more than 2dBA were determined by comparting the noise predictions for 
the 'No Build' and 'Build' scenarios. Where noise levels are predicted to increase by more than 2 dBA, 
consideration for noise mitigation (including noise barriers) was given where predicted noise levels are 
higher than existing road criteria (Roads and Maritime Services, 2015). 

The assessment shows that, when completed, the proposal would not substantially change traffic noise 
levels in most locations. Almost all (99 per cent) sensitive receivers are predicted to experience changes in 
operational road traffic noise levels of less than 2 dB(A). There were eight receivers identified in the REF 
that trigger consideration of specific mitigation, likely to be at-property treatments due to the noise levels 
predicted and the physical constraints at the site. With consideration of property acquisition and demolition 
as a result of the additional proposal construction footprint (refer to Section 3.2 and Section 4.1.4) and 
clarification of one identified receiver (refer to Section 3.6.4), the number of impacted properties at which 
at-property treatment would be further considered during detailed design is reduced to from eight to five. 

Issue description 
One respondent sought clarification about the use of the proposed bus bay as a truck stop. The respondent 
was concerned about noise impacts from both trucks and idling buses. 

Response 
As discussed in Section 3.1, a multi-modal transport facility would be located southeast of the intersection 
adjacent to the eastern roundabout. This area would not be used as a truck stop. Noise impacts associated 
with the multi-modal transport facility are presented in Section 4.1 and Appendix A. 
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Compliance with the established criteria would be achieved during the daytime, evening and night-time 
periods. During the evening and night-time period, the primary use of the facility would be between 6pm 
and 7pm and 6am and 7am, with no current services expected between 7pm and 6am.  

2.7.3 Vibration 

Submission number(s) 
96 

Issue description 
One respondent was concerned about the noise and vibration from piling activities associated with the 
overpass bridge and questioned whether this would damage nearby properties. 

Response 
The REF assessed potential vibration impacts as a result of the proposal, taking into account both human 
disturbance and effects of building structures. Generally, while vibration as a result of construction may be 
felt by nearby sensitive receivers, the magnitude of vibration would be unlikely to damage any built 
structures. 

Construction vibration screening criteria have been adopted from the following sources: 

• Minimum working distances: Construction Noise and Vibration Guideline (Roads and Maritime 
Services, 2016b) 

• Human comfort: Assessing Vibration – a technical guideline (DEC, 2006a) 
• Cosmetic and structural damage to buildings: As outlined in the Construction Noise and Vibration 

Guideline (Roads and Maritime Services, 2016b), guidance for cosmetic damage of structures is 
provided in the British Standard 7385: Part 2; while the German Standard DIN 4150-3 Structural 
Vibration – Part 3: Effects of vibration on structures has criteria of particular reference for heritage 
structures.  

As discussed in section 6.2.4 and Appendix D of the REF, there is potential for vibration impacts from 
construction plant and equipment. There are 22 buildings identified within the 40 metre minimum working 
distance for human response screening criteria and five buildings within the 12 metre minimum working 
distance for cosmetic damage screening criteria. This typically encompasses the first row of buildings 
adjacent to the proposal construction footprint. Generally, receivers beyond the first row of houses are 
sufficiently offset from the works to mitigate the potential vibration impacts. It is considered that structural or 
cosmetic damage impacts from vibration intensive works would be unlikely for the majority of buildings. 

Where work is proposed to be carried out within the minimum working distances and where ground-borne 
vibration levels exceed the cosmetic damage and screening criteria, attended vibration measurements will 
be carried out at the commencement of works to verify the predictions (Safeguard NV03). Management of 
ground-borne vibration level exceedances would be detailed in the NVMP (Safeguards NV01 and NV03). 
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2.8 Property and land use 

2.8.1  

Submission number(s) 
 

Issue description 
 

[This issue description is redacted from the publicly available version of this submissions report to maintain 
privacy, as requested by the respondent.] 

Response 
 

 
 

 

 

[This response is redacted from the publicly available version of this submissions report to maintain privacy, 
as requested by the respondent.] 

2.8.2 Property access 

Submission number(s) 
61, ,  

Issue description 
Respondents were concerned about access to the intersection from their properties. 

Response 
Impacts to property access are discussed in Sections 6.1.3 and 6.4.3 of the REF. Access to all properties 
would be maintained for the full construction duration. Alternative access arrangements would be provided 
where the proposal would temporarily impact access. 

While some property access would require permanent alteration, permanent access to properties would be 
maintained or reinstated for operation of the proposal. The intersection can be accessed by all properties 
via the Princes Highway, Jervis Bay Road, Old Princes Highway or the designated property access road on 
the eastern side of the Princes Highway.  

Issue description 
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[This issue description is redacted from the publicly available version of this submissions report to maintain 
privacy, as requested by the respondent.] 

Response 
 

 

 

[This response is redacted from the publicly available version of this submissions report to maintain privacy, 
as requested by the respondent.] 

Issue description 
 

 

[This issue description is redacted from the publicly available version of this submissions report to maintain 
privacy, as requested by the respondent.] 

Response 
 
 

 
 

[This response is redacted from the publicly available version of this submissions report to maintain privacy, 
as requested by the respondent.] 

2.8.3 Land ownership 

Submission number(s) 
146 

Issue description 
Council sought clarification around the number of impacted properties owned by Shoalhaven City Council. 

Response 
Section 3.7 of the REF states that there are 32 properties that would be impacted. Of these 32 properties, 
three are owned by Council. These properties are the following (as identified in Table 6-25, Figure 6-8 and 
Figure 6-9 of the REF): 

• ID 8: Lot 1 DP15507 
• ID 13: Lots 35, 36 and 37 DP1088614 and Lot 38 DP24409 
• ID 28: Lot 1 DP578303. 
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2.8.4 Native title 

Submission number(s) 
146 

Issue description 
Council stated crown land impacted by the proposal would be subject to the South Coast People's Native 
Title Claim. Council suggested the REF should address how the proposal is permissible under the relevant 
Commonwealth legislation. 

Response 
As stated in Section 4.5.2 the REF, the proposal construction footprint falls within the boundaries of the 
Native Title claim for the South Coast People (NC2017/003), which extends from Sydney following the 
coastline south to Eden. This is a pending Native Title claim; the outcome has not been determined by the 
Federal Court in accordance with the Native Title Act 1993 that Native Title exists. Land acquisition is 
permissible in accordance with the Native Title Act 1993, Land Acquisition (Just Terms Compensation) Act 
1991, the Crown Lands Management Act 2016 and the Aboriginal Land Rights Act 1983.  

2.9  

2.9.1  

Submission number(s) 
 

Issue description 
 
 

 
  

[This issue description is redacted from the publicly available version of this submissions report to maintain 
privacy, as requested by the respondent.] 

Response 
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[This response is redacted from the publicly available version of this submissions report to maintain privacy, 
as requested by the respondent.] 

2.10 Biodiversity 

2.10.1 Impacts to flora and fauna 

Submission number(s) 
14, 36, 37, 48, 95, 136, 137, 146 

Issue description 
Several respondents were concerned about the impact of the proposed vegetation clearing on flora and 
fauna and asked whether any threatened species have been identified.  
One respondent was concerned about proposed mitigation of impacts to fauna habitat, while another 
suggested the amount of vegetation removed should be reduced where possible.  

Response 
Impacts of the proposal of flora and fauna are discussed in Section 6.5 of the REF and Appendix B of this 
report.  

The proposal would result in clearing of up to 16.16 hectares of native vegetation, including: 

• Up to 11.98 hectares of the ecological community Red Bloodwood - Hard-leaved Scribbly Gum - 
Silvertop Ash heathy open forest on sandstone plateaux of the lower Shoalhaven Valley, Sydney 
Basin Bioregion 

• Up to 4.18 hectares of the ecological community Woollybutt - White Stringybark - Forest Red Gum 
grassy woodland on coastal lowlands, southern Sydney Basin Bioregion and South East Corner 
Bioregion, listed as endangered under the BC Act. Of this vegetation, 2.94 hectares comprises the 
Illawarra and south coast lowland forest and woodland critically endangered ecologically community 
listed under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) 

• Up to 10.51 hectares of suitable habitat for the threatened flora species Hibbertia puberula subsp. 
puberula, listed as endangered under the BC Act, as well as the direct removal of 55 individuals of 
this flora species. 

Vegetation clearance totals have been conservatively calculated assuming the proposal construction 
footprint would be cleared in its entirety. Efforts would be made to minimise vegetation clearing where 
feasible, and revegetation would be carried out in accordance relevant Transport for NSW guidelines 
(Safeguards BI01, BI02, BI03, BI04 and BI06). 

Nine threatened fauna species were recorded on site, and an additional three have a moderate likelihood of 
occurrence. Up to 15.71 hectares of potential threatened fauna habitat would be cleared, along with about 
24 hollow bearing trees (HBTs). There are hollow resources within the surrounding area that would provide 
habitat for impacted species. Additionally, a nest box strategy will be developed and implemented to 
mitigate impacts (Safeguard BI07). 
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Construction impacts such as noise, light, vibration, spread of weeds and spread of pathogens are 
temporary in nature and would be managed in accordance with the relevant safeguards and management 
measures (Safeguards BI01, BI10, BI11 and BI12). 

The proposal is not likely to significantly impact threatened species or ecological communities or their 
habitats within the meaning of the BC Act or the EPBC Act. Biodiversity offsets required for the proposed 
impacts would be delivered in accordance with the Transport for NSW Biodiversity Offset Guidelines 
(Safeguard BI17). 

Issue description 
One respondent was concerned about the amount of vegetation clearing required for the on and off ramps 
and access roads, while another questioned whether vegetation on the western side of the Princes 
Highway would be removed to allow for construction of a three metre wide shoulder.  

Response 
As described above, for the purposes of the assessment, the extent of the proposal construction footprint 
has been assumed to be cleared. Clearing for the proposal would enable the provision of the following 
minimum shoulder widths on each of the roads within the proposal construction footprint (as provided in 
Table 3-1 of the REF): 

• Princes Highway: three metres 
• Jervis Bay Road: two metres 
• Old Princes Highway: 1.5 metres 
• Willowgreen Road: 0.5 metres (unsealed) 
• Access Road (for properties southeast of the intersection): 0.5 metres. 

Issue description 
One respondent was concerned the REF had not considered the impact of the proposal on local wombat 
populations. 

Response 
Wombats within the locality of the proposal comprise the species Common Wombat (Vombatus ursinus). 
This species is not listed as a threatened species under the BC Act or EPBC Act. As such, the species is 
not required to be assessed for significant impacts as a result of the proposal. Notwithstanding this, the 
species was assessed as part of the general fauna habitat assessment across the site which recorded the 
presence of burrows. The species was also recorded during camera trap surveys.  

While Section 6.5.3 of the REF shows that the proposal would not substantially impact fauna connectivity, 
measures to promote fauna connectivity would be introduced as part of the proposal. This would include 
enhancement of existing culverts under the Princes Highway within the proposal construction footprint to 
encourage their use by wombats and other ground-dwelling native fauna. This would be done through 
retaining and planting vegetation near culvert entrances as well as installing other habitat features such as 
logs, rocks and leaf litter near culvert entrances, provided this does not negatively impact the function or 
maintenance of the culverts. This would encourage safe east-west passage for the species. 

Wombats in particular have been shown to utilise drainage culverts and are likely to be more adapted to 
them as they resemble the borrows they frequently use. Wombats are particularly susceptible to vehicle 
collisions and are abundant within the area. 
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A new safeguard BI15 has been added to detail this commitment: 

BI15: Habitat features suitable for native fauna will be installed near culvert entrances 
where feasible to promote fauna connectivity. 

Issue description 
One respondent asked whether there would be personnel on site during vegetation clearing operations and 
recommended clearing should be undertaken outside of fauna breeding seasons. 

Response 
Ecologists will be present on site to monitor the vegetation clearing process, including monitoring for any 
displaced fauna. Prior to clearing, a Flora and Fauna Management Plan would be prepared and 
implemented as part of the CEMP (Safeguard BI01). It will include, but not be limited to: 

• Plans showing areas to be cleared and areas to be protected, including exclusion zones, protected 
habitat features and revegetation areas, carried out in accordance with Guide 2: Exclusion zones of 
the Biodiversity Guidelines: Protecting and managing biodiversity on RTA projects (RTA, 2011) 

• Pre-clearing survey requirements, carried out in accordance with Guide 1: Pre-clearing process of 
the Biodiversity Guidelines: Protecting and managing biodiversity on RTA projects (RTA, 2011) 

• Procedures for unexpected threatened species finds and fauna handling 
• Protocols to manage weeds and pathogens. 

Issue description 
DPIE and Council raised concerns about the assessment carried out for the threatened flora species 
Hibbertia puberula, suggesting further information (particularly of factors a) and c)iii of the Assessment of 
Significance) is required to determine whether the proposal would not adversely impact local populations of 
the species.  
 DPIE questioned the survey effort undertaken as part of the Biodiversity Assessment Report (BAR) for 
terrestrial orchids and requested further information to determine if the survey was sufficient. 

Response 
The survey dates for each threatened flora species, including threatened orchids, is listed in Table 6-26 of 
the REF. All areas of suitable habitat for each threatened flora species were surveyed using parallel 
transects with five metre spacing. As many of the targeted flora species can only be detected when 
flowering and flower at different times of the year, the same areas were surveyed multiple times for different 
species. This ensured species were surveyed during their flowering times for optimal detection and within 
their prescribed survey time as detailed in the Threatened Species Profile Database (DPIE, 2020a) for each 
targeted flora species. Visiting reference populations and liaising with orchid experts, as described in the 
BAR (Appendix B), also ensured surveys were conducted at the most appropriate time. 

In order to detect cryptic terrestrial orchids, thorough surveys using narrow transects were required. As a 
result, on the days identified for targeted flora surveys, these surveys were the principal surveys carried 
out.  

Hibbertia puberula subsp. puberula has been recorded within the proposal construction footprint in Plant 
Community Type (PCT) 1082, with 33 individuals located in a private property to the south-east of the 
proposed intersection and other individuals of the species were recorded in clusters across proposal 
construction footprint. While a high number of individuals were recorded in one location, individuals were 
found throughout the proposal construction footprint, indicating the species is widespread in the locality.  
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Individuals recorded in the proposal construction footprint were all recorded in PCT 1082, in conditions 
ranging from poor to good. PCT 1082 has a large distribution across the locality, including in adjoining 
vegetation to the north, east, south and west of the proposal construction footprint. This adjacent vegetation 
is connected to large intact areas of native vegetation to the west of the site including to areas of PCT 1082 
surrounding Braidwood Road where individuals of Hibbertia puberula have been recorded. Due to the 
connecting habitat between these records and the proposal construction footprint, it is likely Hibbertia 
puberula individuals are also present between these areas.  

While the proposal would impact on the lifecycle of the species, and reduce the area of habitat for the 
species, it is unlikely the impact would result in a viable local population of the species being placed at risk 
of extinction or impact the long term survival of the species. Therefore, the assessment of significance 
(Annexure D of the BAR (Appendix B)) concluded the proposal is unlikely to have a significant impact on 
the species.  

The assessment of significance for this species is based on the assumption all individuals within the 
proposal construction footprint would be cleared. Measures to protect individuals of Hibbertia puberula 
subsp. puberula or to minimise impacts (for example, through reducing vegetation clearing) would be 
outlined within the Flora and Fauna Management Plan (Safeguard BI01 and BI02). 

The assessment of significance for this species has been revised to provide further information (Appendix 
B). 

2.10.2 Wildlife connectivity 

Submission number(s) 
49, 62, 136, 146 

Issue description 
Four respondents, including DPIE and Council, were concerned there has been inadequate consideration 
of the impact of the proposal on wildlife corridors. The respondents suggested the proposal should include 
a wildlife connectivity strategy that includes potential wildlife crossing infrastructure designed to improve 
east-west connectivity for fauna. 

Response 
The  Section 6.5.3 of the REF states “The site investigation area does not contain or encroach on any 
identified regional biodiversity corridors.” However, as identified by the respondents, The Illawarra 
Shoalhaven Regional Plan (DPIE, 2021), Shoalhaven Local Environmental Plan 2014 and the South Coast 
Corridor Mapping Project for the Shoalhaven, Eurobodalla  & Bega Valley Local Government Areas (OEH, 
2013) show a regional biodiversity corridor that intersects the northern section of the proposal construction 
footprint.  

The BAR has been prepared in accordance with the BAM (DPIE, 2020b), and also addresses the 
requirements in the Shoalhaven Local Environmental Plan 2014 for assessment of a development which 
impacts a mapped biodiversity corridor.  

The biodiversity corridor mapping crosses the Princes Highway, which acts as a barrier to the east-west 
movement of fauna. The Princes Highway in the location of the mapped biodiversity corridor is a dual 
carriageway with a speed limit of 100 kilometres per hour and a width of about 35 metres.  

The proposal would not substantially widen this gap in the corridor and is unlikely to have a substantial 
impact on the current viability of the corridor given the existing barrier of the Princes Highway. However, to 
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contribute to the enhancement of the regional biodiversity corridor, measures to promote fauna connectivity 
would be introduced as part of the proposal.  

Existing culverts under the Princes Highway within the proposal construction footprint would be enhanced 
through retaining and planting vegetation near culvert entrances as well as installing other habitat features 
such as logs, rocks and leaf litter near culvert entrances, provided this does not negatively impact the 
function or maintenance of the culverts. This would encourage small ground dwelling and arboreal animals 
to utilise this infrastructure and support an increase east-west connectivity.  

To further contribute to the enhancement of the regional biodiversity corridor, a fauna rope bridge crossing 
and one set of glider poles (that is, one glider pole on each side of the highway) would be installed as part 
of the proposal. The rope bridge and glider poles would be located in the northern extent of proposal 
construction footprint, within the mapped regional biodiversity corridor, in consultation with DPIE and 
Council. The rope bridge and glider poles would support east-west movement through the regional 
biodiversity corridor for common arboreal mammals, such as the Common Ringtail Possum, Common 
Brushtail Possum and Sugar Glider, as well as threatened species that may occur in the area from time to 
time such as the Yellow-bellied Glider and Greater Glider.   

New safeguards BI15 (described in Section 2.10.1) and BI16 have been added to detail this commitment: 

BI16: A rope crossing and glider poles will be installed within the identified regional 
biodiversity corridor to facilitate the crossing of gliders and other arboreal fauna. 

Given the outcome of the REF assessment that the proposal would not substantially impact connectivity, 
and the proposed regional biodiversity corridor enhancement measures identified above, it is not proposed 
to prepare a wildlife connectivity strategy for the proposal.  

2.10.3 Fauna injury and mortality 

Submission number(s) 
136, 146 

Issue description 
DPIE  raised concerns the REF had not adequately considered the impact of ongoing vehicle strikes of 
threatened fauna as a result of the proposal, suggesting appropriate actions to minimise, avoid and mitigate 
vehicle strikes should be elaborated on.  
Council raised concerns about public perception in relation to roadkill given the tourism use of Jervis Bay. 

Response 
An assessment has been carried out to identify the number of records reported on BioNet within a 10-
kilometre radius of the proposal entered as ‘roadkill’. The assessment found 98 records of 22 fauna species 
entered as roadkill, with the records dating back to 1994. Of the 22 species recorded, eight were listed as 
threatened species under the BC Act, and three of these species were also listed under EPBC Act. There 
was one roadkill record of each threatened species except for Green and Golden Bell Frog, of which there 
were seven records. One pest species was also recorded.  

Of the 98 records within a 10-kilometre radius, one record is within the proposal construction footprint.  

Vehicle speed is a major contributor to vehicle strike. The likelihood of collision increases with vehicle 
speeds over 60 kilometres per hour because of the reduction in reaction time to avoid a collision. Studies 
have shown a reduction in vehicle speeds can reduce the incidence of wildlife vehicle strike (Husjer et al. 
2015; Winnet & Wheeler 2002; Glista et al. 2009; Jones 2000; Hobday & Minstrell 2008).  
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Strike rates of fauna are not likely to significantly increase given the proposal does not represent a 
substantial change in land use as a major highway. While speed limits on the highway would not change as 
a result of operation of the proposal, the at-grade roundabout interchange would provide a lower speed 
environment and the inclusion of the overpass bridge would divert high speed traffic away from the 
vegetation edges where roadkill is most likely to occur. 

As discussed in Section 2.10.2, measures to promote fauna connectivity would be introduced as part of the 
proposal, comprising enhancements at the entrances to existing culverts under the Princes Highway in the 
proposal construction footprint and installation of a fauna rope bridge and a set of glider poles (Safeguards 
BI15 and BI16).  

2.10.4 Fauna habitat 

Submission number(s) 
136, 137, 146 

Issue description 
Council raised concerns about the methodology adopted for the targeted fauna surveys and the justification 
behind completing surveys at six of the 24 HBTs identified given the suitability of threatened species habitat 
was based on these surveys. 

Response 
Threatened species habitat surveys follow the methods described in the Threatened Biodiversity Survey 
and Assessment: Guidelines for Developments and Activities Working Draft (DEC, 2004). HBTs targeted 
for threatened species surveys (stag watches) were selected as they contained hollows identified as 
potential nest sites for targeted species.  

Targeted species included threatened fauna species credit species or dual credit species with the species 
component comprising HBTs as suitable habitat and for which stag watches are identified as an 
appropriate survey method. As many fauna species have specific requirements on the size and position of 
suitable hollows, only HBTs which met this criteria were surveyed. Specifically, for cockatoos, trees 
selected for stag-watching were above eight metres, with stems above 30 centimetres diameter and angled 
at least 45 degrees and hollows above 15 centimetres diameter. Suitable stag watching trees for owls 
contained hollows above 20 centimetres diameter. HBTs were also initially assessed for signs of 
occupation to help determine the likelihood of the hollow being used as habitat. HBTs determined to be 
most likely to be utilised by the target species were prioritised for stag watches.  

HBTs to be impacted by the proposal include a range of hollow sizes from several centimetres wide up to 
50 centimetres wide, providing potential habitat for a range of fauna including microbats, frogs, arboreal 
mammals, reptiles and birds. As outlined in Table 5-2 of the BAR (Appendix B), the removal of HBTs could 
also potentially impact several threatened species. However, targeted surveys did not identify breeding 
within the proposal construction footprint, and there are hollow resources within the surrounding area that 
would provide habitat for impacted species. As discussed in the safeguards and management measures 
(Section 6.5.5 of the REF), a nest box strategy for the proposal will be developed which will help to 
minimise the impact of the loss of any hollows from the site. 

Issue description 
Council raised concerns the BAR had not adequately assessed HBTs in relation to the suitability of habitat 
for microbats. Council believed the assessment of significance for microbats provided insufficient evidence 
the proposal would not lead to local extinction of microbat populations. Council also recommended specific 
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mitigation methods be implemented such as timing vegetation clearing outside of microbat breeding 
seasons.  

Response 
Three hollow dependent threatened microbat species were recorded as 'possible' or 'probable' during 
targeted Anabat surveys: 

• Greater Broad-nosed Bat (Scoteanax rueppellii) 
• Eastern False Pipistrelle (Falsistrellus tasmaniensis) 
• Southern Myotis (Myotis macropus).  

Further analysis of Anabat data has been carried out to assess activity levels of microbats and further 
inform the findings of the assessment of significance. Generally, there were very low numbers of passes 
recorded on the Anabat for each species particularly after dusk. Given low activity at this time of night, it is 
unlikely there is a nearby roost with high numbers of bats. Recordings would be of higher volumes at this 
time of night when the species is leaving a roost site, if close by.  Recordings were not definitive for each 
species and could also be associated with non-threatened microbats Nyctophilus sp. and Scotorepens 
orion. 

Southern Myotis uses the habitat surrounding waterways for breeding and roosting. Two HBTs within the 
proposal construction footprint are within proximity to a waterway and therefore have potential to be used 
as breeding or roosting habitat for this species. However, due to the low number of microbats detected at 
dusk, it is unlikely this species is roosting within proximity and using these hollows. The waterways within 
proximity to the proposal construction footprint are largely surrounded by native vegetation and are likely to 
contain a large number of alternative suitable hollows for Southern Myotis.  

There are up to 38 HBTs within the site investigation area which may provide roosting and/or breeding 
habitat for the Greater Broad-nosed Bat and Eastern False Pipistrelle. Twenty-four of these HBTs are 
present within the proposal construction footprint and would be removed as a result of the proposal. In 
addition to the 14 HBTs within the site investigation area which would be retained by the proposal, large 
areas of intact woodland are present in the surrounding area which is highly likely to contain a large 
number of suitable hollows.  

In addition to Anabat surveys, stag watches were conducted at HBTs across the site at dusk. No microbats 
were detected entering or exiting any hollows during these surveys.  

Pre-clearing surveys would be conducted, including identification of any microbats present within hollows to 
be cleared in accordance with Guide 1: Pre-clearing process of the Biodiversity Guidelines: Protecting and 
managing biodiversity on RTA projects (RTA, 2011) as outlined in Section 6.5.5 of the REF. An ecologist 
would also be present during clearing of HBTs and manage fauna in accordance with Guide 9: Fauna 
handling of the Biodiversity Guidelines: Protecting and managing biodiversity on RTA projects (RTA, 
2011a) (Safeguard BI01 and BI09). 

The proposal is unlikely to result in a significant impact on hollow-dependent threatened microbat species. 

Issue description 
DPIE raised concerns about the number of HBTs that would be removed for the proposal. DPIE requested 
further detail on the avoidance of HBTs be included via mitigation measures within the REF (i.e. through 
detailed design). DPIE also recommended offsets for HBTs be determined in accordance with BAM. 

Response 
HBTs within the proposal construction footprint have been assessed and offset in accordance with the 
BAM. Under the BAM, offsets for HBTs are incorporated into the ecosystem credit offset obligations for 
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PCTs (as ecosystem credits required for vegetation containing HBTs must be offset with ecosystem credits 
generated from vegetation containing HBTs). In addition, HBTs are offset when they form the species credit 
component of a threatened dual or species credit species (eg breeding habitat). As no breeding habitat for 
species credit species was detected following targeted surveys, no additional offsets are required under the 
BAM for the removal of HBTs.  

As discussed in Section 6.5.5 of the REF, in order to avoid and minimise impacts to HBTs, the detailed 
design and construction of the proposal would prioritise the avoidance of HBTs, as well as threatened 
ecological communities (Safeguard BI02). This would be documented within the Flora and Fauna 
Management Plan for the proposal (Safeguard BI01). A nest box strategy would also be prepared to 
minimise the impact from the loss of HBTs by providing additional habitat features for fauna species 
(Safeguard BI07).  

Issue description 
One respondent questioned whether areas of cleared vegetation would be revegetated with native species 
following the completion of the proposal. The respondent also queried whether temporary habitat would be 
considered for fauna species. 

Response 
Disturbed areas would be progressively rehabilitated following proposal construction completion (Safeguard 
AQ02. Native vegetation would be utilised where feasible, with revegetation to be carried out in accordance 
with Guide 3: Re-establishment of native vegetation of the Biodiversity Guidelines: Protecting and 
managing biodiversity on RTA projects (RTA, 2011) (Safeguard BI04).  

As discussed above, the detailed design and construction of the proposal would prioritise the avoidance of 
HBTs (Safeguard BI02), and a nest box strategy would be prepared to minimise the effect of the loss of 
HBTs by providing additional habitat features for fauna species (Safeguard BI07). 

2.10.5 Noise pollution 

Submission number(s) 
96 

Issue description 
One respondent was concerned about the noise impacts to wildlife resulting from the proposal during 
construction. 

Response 
While the construction phase of the proposal may cause disturbance, the impact of noise on fauna would 
likely be localised to active construction areas within the proposal construction footprint, temporary in 
nature and would be unlikely to have a significant, long-term impact on fauna. Within the proposal 
construction footprint, some sensitive species (eg woodland birds) may avoid noise and vibration by moving 
elsewhere, while some more tolerant species (eg small mammals) are likely to habituate over the longer-
term (Byrnes, Goosem and Turton, 2012). 
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2.10.6 Biodiversity Development Assessment Report 

Submission number(s) 
146 

Issue description 
Council questioned whether the proposal would lead to significant impacts to threatened species and 
suggested Transport prepares a Biodiversity Development Assessment Report (BDAR).  

Response 
Biodiversity impacts as a result of the proposal are discussed in Section 6.5 of the REF and Section 4.3 
and Appendix B of this report. In accordance with Section 7.3 of the BC Act, assessments of significance 
have been carried out following thorough field surveys and assessments involving technical expertise. The 
results of these assessments have determined there would not be a significant impact to any BC Act listed 
species, populations or ecological communities as a result of the proposal, and therefore a BDAR is not 
required. 

2.10.7 Biodiversity offsets 

Submission number(s) 
136 

Issue description 
DPIE suggested further information on the biodiversity offset strategy should be included in the REF and 
recommends offset areas should be secured early and prior to impact. 

Response 
Biodiversity offsetting is discussed in Section 6.5.4 of the REF and Appendix B of this report. The offset 
credit requirements have been conservatively calculated assuming the proposal construction footprint 
would be cleared in its entirety. This may be refined subject to vegetation clearing minimisation efforts. 
Following this, a biodiversity offset strategy would be developed for the proposal in accordance with the 
Guideline for Biodiversity Offsets (Roads and Maritime Services, 2016a) which would detail how the offset 
obligation is met. Offsets may be delivered through a range of mechanisms, including securing offset 
properties under an appropriate legal instrument, paying directly into the fund or purchasing and retiring 
biodiversity credits.  

2.10.8 Ecologically Sustainable Development 

Submission number(s) 
49 

Issue description 
One respondent suggested the REF does not adequately consider the requirements for Ecologically 
Sustainable Development (ESD) in relation to biodiversity. 
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Response 
The principles of ESD are discussed in Section 8.2.1 of the REF. The proposal design and environmental 
assessment have used the best available technical information, environmental standards and measures to 
minimise environmental risks. Additionally, safeguards have been developed to minimise potential impacts 
and would be implemented during construction and operation of the proposal. 

The options assessment process carried out included consideration of impacts to biodiversity. In particular, 
the assessment prioritised minimising impacts to threatened ecological communities listed under the BC 
Act and EPBC Act. The proposal maximises use of the existing road corridor where possible and would 
have the lowest impact on threatened ecological communities compared to the other short-listed options.  

A robust biodiversity assessment was carried out to identify and manage any potential impacts of the 
proposal on biodiversity. As discussed in the BAR (Appendix B), the biodiversity assessment has been 
carried out in accordance with and/or with reference to approved best practice State and Federal 
guidelines, including: 

• The Biodiversity Assessment Method (DPIE, 2020b) 
• Threatened Biodiversity Survey and Assessment: Guidelines for Developments and Activities 

working draft (DEC, 2004) 
• Threatened Species Assessment Guidelines: the assessment of significance (DECC, 2007) 
• Matters of National Environmental Significance: Significant Impact Guidelines 1.  (DoE, 2013) 
• Surveying threatened plants and their habitats: NSW survey guide for the Biodiversity Assessment 

Method (DPIE, 2020a) 
• NSW BioNet Threatened Biodiversity Data Collection and Wildlife Atlas (DPIE, 2020a) 
• Survey guidelines for Australia’s threatened mammals: guidelines for detecting mammals listed as 

threatened under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (CoA, 2011) 
• EPBC Act referral guidelines for the vulnerable koala (CoA, 2014) 
• ‘Species credit’ threatened bats and their habitats: NSW survey guide for the Biodiversity 

Assessment Method (OEH, 2018a) 
• Survey guidelines for Australia’s threatened birds: guidelines for detecting birds listed as threatened 

under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (CoA, 2010a) 
• Survey guidelines for Australia’s threatened bats: guidelines for detecting bats listed as threatened 

under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (CoA, 2010b) 
• Guideline for Biodiversity Offsets (Roads and Maritime Services, 2016a). 

Safeguards and management measures will be implemented to mitigate impacts (Section 5.2). Vegetation 
clearance would be minimised through detailed design where possible. Any vegetation cleared will be offset 
in accordance with relevant guidelines. The landscaping plan for the proposal would incorporate a selection 
of plant species that complement and integrate with the existing context and plant communities of the area, 
with selection from local plant community types and the Shoalhaven Council suggested species list for Falls 
Creek. Fauna habitat features and connectivity structures, such as nest boxes, glider poles, a fauna rope 
bridge and enhanced habitat features near culvert entrances, will be implemented to enhance fauna 
habitat. 
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2.11 Soils and contamination 

2.11.1 Acid sulfate soils 

Submission number(s) 
63 

Issue description 
The EPA did not believe the acid sulfate soil risk had been appropriately captured in the REF and noted 
there may still be a risk during construction. The EPA recommended the CEMP be updated to include the 
management of acid sulfate soils if encountered. 

Response 
An assessment of the potential impacts of the proposal on soils and contamination was carried out in 
accordance with the relevant legislation as detailed in Section 6.6 of the REF. This assessment included:  

• Desktop review of the relevant geological and soil landscape maps 
• Consideration of the contamination and geotechnical field work 
• Identification of potential geotechnical, soil and fill issues for the proposal and to assist in identifying 

appropriate safeguards and management measures for construction and operation 
• Identification of safeguards and management measures to manage potential soil and geology 

impacts associated with the construction and operation of the proposal. 

The Shoalhaven Local Environment Plan 2014 classifies the proposal construction footprint as having an 
extremely low probability (Class 5) of acid sulfate soil occurrence. Geotechnical investigations carried out 
for the proposal did not identify acid sulfate soils and the nearest mapped high probability of acid sulfate 
soils occurrence is about 480 metres northeast of the proposal at Currambene Creek. As such, the 
potential for encountering acid sulfate soils within the proposal construction footprint is very low. 

Notwithstanding this, the Soil and Water Management Plan (SWMP) safeguard SC01 has been revised to 
include provision for acid sulphate soils if encountered during construction as follows: 

SC01: A Soil and Water Management Plan (SWMP) will be prepared and implemented as part of 
the CEMP in accordance with Section 2.1 of QA G38 Soil and Water Management. The SWMP 
will identify all reasonably foreseeable risks relating to soil erosion and water pollution and 
describe how these risks will be addressed during construction.  

The SWMP will provide: 

• Measures to minimise/ manage erosion and sediment transport both within the proposal 
construction footprint and offsite, including requirements for the preparation of an Erosion 
and Sediment Control Plan (ESCP) in accordance with Section 2.1 of QA G38 Soil and 
Water Management 

• Arrangements for managing erosion and sediment transport during wet weather events, 
including monitoring of potential high risk events (such as storms) and specific controls and 
follow-up measures to be applied in the event of wet weather  

• Measures to manage stockpiles including locations, separation of waste types, sediment 
controls and stabilisation 

• Measures to manage groundwater de-watering and impacts including mitigation required 
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• Processes for de-watering of water that has accumulated on site, including relevant
discharge criteria

• Measures to manage unexpected discovery of acid sulfate soils
• Emergency spill procedures, including spill management measures in accordance with the

Code of Practice for Water Management (Road and Traffic Authority, 1999) and relevant
EPA guidelines, and requirement to maintain materials such as spill kits on site

• Details of surface water quality monitoring to be carried out before, throughout, and after
construction, as required.

2.11.2 Asbestos 

Submission number(s) 
63, 137 

Issue description 
EPA recommended any asbestos contaminated material is disposed of at a facility that can lawfully accept 
the waste in the first instance and if disposal is not suitable, encapsulation of contaminated material would 
be carried out in accordance with relevant guidelines and legislation.  
One respondent questioned how surface asbestos contamination would be managed to prevent it from 
entering Parma Creek. 

Response 
During contamination investigations (Section 6.6 and Appendix G of the REF), asbestos containing material 
was identified in the soil north-east of the intersection that has the potential to extend into the table drain 
servicing the Princes Highway. Further investigation (such as a delineation assessment) would be required 
to determine the depth of contaminated material, whether it is friable or non-friable and to identify the 
appropriate method of removal and disposal, including preparation of an asbestos management plan (if 
required). 

Hazardous materials, including asbestos, may be encountered during the demolition of existing dwellings or 
the relocation of utility infrastructure. Any existing asbestos would be removed as part of  the early 
construction works. This would help to prevent any contaminated waste water runoff to Parma Creek. 

A procedure will be prepared and implemented for the unexpected discovery of potential contamination that 
will be incorporated into the CEMP and will outline the process for the identification, assessment and 
management of the potentially contaminated material (Safeguard SC03).If required, hazardous materials 
will be disposed of appropriately in accordance with the Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997 
and the Protection of the Environment Operations (Waste) Regulation 2014 (Safeguard WM02).   
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2.11.3 Contamination 

Submission number(s) 
63, 146 

Issue description 
EPA acknowledged the potentially contaminated sites identified in the REF and stated that any proposed 
work associated with the Underground Petroleum Storage System (UPSS) sites should be undertaken in 
accordance with the relevant guidelines. 

Response 
Two former petrol stations with underground storage tanks and other subsurface infrastructure intact (Lot 2 
DP557598 and Lot 7 DP32247) were identified during contamination investigations (Section 6.6 and 
Appendix G of the REF). These sites would not be impacted as they are outside the proposal construction 
footprint. If construction were to impact this infrastructure, or any previously unidentified UPSS sites, a 
detailed site investigation would be carried out in accordance with the relevant guidelines.  

Issue description 
Council was unclear around the process for managing contaminated sites and recommended a remediation 
action plan be undertaken for any impacts to the identified contaminated sites.  

Response 
A preliminary site investigation was carried out to identify potential areas of contamination within the 
proposal construction footprint that may pose a potential risk to workers or the environment during 
construction of the proposal. While there are potential areas of environmental concern near the proposal 
construction footprint, none would be impacted by the proposal.  

Should any identified, or previously unidentified, contaminated sites be impacted during construction, a 
detailed site investigation would be carried out and a Remediation Action Plan would be prepared in 
accordance with the Shoalhaven Local Environmental Plan 2015 and Shoalhaven Development Control 
Plan 2014, the State Environmental Planning Policy No 55 – Remediation of Land and associated planning 
guidelines, and the Contaminated Land Management Act 1997.  

2.12 Flooding and surface water 

2.12.1 Flooding 

Submission number(s) 
53, 61, 96, 136, 137 

Issue description 
Two respondents were generally concerned about the impacts of flooding and surface water on the 
proposal. DPIE acknowledged the conservative nature of the REF flood modelling approach and requested 
clarity on the serviceability of roads during large flood events.  
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Response 
Flooding is discussed in Section 6.7 and Appendix H of the REF. The proposal would provide flood 
immunity for the Princes Highway and Jervis Bay Road within the proposal construction footprint during a 
one per cent annual exceedance probability (AEP) flood event. Additionally, under the modelled Climate 
Change scenario of 0.2 per cent AEP, flood immunity would be maintained on the Princes Highway and 
Jervis Bay Road.  

The culvert at the southern end of the proposal construction footprint would be upgraded and better aligned 
with natural flow-paths. This would reduce an area of ponding near the existing intersection and help 
protect dwellings on the eastern side of the highway in large flood events. 

Increases in flood level are relatively localised immediately adjacent to the embankments on the eastern 
side of the southbound off ramp and around the eastern roundabout of the proposal. These impacts are 
mainly influenced by the proposed embankments, being situated further to the east on higher ground than 
the existing road. These impacts would mostly be contained within the road corridor and would not 
adversely impact surrounding properties.  

At the southern unnamed watercourse, where the culvert would be upgraded, a decrease in upstream (to 
the east of the Princes Highway) flood levels is predicted in the order of 20 to 40 millimetres. There would 
be a subsequent minor increase in flood levels (up to 100 millimetres but mostly less than 50 millimetres 
increase) immediately downstream (to the west of the Princes Highway) of the southern unnamed 
watercourse, however the impacted area is flood affected under existing conditions and has no dwellings, 
building structures or agricultural land uses.  

Issue description 
One respondent referred to the increase in size of a number of culverts directing water from the eastern to 
western side of the Princes Highway, and suggested this would increase flooding, while another requested 
to see the drainage plan for the northern side of the intersection. 

Response 
The existing and proposed drainage structures are shown in Figure 12 and Figure 14, respectively, of the 
flooding and surface water assessment report (Appendix H of the REF). Proposed culvert works consist of 
extension of existing pipe culverts, new culverts directing flows north at the eastern roundabout and 
replacement and upgrade of the existing culvert at the southern watercourse. 

As discussed above, the flood modelling shows increases in flood levels are relatively localised 
immediately adjacent to the embankments on the eastern side of the southbound off ramp and around the 
eastern roundabout of the proposal and impacts would mostly be contained within the road corridor and 
would not adversely impact surrounding properties. There would be a subsequent minor increase in flood 
levels immediately downstream (to the west of the Princes Highway) of the southern watercourse, however 
the impacted area is flood affected under existing conditions and has no dwellings, building structures or 
agricultural land uses.  

Issue description 
One respondent questioned whether the operational flood immunity of the Princes Highway also applies to 
the Old Princes Highway.  

Response 
The area of the Old Princes Highway within the proposal construction footprint is the intersection of  Old 
Princes Highway and Willowgreen Road. Under the modelled scenario, flooding may occur adjacent to the 
intersection, but the intersection itself would maintain flood immunity. 
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Submission number(s) 
63, 137, 146 

Issue description 
The EPA questioned the water quality objectives for the proposal, highlighting it is an offence to pollute 
waterways and reinforcing the requirement for Transport for NSW to manage water quality and pollution 
throughout construction via appropriate mitigation measures. In particular, the EPA note that the National 
Water Quality Management Strategy and the ANZECC Guidelines should be used to assess and manage 
water quality impacts. 

Response 
As discussed in Section 6.7 of the REF, the water quality objectives defined in the Shoalhaven 
Development Control Plan 2014 have been adopted for the proposal and specify average annual load 
retention of 85 per cent retention of suspended solids, 65 per cent of total phosphorus and 45 per cent of 
total nitrogen. 

The proposal is located within the overall catchment of Currambene Creek. Another major tributary sub-
catchment, known as Parma Creek, joins Currambene Creek upstream (to the west) of the Princes 
Highway. Currambene Creek is classified as part of the Upper Currambene Creek Sanctuary Zone which is 
part of the Jervis Bay Marine Park. Parma Creek and Currambene Creek are both mapped as Key Fish 
Habitat. Parma Creek and Upper Currambene Creek also have a freshwater fish community status of fair, 
which is derived from the three condition indicators of expectedness, nativeness and recruitment. Further 
along Currambene Creek, about three kilometres to the east of proposal, areas of Saltmarsh, Zostera and 
Mangroves have been mapped. No threatened fish have a mapped distribution along Parma Creek or 
Currambene Creek.  

There are three unnamed tributaries that intersect the proposal construction footprint. These unnamed 
tributaries drain into another unnamed tributary and then into Parma Creek. The length of the course of 
these unnamed tributaries from the proposal construction footprint to Parma Creek is between about 500 
metres and 1.8 kilometres depending on the tributary. From this receiving point at Parma Creek, Parma 
Creek then flows for about three kilometres before draining into Currambene Creek. As discussed in 
Section 6.7.2 of the REF, the watercourses within the proposal construction footprint are minor, ephemeral 
streams, with no significant ecological value, and existing surface water quality appears to be poor.  

The NSW Water Quality Objectives are the environmental values and long-term goals for consideration 
when assessing and managing the likely impact of activities on waterways. As noted in Using the ANZECC 
Guidelines and Water Quality Objectives in NSW (DEC, 2006b), the NSW Water Quality Objectives are not 
intended to be applied directly as regulatory criteria, limits or conditions but are one factor to be considered 
by industry, the community, planning authorities or regulators when making decisions affecting the future of 
a waterway. 

A range of safeguards were identified in the REF to provide best practice water management controls and 
minimise water quality impacts. Potential construction impacts will be mitigated and managed through the 
implementation of a Soil and Water Management Plan (SWMP) (Safeguard SC01) including an Erosion 
and Sediment Control Plan (ESCP) (Safeguard SC02). This will be prepared in accordance with the 
Transport for NSW QA Specification G38 Soil and Water Management, which incorporates directives from 
Managing Urban Stormwater: Soils and Construction (the Blue Book) (Landcom, 2004). During operation, 
MUSIC modelling (Table 6-38 of the REF) indicates the proposed water quality treatment measures, 
including vegetated swales, bioretention swales and/or bioretention basins, would surpass the water quality 
objectives and as such would produce a future net benefit to water quality. 
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Further assessment of water quality objectives and environmental values will be carried out during detailed 
design. A new safeguard SC04 has been added to detail this commitment: 

SC04: Assessment of water quality objectives and environmental values will be carried 
out in accordance with the National Water Quality Management Strategy, ANZECC 
Guidelines (2000) and Transport for NSW Guideline for Assessing the Impacts of Treated 
Water Discharge from Water Quality Treatment Controls (Transport for NSW, 2020d) 
during detailed design. Outcomes of this assessment will be incorporated into the SWMP 
and ESCP, as required. 

Issue description 
One respondent requests clarity on the impacts on construction on the water quality of Parma and 
Currambene Creeks. 

Response 
As discussed above, potential construction impacts will be mitigated and managed through the 
implementation of a SWMP, including an ESCP, to be prepared in accordance with relevant best practice 
guidelines (Safeguards SC01 and SC02). 

Issue description 
Council requests clarity on the maintenance responsibility of water quality structures. 

Response 
Transport for NSW would be responsible for managing and maintaining operational water quality and 
drainage structures associated with the Princes Highway. Water quality and drainage structures serving 
local and regional roads would become the responsibility of Council. Further consultation with Council 
would be carried out in this regard. 

2.13 Aboriginal heritage 

Submission number(s) 
14, 36, 66, 101 

Issue description 
Four respondents were concerned about the impacts of the proposal to Aboriginal heritage, with two 
respondents acknowledging the proposal is on Jerrinja Tribal Country. Continued consultation with the 
Aboriginal community was requested.  

Response 
Consultation with Aboriginal stakeholders for the proposal has been carried out in accordance with the 
Procedure for Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation and Investigations (PACHCI) (Roads and Maritime 
Services, 2011) and the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation Requirements for Proponents (the 
Consultation Requirements) (DECCW, 2010), as referred to in Section 5.3 of the REF and Section 3 of the 
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR) (Appendix C). 

Relevant organisations were contacted in July 2020 requesting the details of Aboriginal people who may 
hold cultural knowledge relevant to determining significance of Aboriginal objects and/or places within the 
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proposal construction footprint. This included government departments and registers, community groups, 
local councils and Aboriginal land councils. Letters were sent to all those identified. Newspaper 
advertisements were also placed in nine digital and physical newspapers in July 2020 to invite participation 
of Aboriginal people. 

Following the closure of the registration period, a list of Registered Aboriginal Parties (RAPs) was compiled.  

In August 2020, Aboriginal representatives  participated in an archaeological survey as part of the PACHCI 
Stage 2 Aboriginal heritage assessment for the proposal. The representatives were also given the 
opportunity to provide input on the cultural significance of the area.  

As the survey identified potential impacts on Aboriginal heritage values, Transport for NSW commenced 
consultation requirements in accordance with PACHCI Stage 3. RAPs were invited to review the test 
excavation methodology and attend an Aboriginal Focus Group (AFG) meeting.  

In December 2020, Aboriginal representatives participated in a test excavation program. Following this, the 
draft Aboriginal Test Excavation Report (ATER) and ACHAR were sent to RAPs for comment. A second 
AFG was held in March 2021 to present the results and discuss archaeological and cultural significance of 
the proposal construction footprint and impacts of the proposal. 

A copy of the revised ACHAR (Appendix C) was sent to RAPs for comment. Consultation with members of 
the Aboriginal community would be ongoing throughout the duration of the proposal.  

A more detailed description of the consultation process can be found in Appendix C. 

2.14 Landscape character and visual amenity 

2.14.1 Visual impact 

Submission number(s) 
95, 96 

Issue description 
One respondent was concerned about the landscape and visual impacts of the proposal on the privacy of 
local properties.  

Response 
Landscape character and visual impacts are discussed in Section 6.11 of the REF. During construction, 
there would be temporary landscape character and visual impacts including views of large earthmoving and 
construction equipment, construction activities, stored materials and stockpiles, activities in and around 
ancillary facilities, vegetation clearing and excavation. Once construction is completed a number of urban 
design and landscape strategies are proposed to minimise potential impacts to landscape character, 
including:  

• The selection of plant species to complement and integrate with the existing context, plant 
communities and Shoalhaven Council’s suggested species list for Falls Creek 

• Fill batters rounded to help integrate into the existing landform and create a more natural 
appearance 

• The design of the abutments of the bridge to complement the existing context and other bridges 
along Princes Highway 
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• Maximising planting where reasonable and feasible to reinforce the enclosed, highly scenic quality 

of the existing environment. 

From the eastern and southern sides of the proposal, views from properties would largely be obscured due 
to the existing vegetation and the relatively flat topography. These properties include the residences along 
Jervis Bay Road and the proposed access road. Glimpses of the proposal from driveways and between 
trees would be likely from a number of houses including the two on the western side of Princes Highway on 
approach to Willowgreen Road.  

Safeguards and management measures as identified in Section 6.11.4 of the REF would be implemented 
to minimise potential visual impacts. Some of the impacts of the proposal would lessen overtime as the 
shrubs and trees mature. The urban and landscape design will be finalised during detailed design of the 
proposal.  
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Issue description 
One respondent stated the Falls Creek township, west of the existing intersection, is iconic for the area, 
particularly the horse statue that can currently be seen on the Old Princes Highway. 

Response 
The majority of the Falls Creek township is outside the proposal construction footprint and would not be 
impacted by the proposal. The horse statue is privately owned and located on land excluded from the 
proposal construction footprint. This land would not be directly impacted by the proposal.   

2.14.2 Maintenance 

Submission number(s) 
64, 137 

Issue description 
One respondent queried who would be responsible for maintaining the vegetation during operation, while 
another requested that the intersection be visually appealing and well-presented, similar to the Sussex Inlet 
intersection.  

Response 
Transport for NSW would be responsible for managing and maintaining vegetation within the Princes 
Highway road reserve during operation. As discussed in Section 2.4.9, Transport for NSW acknowledges 
the importance of the intersection to the local community and visiting tourists would ensure urban and 
landscape design is appealing and carried out in accordance with relevant design guidelines. 

2.15 Air quality 

Submission number(s) 
96 

Issue description 
One respondent was concerned about dust impacts resulting from construction of the proposal.  
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Response 
Dust emissions during construction will be monitored and mitigated through an Air Quality Management 
Plan (AQMP) as outlined in Section 6.12.4 of the REF (Safeguard AQ01). The AQMP will include: 

• Identification of potential risks/impacts due to the work/activities as dust generation activities 
• Management measures to minimise risk of dust generation associated with earthworks and other 

activities that disturb the ground surface, stockpiles and haulage routes  
• A process for monitoring dust on-site 
• A process for altering management measures as required and reprogramming construction activities 

if the safeguards and management measures do not adequately restrict dust generation. 

Dust and air quality complaints would be managed in accordance with the overarching complaints handling 
process for the proposal. Appropriate corrective actions will be taken to reduce emissions in a timely 
manner. 

Additionally, dust emissions will be managed through the progressive rehabilitation of disturbed areas, 
where feasible and reasonable, to minimise soil exposure (Safeguard AQ02). 

2.16 Waste 

Submission number(s) 
63 

Issue description 
The EPA highlighted the requirement for waste generated by the proposal to be segregated, classified and 
disposed of in accordance with the EPAs Waste classification guidelines (EPA, 2014). 

Response 
As discussed in Section 6.14 of the REF, Transport for NSW is committed to ensuring the responsible 
management of unavoidable waste and promotes the reuse of such waste in accordance with the resource 
management hierarchy principles outlined in the Waste Avoidance and Resource Recovery Act 2001. 

The NSW Waste Classification Guidelines (EPA, 2014) would be followed for guidance on the assessment, 
classification, management and disposal for all waste on the proposal. A Waste Management Plan will be 
prepared and implemented as part of the CEMP (Safeguard WM01) and all wastes will be managed and 
disposed of in accordance with the Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997 and the Protection 
of the Environment Operations (Waste) Regulation 2014 (Safeguard WM02). 

2.17 Outside of the scope of the proposal 
A number of submissions provided suggestions and/or comments  not related to the scope of this proposal, 
as discussed below. 
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2.17.1 Road upgrade suggestions 

Submission number(s) 
2, 3, 19, 40, 45, 59, 65, 105, 129,  

Issue description 
Multiple respondents provided suggestions for upgrades to other areas of the road network, including: 

• Upgrading the intersection of Parma Road and the Princes Highway 
• Upgrading Jervis Bay Road to two lanes in each direction 
• Widening the Princes Highway bridge over Currambene Creek to provide adequate space for 

cyclists 
• Reinstatement of the old Currambene Creek bridge to connect Vidler Road and Old Princes 

Highway 
• Increasing the speed limit on Turpentine Road 
• Extending the proposed road upgrades further along Old Princes Highway  
• Bypasses for Nowra, Wandandian, Milton and Ulladulla. 

Response 
The proposal is focussed on providing a safe, efficient, resilient and well connected intersection of Jervis 
Bay Road and the Princes Highway. The above suggestions are not within scope for this proposal, but 
have been noted by Transport for NSW for future consideration. 

Transport for NSW is progressing the Milton Ulladulla bypass as part of the Princes Highway upgrade. 
Further information is available at the project webpage nswroads.work/mub.  

2.17.2 Princes Highway Upgrade Program 

Submission number(s) 
2, 7, 17, 44, 60, 105, 131 

Issue description 
Two respondents suggested designated rest areas should be available along the Princes Highway and 
indicate the area reserved for the multi-modal transport facility could be used as a rest area. Another 
respondent believes a rest area is not necessary at the intersection due to its proximity to local towns. 

Response 
Provision of a rest area is not included in this proposal. A rest area strategy has be prepared by Transport 
for NSW for consideration in future Princes Highway upgrades. 

Issue description 
One respondent questions whether a service centre has been considered for the Princes Highway upgrade. 

Response 
Provision of service centres are not within scope of this proposal. 
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Issue description 
One respondent stated the Princes Highway should be two lanes through to Batemans Bay. 

Response 
The Princes Highway Upgrade Roadmap 2040 (Transport for NSW, 2020c) identifies the need for two 
lanes each way between Nowra and Batemans Bay in its short and medium term infrastructure priorities. 
Multiple projects are in development by Transport for NSW as part of the Princes Highway Upgrade 
Program that would contribute to achieving this goal.  

Issue description 
One respondent expressed concern for rework of the Island Point Road intersection with proposed dual 
carriageway further south of the intersection. 

Response 
The Princes Highway and Island Point Road intersection is outside the scope of this proposal. Any changes 
to this intersection would be considered in the planning and design of future Princes Highway Upgrade 
Program projects. 

Issue description 
One respondent offered their preferred design option for the upgrade of the Princes Highway from Jervis 
Bay Road to Sussex Inlet Road (JBSI).  

Response 
The JBSI upgrade is outside the scope of this proposal. Individuals can subscribe for updates on the JBSI 
upgrade at the project website nswroads.work/jb2si or contact Transport for NSW on 1800 570 567 and 
jb2si@transport.nsw.gov.au.  

2.17.3 Public transport 

Submission number(s) 
30 

Issue description 
One respondent did not believe the proposal would improve public transport options between Vincentia and 
Nowra, given no change to bus services. 

Response 
The provision of additional bus services is outside of the scope of this design proposal. However, the NSW 
Government is rolling out the 16 Regional Cities Services Improvement Program (Transport for NSW, 
2021) which is a commitment to improving public transport services throughout regional NSW.  
Improvements to regional bus services would aim to provide better connections to where customers need 
to go for work, schools, health, and social and recreational activities.  

The provision of the multi-modal transport facility (as discussed in Section 3.1) supports this program by 
accommodating a broad range of customer needs and allowing for safe and efficient movement through a 

https://roads-waterways.transport.nsw.gov.au/projects/princes-highway/jervis-bay-road-to-sussex-inlet-upgrade.html
mailto:jb2si@transport.nsw.gov.au
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variety of different transport modes, including public transport (buses and coaches), private vehicles, 
pedestrians and cyclists. 

2.17.4 Active transport 

Submission number(s) 
30, 38, 84 

Issue description 
Two respondents are concerned for the safety of cyclists from Vincentia to the proposal along Jervis Bay 
Road. 

Response 
Jervis Bay Road is a regional road managed by Council and is outside the scope of this proposal, however 
provisions of integrated and safe active transport options at the intersection are included within the scope of 
the proposal.  

The safety of cyclists and pedestrians has been considered as a key objective for the section of Jervis Bay 
Road within the proposal construction footprint as mentioned in Section 2.3 of the REF. A shared user path 
would be provided along both sides of the road at all approaches to the at-grade double roundabout 
intersection and would connect directly to the road shoulder on the Princes Highway for cyclist access. 

The proposal separates the high volumes of through vehicles on the Princes Highway from the movements 
between Jervis Bay Road and the Old Princes Highway, which are more likely to service pedestrian and 
cyclist movements than the main carriageway. The separation of movements on the minor roads from the 
highway provides for safer active transport links between Jervis Bay Road and the Old Princes Highway. 
Compared to the existing condition where there are no formal provisions for pedestrians or cyclists, the 
proposed shared user paths and refuge islands would substantially improve the road safety environment for 
active transport users. 

Issue description 
One respondent stated the inclusion of active transport provisions in the concept design was positive and 
requested this is continued in future projects between Nowra and Sussex Inlet.  

Response 
Transport for NSW notes the support of the proposed active transport provisions and will continue to 
consider these provisions in future proposals. 

2.17.5 Parma Creek flooding  

Submission number(s) 
137 

Issue description 
One respondent was concerned about current flooding issues for properties located on Old Princes 
Highway, the perceived increase in flooding over the last several years and questions whether blockages in 
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Parma creek are the cause. The respondent also questioned why water is not directed north along the 
Princes Highway directly into Currambene Creek. 

Response 
Reducing flooding impacts in the broader catchment area is not in scope for the proposal. The purpose of 
the proposal is to upgrade the intersection of Jervis Bay Road and the Princes Highway, which, as 
discussed in Section 6.7 and Appendix H of the REF, would not exacerbate the existing catchment flooding 
impacts.  
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3. Changes to the proposal  

Transport for NSW has identified a number of design changes to the proposal since public display of the 
REF. These changes have arisen through the ongoing development of the concept design and in response 
to issues raised during the REF display period. Some of these changes to the proposal have resulted in a 
change to the proposal construction footprint. The revised proposal is shown in Figure 3-1.  

This section provides a description of the changes to the proposal. Section 4 documents the additional 
environmental impact assessment carried out as a result of these changes. 



Jervis Bay Road Intersection Upgrade 
Submissions report 

 

58  

 
Figure 3-1: Key features of the proposal 
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3.1 Multi-modal transport facility 
The proposal as described in the REF includes provision of a bus bay with adequate space for two buses 
and two kiss and ride (drop off) spots. Following further investigation, including consideration of responses 
to a community survey (discussed in Section 3.1.1) and submissions received during public display of the 
REF (discussed in Section 2), Transport for NSW has considered inclusion of a multi-modal transport 
facility as part of the proposal. Subject to identified need and funding availability, the proposed bus bay and 
kiss and ride spots described in the REF would be expanded or modified to include additional multi-modal 
transport facilities. 

3.1.1 Community survey 

In June and July 2021, Transport for NSW conducted an online community survey to determine the public’s 
priorities regarding key features of the multi-modal transport facility. There were 102 survey responses 
received from residents and business operators in Falls Creek, Huskisson, Vincentia, Nowra, Sanctuary 
Point, and other local areas as well as some responses from Sydney residents who travel to the area for 
work or tourism.  

The survey asked four key questions, as discussed below, where respondents could select one or more 
choices or specify other options that were not already listed. The results of this survey were used to inform 
the proposed features to be included at the multi-modal transport facility, as described in Section 3.1.2. 

What mode of transport would you use to access this facility? 
The most common mode of transport to access the multi-modal transport facility was by car (99 
respondents), one of whom indicated they may also have a horse float. Public transport (11 respondents) 
and bicycle (10 respondents) were the next most common responses, followed by motorbike (6 
respondents) and walking (5 respondents). One respondent indicated they would access by truck. 

What would be your main reason for making a trip that would incorporate the use of this facility? 
Most respondents indicated they would use the facility during trips related to shopping (26 respondents), 
work (23 respondents), social/entertainment (20 respondents) or medical reasons (13 respondents). Nine 
respondents indicated their main use would be tourism related, such as visiting their holiday home in the 
area.  

Why might you consider using the facility? 
The three main considerations for using the facility were to increase their use of public transport (42 
respondents), to not have to consider parking at their destination (39 respondents) and for faster travel (31 
respondents). 

What infrastructure should be provided? 
Respondents indicated parking (75 respondents), a covered bus shelter (74 respondents), timetable 
information (70 respondents) and lighting (78 respondents) should be provided at the multi-modal transport 
facility. Respondents also consider toilets (66 respondents), CCTV (61 respondents) and bicycle racks (43 
respondents) as key features.  

3.1.2 Description of the multi-modal transport facility 

The multi-modal transport facility would accommodate a broad range of customer needs and would allow 
for safe and efficient movement through a variety of different transport modes, including public transport 
(buses and coaches), private vehicles, pedestrians and cyclists. It would support the use of the Princes 
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Highway as a key movement corridor between Nowra, the coastal villages of Huskisson, Vincentia, Hyams 
Beach and Sanctuary Point, and further to the NSW south coast. 

The multi-modal transport facility would be located southeast of the Jervis Bay Road intersection adjacent 
to the eastern roundabout (as shown in Figure 3-1).  The facility would be accessed from the southbound 
on ramp via a one way road that would connect to Jervis Bay Road.  

Shared user paths would connect the multi-modal transport facility to Jervis Bay Road and Old Princes 
Highway for pedestrians and cyclists. The design and layout of the facility would be determined during 
detailed design and is planned to include:  

• Bus bays, for around four buses  
• Kiss and ride spots, for around five vehicles 
• Car parking, for around 50 vehicles  
• Bicycle racks, for around 30 bicycles 
• Bus shelters, including seating for around 20 people 
• Lighting.  
The multi-modal transport facility features listed above have been used to inform the additional 
environmental impact assessments described in Section 4. 

3.2 Jervis Bay Road to Sussex Inlet Road upgrade tie in proposal construction 
footprint extension 

Planning and design is currently underway for the Jervis Bay Road to Sussex Inlet Road upgrade (JBSI), a 
separate proposal part of Transport for NSW’s Princes Highway upgrade program. The proposed JBSI 
upgrade would tie into the southern end of the Jervis Bay Road intersection upgrade proposal. 

The proposed JBSI tie in alignment has been further developed since the time of REF public display. 
Following further JBSI design work, the alignment has been moved further to the west and, as a result, the 
Jervis Bay Road intersection upgrade proposal construction footprint and ultimate proposal design has 
been revised. These changes are shown in Figure 3-2. Separate environmental assessment and approval 
would be carried out for the JBSI upgrade. 

Work to facilitate the tie in would may include: 

• Earthworks and pavement work to join the two sections of highway  
• Public utility adjustments and intelligent transport system (ITS) connections to enable tie in 

completion 
• Drainage work associated with tie in, such as basins, drains, channels and swales s 
• Installation of roadside furniture such as lighting, safety barriers, line marking, traffic signs and 

fencing, as described in Table 3-2 of the REF. 

A two lane, two way connection to the existing Princes Highway and a cul-de-sac property access road on 
the eastern side of the highway would be provided in the interim until the future JBSI upgrade is completed, 
as described in the REF. The property access road would then connect to the existing Princes Highway 
under the ultimate design. 
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Figure 3-2: Updated proposal construction footprint and design 
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3.3 Willowgreen Road intersection 
As described in the REF, the Willowgreen Road access to the Princes Highway would be relocated to the 
proposed at grade roundabout interchange. The proposed design assessed in the REF shows a tight curve 
through alignment for connection to Old Princes Highway near the western roundabout. The design has 
since been optimised to T-intersections, as shown in Figure 3-3.  

The T-intersections are suitable for a 12.5 metre single unit check vehicle and achieve relevant sight 
distance criteria. The revised design ensures a safer connection for light vehicles and service vehicles, and 
connection with the future JBSI upgrade.  

 
Figure 3-3: Willowgreen Road intersection revised T-intersections design 

3.4 Removal of ancillary facility on Jervis Bay Road  
The provision for an ancillary facility on Jervis Bay Road was assessed in the REF. This site would no 
longer be used for the proposal, and therefore is not included in the revised proposal construction footprint 
(Figure 3-2). 

3.5 Northbound on-ramp extension 
Following further design investigation, the merge length of the northbound on ramp would be extended by 
about 120 metres to a total length of 230 metres in order to provide a safer entry to the Princes Highway for 
northbound vehicles. This would be incorporated into the detailed design of the proposal. The Princes 
Highway itself would be two lanes in each direction upon completion of the proposal. 

There would be no additional impacts as a result of this change. 
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3.6 Works required outside of the proposal construction footprint 
The proposal would require some works to occur outside the approved proposal construction footprint, 
including temporary and permanent signage, line-marking and utility works.  

The installation of temporary and permanent signage and line-marking, such as advanced warning or 
direction signage, would be located within the road reserve and may require excavation, concrete footings, 
elevated work platforms or crane operations and traffic control.  

Utility works are likely to include traffic control, elevated working platforms, stringing out of new conduits, 
access to manholes or fibre access points for cable hauling and cutover at fibre joints. Connection to 
overhead poles outside the proposal construction footprint may also be required. Ground disturbing utility 
works would likely include excavation and backfilling of trenches and pits and non-destructive digging within 
the existing road formation (toe of batter to toe of batter or the area between toe of batter and top of cuts) 
where no native vegetation removal would be required.  

Works required outside the approved proposal construction footprint would be completed under an 
Environmental Work Method Statement (EWMS). Any ground disturbing works that would result in 
additional environmental impacts would be assessed under an additional or separate environmental 
approval. 

3.7 REF clarifications 

3.7.1 Old Princes Highway speed limit 

The REF incorrectly stated the posted speed limit of Old Princes Highway is 50 kilometres per hour. The 
correct posted speed limit is 60 kilometres per hour. This clarification does not alter the impact assessment 
carried out for the REF. 

3.7.2 Reference to repealed Water Management regulation 

The REF incorrectly refers to the Water Management (General) Regulation 2011. This legislation has been 
repealed and replaced with the Water Management (General) Regulation 2018. The REF refers to Section 
18(1) and Section 38 of the repealed legislation. These sections are equivalent to Section 21(1) and 41, 
respectively, in the current legislation. This clarification does not alter the impact assessment carried out for 
the REF. 

3.7.3 Council flood mapping 

Figure 6-22 of the REF incorrectly refers to an area as a “flood planning area” as identified in the 
Shoalhaven Local Environmental Plan 2014. This should be referenced as an “historical flooding area”. 
This clarification does not alter the impact assessment carried out for the REF. 

3.7.4 Noise sensitive receivers that may require operational at-property treatment 

Figure 3 of the noise and vibration assessment (Appendix D of the REF) incorrectly identified one property 
as a residential receiver that would be considered for at-property operational noise mitigation. However, 
this small building is a shed (ie a non-residential receiver). Therefore, consideration of at-property treatment 
for this building is not required. This reduces the number of properties identified in the REF for considered 
of at-property operational noise mitigation by one. This clarification does not alter any other aspect of the 
impact assessment carried out for the REF. 
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4. Environmental assessment

Additional investigations and assessments have been carried out since the REF public display period due 
to the proposal design refinements and in response to submissions received from the community and 
Government agencies. 

Table 4-1 provides a summary of the additional environmental assessments carried out, including a 
summary of their scope, the reason the assessment was required and where the additional assessment is 
provided in this report. 

Table 4-1: Summary of additional assessment 

Environmental factor Assessment Need for further 
assessment 

Where addressed in 
this report 

Noise and vibration Addendum construction 
and operational noise and 
vibration assessment 

Carried out to assess 
impacts of the multi-modal 
transport facility and JBSI 
tie in alignment proposal 
construction footprint 
extension 

Section 4.1 
Appendix A 

Property and land use Review of property impacts Additional property 
acquisition required for 
JBSI tie in proposal 
construction footprint 
extension 

Section 4.2 

Biodiversity Revised Biodiversity 
Assessment Report (BAR) 

Carried out to assess the 
JBSI tie in alignment 
proposal construction 
footprint extension and to 
address community and 
government agency 
submissions 

Section 4.3 
Appendix B 

Aboriginal heritage PACHCI Stage 2 
Addendum and revised 
PACHCI Stage 3 ACHAR 

Revised to include the 
JBSI tie in alignment 
proposal construction 
footprint extension 

Section 4.4 
Appendix C 

Landscape character and 
visual amenity 

Landscape character and 
visual impact assessment 
supplementary paper 

Carried out to assess 
visual impacts of the multi-
modal transport facility and 
amend impacts associated 
with the JBSI tie in 
alignment proposal 
construction footprint 
extension 

Section 4.5 
Appendix D 
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4.1 Noise and vibration 

4.1.1 Methodology 

Multi-modal transport facility 

Construction noise and vibration assessment 
The construction scenarios and areas of work for the multi-modal transport facility are consistent with those 
assessed as part of the REF construction noise and vibration assessment (Section 6.2 and Appendix D of 
the REF). As such, no further construction noise and vibration assessment is required. 

Operational noise assessment 
A computer noise model of the proposed multi-modal transport facility was developed using SoundPLAN 
V8.1 noise prediction software. Three scenarios were assessed: 

• Daytime  (between the hours of 7:00am - 6:00 pm)
• Evening (between the hours of 6:00 pm – 10:00 pm)
• Night-time (between the hours of 10:00 pm – 7:00 am).

The assumed operational activities during each scenario are outlined in Appendix A. The sound power 
levels (SWL) of anticipated noise sources is provided in Table 4-2. LAeq(15-minute) noise levels were predicted 
at the nearest potentially affected noise sensitive receivers based on these assumptions. Predicted noise 
levels were then compared to the noise emission criteria set for the proposal (Section 0) and assessed. 

Table 4-2: Sound power levels of anticipated multi-modal transport facility noise sources 

Noise source LAeq,SWL dB(A) 

Car door closure 83 

Car idling 80 

Car pass-by 84 

Bus pass-by 101 

Bus idling 91 

JBSI tie in alignment proposal construction footprint extension 

Construction noise and vibration assessment 
The change in the proposal construction footprint is a minor increase in the context of the size of the overall 
proposal construction footprint and the construction activities are consistent with those as discussed in the 
REF. Therefore, the overall potential construction related noise and vibration impacts are expected to 
remain consistent with the REF construction noise and vibration assessment (Section 6.2 and Appendix D 
of the REF). Localised changes in potential construction noise levels as a result of the proposal 
construction footprint extension were assessed for the likely worse-case scenario with a sound power level 
of 122 dB(A).  

Construction vibration impacts were reconsidered for potential changes in working distances from buildings 
and human sensitive receivers. 
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Operational noise assessment 
The updated design, including changes to the JBSI tie in alignment, was used to remodel operational traffic 
noise. The operational noise assessment followed the methodology presented in Section 6.2 and Appendix 
D of the REF.  

4.1.2 Noise and vibration criteria 

The construction noise and vibration criteria and the operational traffic noise criteria utilised in this 
assessment are consistent with those presented in Section 6.2.2 of the REF.  

The requirements of the EPA Noise Policy for Industry (NPI) (EPA, 2017) are relevant to the operation of 
the multimodal facility. The NPI sets two criteria to meet desirable environmental outcomes: 

• Intrusiveness – steady-state noise should be controlled to no more than five dB(A) above the 
background noise level in the area

• Amenity – this is set based on the land use on an area and requires new noise sources to consider 
existing industrial noise levels such that the cumulative impacts of multiple sources do not produce 
noise levels that would significantly exceed the amenity criteria.

The intrusive and amenity criteria are derived from the Rated Background Levels (RBL) at the site 
(consistent with the REF) and the NPI. The lower and more stringent noise level is adopted for the multi-
modal transport facility assessment. As presented in Table 4-3, the NPI noise emission criteria for the multi-
modal transport facility are: 

• Daytime (7am to 6pm) – 53 dB(A)
• Evening (6pm to 10pm) – 43 dB(A)
• Night-time (10pm to 7am) – 35 dB(A).

Table 4-3: Multi-modal transport facility NPI noise emission criteria 

Description Derivation of NPI proposal-specific noise levels (dB(A)) 

Daytime 
(7am to 6pm) 

Evening 
(6pm to 10pm) 

Night-time 
(10pm to 7am) 

Rated background level (RBL) 51 39 30 

Intrusive criterion (RBL + 5dB(A)) 56 44 35 

Acceptable noise level (ANL) – Suburban1 55 45 40 

Amenity criterion (ANL – 5dB(A) + 3dB(A)) 53 43 38 

NPI proposal specific criteria2 53 43 35 
1 A suburban classification has been adopted for the site, described as an area that has local traffic with characteristically intermittent traffic flows 

or with some limited commerce or industry. This area often has the following characteristic: evening ambient noise levels defined by the natural 
environment and human activity. 

2 The proposal-specific criteria are the lowest of the Intrusive criterion and the Amenity criterion for new sources for each time period. 

To evaluate potential sleep disturbance or awakening issues associated with the multi-modal transport 
facility, the NPI screening method has been adapted. There is limited potential for sleep disturbance or 
awakening issues to occur, where: 

• The predicted standard night-time noise level (Leq,15minute dB(A)) at any residential receptor remains 
below 40 dB(A) (or the prevailing night-time background noise level plus five dB(A), whichever is 
greater)
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• The predicted maximum night-time noise level (Lmax dB(A)) at any residential receptor remains
below 52 dB(A) (or the prevailing night-time background noise level plus 15 dB(A), whichever is
greater).

4.1.3  Existing environment 

The existing environment of the proposal construction footprint is described in Section 6.2.3 and Appendix 
D of the REF. The area surrounding the proposal contains various noise and vibration sensitive receivers, 
including residential and non-residential buildings. The existing ambient environment that surrounds the 
proposal is typically dominated by the road traffic noise generated from Princes Highway and Jervis Bay 
Road. Noted noise generating sources during installation and collection of noise monitors included engine 
noise and tyre noise from vehicle passbys at highway speeds and acceleration and deceleration at the 
existing intersection. 

4.1.4 Potential impacts 

Multi-modal transport facility operational noise 
Multi-modal transport facility operational noise levels predicted at the nearest noise sensitive receivers are 
presented in Table 4-4. These two sensitive receivers are referenced as they are the closest to the 
proposed facility. 

The predicted noise levels are in compliance with the established NPI criteria during the daytime, evening 
and night-time periods, therefore no further assessment or mitigation is required. 

Table 4-4: Predicted noise levels 

Sensitive receiver Period Criteria 
(LAeq(15-minute) dB(A)) 

Predicted noise 
level 
(LAeq(15-minute) dB(A)) 

Compliance 

925 Princes Highway Daytime 53 38 Yes 

Evening 43 31 Yes 

Night-time 35 31 Yes 

36 Jervis Bay Road Daytime 53 40 Yes 

Evening 43 34 Yes 

Night-time 35 34 Yes 

The highest LAmax noise level was predicted to be 57 dB(A) at the boundary of 36 Jervis Bay Road. This 
relates to bus movements into and out of the facility. This exceeds the sleep disturbance screening criterion 
of 52 dB(A). However a review of the background noise logger data shows the existing maximum noise 
levels during the night-time period in this area range between 65 dB(A) and more than 75 dB(A). Therefore, 
noting the relatively low number of bus movements during the night-time period, further noise mitigation 
would not be reasonable given existing noise levels. 

JBSI tie in alignment proposal construction footprint extension construction noise and vibration 
Potential changes in construction noise and vibration levels have been reviewed. Marginal noise level 
increases in the order of two dB to three dB are predicted at sensitive receivers located further from the 
revised proposal construction footprint. There has been a net reduction in the number of receivers 
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predicted to be in the highly noise affected category due to the removal of three buildings as a result of the 
realigned tie in. The removal of these buildings also results in a net reduction of the number of residential 
buildings potentially impacted by vibration in the human response buffer zone. Overall, the construction 
noise and vibration management measures as described in Section 6.2.5 and Appendix D of the REF 
remain consistent and adequate to manage impacts.  

JBSI tie in alignment operational traffic noise 
Consistent with the REF, the proposal would not substantially change traffic noise levels in most locations 
with almost all (99 per cent) sensitive receivers predicted to experience changes in operational road traffic 
noise levels of less than two dB(A). 

The updated design would result in five sensitive receivers triggering consideration of noise mitigation. The 
differences between the REF design and the updated design are as follows:  

• The total number of sensitive receivers triggering consideration of noise mitigation has decreased 
from eight to five

• Five receivers are to be acquired and demolished as a result of the JBSI tie in alignment proposal 
construction footprint extension and therefore no longer require noise mitigation consideration

• One receiver identified in the REF as triggering mitigation is a non-sensitive receiver building and 
therefore does not require noise mitigation consideration

• One receiver that previously did not trigger consideration of noise mitigation has now been 
assessed to trigger consideration as a result of the JBSI tie in alignment proposal construction 
footprint extension. Operational road traffic noise at this receiver has been assessed to exceed the 
overall NCG criteria and increase by more than two dB during the design year operation, as well as 
exceeding the cumulative limit

• Two receivers (both part of a child care facility) that previously did not trigger consideration of noise 
mitigation have now been assessed to trigger for consideration of noise mitigation as a result of the 
JBSI tie in alignment proposal construction footprint extension. Operational road traffic noise at 
these two receivers was assessed to exceed the cumulative limit

• The assessment outcome remains unchanged for two receivers identified in the REF as being 
triggered for consideration of mitigation.

While there are changes to which properties trigger consideration of noise mitigation, the proposed 
measure to mitigate impacts (Safeguard NV04) remain adequate. As such, no additional measures are 
required. 

4.1.5 Revised safeguards and management measures 

No additional or revised safeguards and management measures are required. 

4.2 Property and land use 

4.2.1 Methodology 

Due to the JBSI tie in alignment proposal construction footprint extension, the property and land use 
impacts of the proposal have been reviewed and updated. A desktop assessment was carried out to 
identify the existing land use of the additional area and assess the potential impacts on these properties, 
including the need for acquisition.  
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The JBSI tie in alignment proposal construction footprint extension includes an area about 230 metres long 
and between 30 and 70 metres wide, located within the following properties: 

• Lot 12 DP 1042235 (REF Property ID 23)
• Lot 11 DP 1042235 (REF Property ID 26)
• Lot 10 DP 1042235 (REF Property ID 30).

4.2.2 Existing environment 

The affected properties, located on the western side of the Princes Highway immediately south of 
Willowgreen Road, are zoned as R5 Large Lot Residential under the Shoalhaven Local Environmental Plan 
2014 and are categorised as Rural residential land use, as described in Section 4.3 and Section 6.3.2 of 
the REF, respectively. Two lots are privately owned and one lot is owned by Transport for NSW. 

4.2.3 Potential impacts 

Details of direct property acquisition as a result of the proposal, including changes since the public display 
of the REF, are provided in Table 4-5. An additional 0.7 hectares of property within the proposal 
construction footprint would require acquisition, beyond that identified in the REF. This includes additional 
land on Lots 10 and 12 DP’ 1042235. Lot 11 DP 1042235 would also be impacted, however this lot is 
owned by Transport for NSW and therefore does not require acquisition. These properties would be 
rezoned to SP2 Infrastructure.  

There are no changes to any other properties described in the REF that would be impacted as a result of 
the proposal. 

Any property acquisition required for the JBSI tie in that is not within the proposal construction footprint 
would be considered as part of the JBSI environmental assessment. 

As discussed in Section 6.3.3 of the REF, the areas of direct impact to property have been calculated using 
the proposal construction footprint and cadastral overlay. This would be subject to ground survey and 
further refinement during the detailed design phase of the proposal, which may alter the final acquisition 
requirements and estimates. All acquisitions would be carried out in consultation with landowners and in 
accordance with the Land Acquisition (Just Terms Compensation) Act 1991 and the Transport for NSW 
(formerly Roads and Maritime Services) Land Acquisition Information Guide (Roads and Maritime Services, 
2014). 

4.2.4 Revised safeguards and management measures 

No additional safeguards and management measures have been identified. 
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Table 4-5: Impacted properties and proposed property acquisition 

ID Lot and DP Ownership Predominant land use Acquisition Total Area of land to be Area of land subject to 
required property acquired (hectares) temporary lease 
(Yes/No) area (percentage of total (hectares) 

(hectares) property in brackets) (percentage of total 
property in brackets) 

1 Lot 179 Private Bushland No 19.86 - 0.48 (2.4) 
DP1055671 

2 Lot 7014 Crown Land Bushland Yes 9.83 0.25 (2.5) 1.11 (11.3) 
DP1064563 

3 Lot 127 DP755965 Crown Land Bushland Yes 14.52 0.53 (3.7) 0.15 (1) 

4 Lot 1 DP244495 Private Bushland / cleared No 0.68 - 0.15 (22.1) 
grassland 

5 Lot 2 DP244495 Private Bushland Yes 18.24 1.29 (7.1) - 

Lot 3 DP244495 Private Bushland Yes 19.46 1.51 (7.8) - 

6 Lot 6 DP32247 Private Rural residential Yes 0.25 0.01 (4) - 

7 Lot 345 DP836413 Private Rural residential Yes 0.65 0.04 (6.2) - 

8 Lot 1 DP15507 Council Bushland Yes 0.07 0.07 (100) - 

9 Lot 1 DP32247 Private Rural residential Yes 0.08 0.01 (12.5) - 

Lot 2 DP32247 Private Rural residential Yes 0.08 0.01 (12.5) - 

10 Lot 1 DP871596 Private Bushland / cleared Yes 13.93 0.52 (3.7) 1.78 (12.8) 
grassland 

11 Lot 2 DP871596 Transport for NSW Cleared grassland No 0.24 - - 

12 Lot 1 DP1093336 Private Bushland Yes 0.01 0.01 (100) - 

Lot 2 DP1093336 Private Bushland Yes 0.01 0.01 (100) - 

Lot 3 DP1093336 Private Bushland Yes 0.02 0.02 (100) -
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ID Lot and DP Ownership Predominant land use Acquisition Total Area of land to be Area of land subject to 
required property acquired (hectares) temporary lease 
(Yes/No) area (percentage of total (hectares) 

(hectares) property in brackets) (percentage of total 
property in brackets) 

Lot 4 DP1093336 Private Bushland Yes 0.02 0.02 (100) - 

Lot 5 DP1093336 Private Bushland Yes 0.03 0.03 (100) - 

Lot 6 DP1093336 Private Bushland Yes 0.03 0.03 (100) - 

Lot 7 DP1093336 Private Rural residential Yes 2.14 2.14 (100) - 

Lot 8 DP1093336 Private Bushland Yes 0.04 0.04 (100) - 

Lot 9 DP1093336 Private Bushland Yes 0.04 0.04 (100) - 

 Lot 10 Private Bushland Yes 0.04 0.04 (100) - 
DP1093336 

13 Lot 35 DP1088614 Council Bushland Yes 0.04 0.04 (100) - 

Lot 36 DP1088614 Council Bushland Yes 0.04 0.04 (100) - 

Lot 37 DP1088614 Council Bushland Yes 0.04 0.04 (100) - 

Lot 38 DP24409 Council Bushland Yes 0.94 0.94 (100) - 

14 Lot 5 DP15507 Private Rural residential Yes 1.22 0.15 (12.3) - 

15 Lot 6 DP15507 Private Rural residential Yes 1.22 0.09 (7.4) - 

16 Lot 7 DP15507 Private Rural residential Yes 1.22 0.04 (3.3) - 

17 Lot 59 DP15507 Private Rural residential Yes 1.01 1.01 (100) - 

18 Lot 60 DP15507 Private Rural residential Yes 1.11 0.33 (29.7) - 

19 Lot C DP397510 Private Rural residential Yes 0.3 0.11 (36.7) - 

20 Lot D DP397510 Transport for NSW Rural residential No 0.3  - - 

21 Lot B DP392033 Private Rural residential Yes 0.61  0.61 (100) -
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ID Lot and DP Ownership Predominant land use Acquisition Total Area of land to be Area of land subject to 
required property acquired (hectares) temporary lease 
(Yes/No) area (percentage of total (hectares) 

(hectares) property in brackets) (percentage of total 
property in brackets) 

22 Lot 62 DP15507 Private Rural residential Yes 1.22 0.31 (25.4) - 

23 Lot 12 DP1042235 Private Rural residential Yes 1.25 0.46 (36.8) - 

24 Lot 63 DP15507 Private Rural residential Yes 1.22  1.22 (100) - 

25 Lot 571 DP748653 Private Rural residential (area Yes 2.16 0.01 (0.5) - 
impacted by the proposal 
is an electrical easement) 

26 Lot 11 DP1042235 Transport for NSW Rural residential No 1.28 - - 

Lot 13 DP1042235 Transport for NSW Cleared grassland No 0.02 - - 

Lot 14 DP1042235 Transport for NSW Bushland No 0.02 - - 

Lot 15 DP1042235 Transport for NSW Bushland No 0.03 - - 

27 Lot 64 DP15507 Private Rural residential Yes 1.22 0.25 (20.5) - 

28 Lot 1 DP578303 Council Electrical easement Yes 0.01 0.01 (100) - 

29 Lot 2 DP578303 Private Rural residential Yes 1.21 0.24 (19.8) - 

30 Lot 10 DP1042235 Private Rural residential Yes 1.29 0.50 (38.8) - 

31 Lot 66 DP15507 Private Rural residential Yes 1.22 - 0.01 (0.8) 

32 Lot 4 DP773881 Private Cleared grassland No 28.56 - 1.87 (6.5) 

TOTAL 13.02 5.55 
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4.3 Biodiversity 

4.3.1 Methodology 

Due to the JBSI tie in alignment proposal construction footprint extension, as well as submissions received 
during public exhibition of the REF, the biodiversity impacts of the proposal have been reviewed and the 
BAR (Appendix B) has been updated. The revised assessment included: 

• Review of relevant databases and previously undertaken assessments, as listed in Section 6.5.1 of 
the REF

• Flora and fauna survey of the JBSI tie in proposal construction footprint extension area (carried out 
on 17 August 2021)

• Review of threatened species assessments of significance
• Carry out an assessment of significance and Significant Impact Criteria (SIC) assessment for the 

Green and Golden Bell Frog (Litoria aurea) under the BC Act and EPBC Acts, respectively
• Review and, where required, update and / or addition of safeguards and management measures.

4.3.2 Existing environment 

Threatened flora species and ecological communities 
The vegetation present within the JBSI tie in alignment proposal construction footprint extension comprises 
patches of Woollybutt - White Stringybark - Forest Red Gum grassy woodland on coastal lowlands, 
southern Sydney Basin Bioregion and South East Corner Bioregion (PCT 1326) in varying condition. This 
PCT is consistent with the endangered ecological community Illawarra Lowlands Grassy Woodland in the 
Sydney Basin Bioregion (listed under the BC Act) and the critically endangered ecological community 
Illawarra Lowlands Grassy Woodland in the Sydney Basin Bioregion (listed under the EPBC Act). There 
was also a patch of planted native/exotic vegetation identified. 

No additional threatened flora species were identified during field surveys. 

Table 4-6 summarises the increase in area of vegetation types. The locations of the PCTs and threatened 
ecological communities are shown in Figure 3-2 and Figure 3-3, respectively, of Appendix B. 

Threatened fauna species and fauna habitat 
No additional threatened fauna species were recorded during field surveys. One species, the Green and 
Golden Bell Frog (listed as endangered under the BC Act and vulnerable under the EPBC Act), was 
assumed present due to the presence of potential habitat in the form of a constructed dam in a property to 
the south of Willowgreen Road. Details of this habitat and the potential presence of Green and Golden Bell 
Frog is described in a report by Green and Golden Bell Frog expert Frank Lemckert (Annexure H of 
Appendix B). 

Wildlife connectivity corridors 
The Illawarra Shoalhaven Regional Plan (DPIE, 2021), Shoalhaven Local Environmental Plan 2014, and 
the South Coast Corridor mapping (OEH, 2013) show a regional biodiversity corridor that intersects the 
northern section of the proposal construction footprint.  
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Table 4-6: Vegetation types within the proposal construction footprint 

PCT  Name Structure/ 
condition 
class 

Status 

BC Act EPBC Act 

Extent within 
REF proposal 
construction 
footprint 
(hectares) 

Extent within 
revised 
proposal 
construction 
footprint 
(hectares) 

Change 
(hectares) 

Red Bloodwood – Hard-leaved Good - - 7.81 7.81 - 
Scribbly Gum – Silvertop Ash 
heathy open forest on sandstone 
plateau of the lower Shoalhaven 

Moderate 
Disturbed 

- - 2.33 2.33 - 

Valley, Sydney Basin Bioregion 
(PCT 1082) Poor - - 1.84 1.84 - 

Woollybutt - White Stringybark - Moderate Endangered – Illawarra Critically Endangered – 1.78 1.84 +0.06
Forest Red Gum grassy woodland Lowlands Grassy Illawarra and south coast 
woodland on coastal lowlands, Woodland in the Sydney lowland forest and 
southern Sydney Basin Basin Bioregion woodland (patches that 
Bioregion and South East Corner meet condition criteria) 
Bioregion (PCT 1326) 

Moderate garden Endangered – Illawarra Critically Endangered – 0.86 1.10 +0.24
Lowlands Grassy Illawarra and south coast 
Woodland in the Sydney lowland forest and 
Basin Bioregion woodland 

Poor Endangered – Illawarra - 1.09 1.24 +0.15
Lowlands Grassy 
Woodland in the Sydney 
Basin Bioregion 

Exotic grassland N/A - - 3.20 3.20 - 

Planted native/exotic vegetation N/A - - 0.29 0.09 -0.20
and remnant trees 

Total area native vegetation 15.71 16.16 +0.45

Total area vegetation 19.20 19.45 +0.25
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4.3.3 Potential impacts 

Removal of native vegetation and threatened ecological communities 
As shown in Table 4-6, an additional 0.45 hectares of native vegetation would be removed as a result of the 
JBSI tie in alignment proposal construction footprint extension. This vegetation is classified as an 
endangered ecological community Illawarra Lowlands Grassy Woodland in the Sydney Basin Bioregion 
under the BC Act, with 0.3 hectares also meeting the criteria of a critically endangered ecological 
community Illawarra and south coast lowland forest and woodland under the EPBC Act. 

Removal of threatened species habitat 
The JBSI tie in alignment proposal construction footprint extension would result in the removal of potential 
Green and Golden Bell Frog habitat. Targeted Green and Golden Bell Frog surveys are yet be carried at 
the site, however for the purposes of this assessment it is considered that the dam and surrounding 
accessible habitat used for connectivity constitute potential Green and Golden Bell Frog habitat, and it is 
assumed that they could occur. 

An assessment of significance was carried out to identify and assess the distribution, ecology and 
behaviour of the local Green and Golden Bell Frog population and determine whether impacts to the dam 
would result in a significant impact to the species. 

The Threatened Species Test of Significance Guidelines (OEH, 2018) specify that design features targeted 
at minimising impacts on threatened species can be considered if the measure has been used successfully 
for the target species in similar situations. Compensatory habitat has been built for the Green and Golden 
Bell Frog by Transport for NSW at a number of sites (eg M5 Arncliffe and South Nowra), which have proven 
success. Therefore, the inclusion of compensatory habitat has been included in determining the extent of 
impact to the species. 

The assessment of significance concluded that the impact of habitat removal would be unlikely to have a 
significant impact, provided that one of the following criteria are met: 

• The design is updated to avoid the dam and connectivity is maintained to accessible habitat
adjoining the dam

• Surveys following appropriate best practice guidelines (DPIE, 2020d) find no Green and Golden Bell
Frog are present at the site during the 2021/2022 season and the season is favourable for Green
and Golden Bell Frog activity (that is, records are found at a nearby reference site)

• If Green and Golden Bell Frog are found, or surveys are inconclusive due to poor conditions, then
compensatory habitat be provided in such a way as to compensate on a 1:1 basis for any impacts to
the dam if impacts to the dam cannot be avoided

• A compensatory habitat management plan would be prepared and implemented, and would detail
the design and habitat requirements for the creation of compensatory habitat including its location
near to the existing area of habitat and the inclusion of appropriate fencing or other barrier to Green
and Golden Bell Frog movement onto the Princes Highway.

Wildlife connectivity and habitat fragmentation 
The mapped biodiversity corridor crosses the Princes Highway, which acts as a barrier to the east-west 
movement of fauna. The Princes Highway in the location of the mapped biodiversity corridor is a dual 
carriageway with a speed limit of 100 kilometres per hour and a width of about 35 metres.  

The proposal would not substantially widen this gap in the corridor and is unlikely to have a substantial 
impact on the current viability of the corridor given the existing barrier of the Princes Highway. However, to 
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contribute to the enhancement of the regional biodiversity corridor, measures to promote fauna connectivity 
would be introduced as part of the proposal.  

Existing culverts under the Princes Highway within the proposal construction footprint would be enhanced 
through retaining and planting vegetation near culvert entrances as well as installing other habitat features 
such as logs, rocks and leaf litter near culvert entrances, provided this does not negatively impact the 
function or maintenance of the culverts. This would encourage small ground dwelling and arboreal animals 
to utilise this infrastructure and support an increase east-west connectivity.  

To further contribute to the enhancement of the regional biodiversity corridor, a fauna rope bridge crossing 
and one set of glider poles (that is, one glider pole on each side of the highway) would be installed as part 
of the proposal. The rope bridge and glider poles would be located in the northern extent of proposal 
construction footprint, within the mapped regional biodiversity corridor, in consultation with DPIE and 
Council. The rope bridge and glider poles would support east-west movement through the regional 
biodiversity corridor for common arboreal mammals, such as the Common Ringtail Possum, Common 
Brushtail Possum and Sugar Glider, as well as threatened species that may occur in the area from time to 
time such as the Yellow-bellied Glider and Greater Glider. 

4.3.4 Revised safeguards and management measures 

Four additional safeguards and management measures have been included in response to the JBSI tie in 
alignment proposal construction footprint extension and submissions received during public exhibition of 
the REF. 

Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing Reference 

BI08 
Green and 
Golden Bell 
Frog 

Seasonally appropriate targeted 
surveys will be conducted for the 
Green and Golden Bell Frog in 
accordance with the NSW Survey 
Guide for Threatened Frogs (DPIE, 
2020d) and with reference to the 
Commonwealth Survey Guidelines for 
Australia's Threatened Frogs 
(DEWHA, 2010) prior to construction. 

Contractor Pre-construction NSW Survey 
Guide for 
Threatened Frogs 
(DPIE, 2020d) 
Commonwealth 
Survey Guidelines 
for Australia's 
Threatened Frogs 
(DEWHA, 2010) 

BI09 
Green and 
Golden Bell 
Frog 

A compensatory habitat management 
plan will be prepared and 
implemented for the Green and 
Golden Bell Frog in the event the 
species is recorded during targeted 
surveys and impact to the dam 
cannot be avoided. This management 
plan would detail the design and 
habitat requirements for the creation 
of compensatory habitat including its 
location near the existing area of 
habitat and the inclusion of 
appropriate fencing or other barrier to 
Green and Golden Bell Frog 
movement onto the Princes Highway. 
The compensatory habitat 
management plan would also 
consider the accessible habitat 
requirements (Hamer, 2016), habitat 
creation guidelines as per DECC 
(2008) and lessons learnt from 
previous habitat creation projects. 

Transport for 
NSW 
Contractor 

Pre-construction 
Construction 
Post-construction 

Accessible Habitat 
Delineated by a 
Highway Predicts 
Landscape-scale 
Effects of Habitat 
Loss in an 
Amphibian 
Community 
(Hamer, 2016) 
Best Practice 
Guidelines: Green 
and Golden Bell 
Frog Habitat 
(DECC, 2008) 
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Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing Reference 

BI15 Habitat features suitable for native Contractor Detailed design 

Fauna fauna will be installed near culvert Construction 
connectivity entrances where feasible to promote 

fauna connectivity. 

BI16 A rope crossing and glider poles will Contractor Detailed design 

Fauna be installed within the identified Construction 
connectivity regional biodiversity corridor to 

facilitate the crossing of gliders and 
other arboreal fauna. 

4.4 Aboriginal heritage 

4.4.1 Methodology 

Additional Aboriginal heritage assessment has been carried out and a revised Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 
Assessment Report (ACHAR) has been prepared (Appendix C) in accordance with Stage 2 and Stage 3 of 
the Procedure for Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation and Investigation (PACHCI) (Roads and 
Maritime Services, 2011) to assess the JBSI tie in alignment proposal construction footprint extension.  

The additional Stage 2 assessment included a desktop review to provide an overview of the Aboriginal 
history of the area and to identify Aboriginal sites and areas of archaeological potential that were not 
subject to archaeological survey. In particular, the previous PACHCI Stage 2 report (Appendix I of the REF) 
and the JBSI PACHCI Stage 2 report (KNC, 2021) were utilised. 

The PACHCI Stage 2 addendum report was then prepared and the PACHCI Stage 3 ACHAR revised 
(Appendix C) based on the conclusions of this assessment. 

Consultation with registered Aboriginal parties in accordance with the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 
Consultation Requirements for Proponents (the Consultation Requirements) (DECCW, 2010) has been 
carried out by Transport for NSW throughout the proposal. A draft copy of the addendum PACHCI Stage 2 
report and revised PACHCI Stage 3 ACHAR was forwarded by Transport for NSW to registered Aboriginal 
parties and includes consideration of comments received from registered Aboriginal parties. 

4.4.2 Existing environment 

The Aboriginal ethnohistorical and cultural historical background of the additional assessment area is 
consistent with that described in Section 6.9.2 of the REF. 

An extensive search of the Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System (AHIMS) database was 
carried out on 2 September 2021, centred on the additional assessment area. There were three sites listed 
on the search results, all of which were identified during investigations carried out for the REF (Appendix I 
of the REF): 

• AHIMS 52-5-0982 (JBR IF 01) – This isolated find is a single silcrete multi-platform core located
 outside the additional assessment area, but within the

proposal construction footprint and was retrieved during the test excavation program carried out in
December 2020. The artefact was assessed as part of the REF as having low archaeological
research potential, moderate representative values and low rarity value.
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• AHIMS ID 53-5-981 (JBR AS 01) – This Aboriginal site is a low-density artefact scatter located 
 outside of the

proposal construction footprint and is assessed as having low archaeological significance.
• AHIMS ID 52-5-0991 (JBR PAD 02) – This area of archaeological potential located 

 outside of the proposal construction footprint.

The additional assessment area was subject to archaeological survey during PACHCI Stage 2 and Stage 3 
investigations carried out for the JBSI upgrade (KNC, 2021). No Aboriginal objects or areas of potential 
archaeological deposits were identified. 

4.4.3 Potential impacts 

No Aboriginal artefacts or areas of potential archaeological deposit were identified within the additional 
assessment area, therefore there would be no additional impacts to Aboriginal heritage as a result of the 
change in the proposal construction footprint. 

4.4.4 Revised safeguards and management measures 

No additional safeguards and management measures have been identified. 

4.5 Landscape character and visual amenity 

4.5.1 Methodology 

An addendum Landscape Character and Visual Impact Assessment (LCVIA) (Appendix D) has been 
carried out to assess the impacts of the changes to the proposal outlined in Section 3.  

The urban design objectives identified in the REF were reviewed to determine whether the proposal 
remained consistent with the urban design strategy. The landscape character zones (LCZs) and viewpoints 
were also reviewed to determine whether the design refinements would result in a change to the impact 
rating identified in the original LCVIA carried out for the REF (Appendix J of the REF). 

Where required, additional safeguards and management measures have been proposed to: 

• Reduce the visual and landscape character impacts as much as possible
• Implement the urban design strategy to the fullest extent possible
• Maximise integration of the revised proposal with the natural, built and community context

4.5.2 Existing environment 

The existing environment is characterised in Section 6.11.2 of the REF. Residential properties are located 
along the Princes Highway, the Old Princes Highway and Jervis Bay Road. The land surrounding the 
proposal has a rural character and is dominated by mature native vegetation. 

There are three LCZs surrounding the proposal: 

• LCZ 1 - Rural residential – south of the intersection
• LCZ 2 - Mixed use – immediately adjacent to the west of the intersection
• LCZ 3 – Bushland – north, west and east of the intersection.
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4.5.3 Potential impacts 

Urban design strategy 
Table 4-7 lists the urban design objectives for the proposal and assesses whether the changes to the 
proposal are consistent with these objectives. The assessment demonstrates the refined design performs 
at least equally well against all aspects of the urban design strategy relative to the REF design. 

Table 4-7: Consistency of the updated proposal design with the urban design strategy 

Urban design objective (from 
Section 2.3.1 of the REF) 

Assessment of consistency of the updated design 

1. Achieve a proposal that fits
sensitively within the existing
environment as well as other
Princes Highway upgrades

The refined design is consistent with Objective 1. 
The implementation of the design principles for objective 1 would 
not be impeded as a result of the design refinements. 

2. To ensure the proposal is
integrated and responsive with the
surrounding landform

The refined design is consistent with Objective 2.  
The implementation of the design principles for objective 2 would 
not be impeded as a result of the design refinements. 

3. Contribute to the accessibility
and connectivity into and through
the area

The refined design is consistent with Objective 3. 
The implementation of the design principles for Objective 3 would 
not be impeded as a result of the design refinements. 
The revised proposal would further enhance accessibility and 
connectivity through the provision of the multi-modal transport 
facility, delivering an improved outcome. 

4. Minimise impacts on the public
realm and surrounding land uses

The refined design is consistent with Objective 4.  
The implementation of the design principles for objective 4 would 
not be impeded as a result of the design refinements. 

Landscape character impacts 
Table 4-8 provides an assessment of the magnitude change to the landscape characters as a result of 
changes to the proposal, relative to the REF design. The proposal refinements would not result in any 
changes to the landscape character impact ratings identified in Section 6.11.3 of the REF. 

Table 4-8: Landscape character impacts 

Landscape Assessment of changes Sensitivity Magnitude Landscape 
character character 

zone REF Revised impact rating 

design design 

LCZ 1 – Rural The proposal refinements would not Moderate High High High - moderate 
residential increase the magnitude of the proposal in 

this zone. The elimination of the ancillary 
facility on Jervis Bay Road would 
somewhat reduce the temporary 
magnitude of impact during construction. 
The operational impact remains 
consistent with the REF assessment. 
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Landscape 
character 
zone 

Assessment of changes Sensitivity Magnitude Landscape 
character 

impact rating REF 
design 

Revised 
design 

LCZ 2 – Mixed 
use 

The proposed modification of the 
Willowgreen Road/Old Princes Highway 
intersection would deliver a safer 
connection and therefore constitutes a 
beneficial change relative to the REF 
design. The design of the optimised 
intersection configuration is more closely 
aligned with the existing intersection 
footprint. The magnitude of the proposed 
works in this zone continue to remain low. 

Moderate Low Low Moderate - low 

LCZ 3 – 
Bushland 

The proposed modification of the 
Willowgreen Road/Old Princes Highway 
intersection would potentially reduce the 
amount of vegetation clearing that would 
be required. This constitutes a beneficial 
change relative to the REF design. 
However, relative to the level of change 
throughout this zone, the potential 
reduction in cleared vegetation is minor, 
hence there would be no change to the 
magnitude. 

High High High High 

Visual impacts 
Table 4-9 provides an assessment of the magnitude of change to the viewpoints as a result of changes to 
the proposal, relative to the REF design. The REF design features revegetation of the area directly 
adjacent to the southeast of the eastern roundabout. This area is now defined as the site for the multi-
modal transport facility. Due to the reduced scope for revegetation in this area, the magnitude of change 
has been revised from moderate to high. 

In addition to the urban design and landscape strategies outlined in Section 6.11.3 of the REF, the following 
additional strategies would be considered during detailed design of the proposal: 

• Develop the design of the multi-modal transport facility to adopt a compact footprint that uses space
efficiently in order to maximise opportunities for bushland restoration

• Seek to locate the multi-modal transport facility as far to the north and east as possible within the
site where potential for passive surveillance is greater due to the proximity of residences and slower
moving local traffic along Jervis Bay Road and the property access road

• Ensure that perimeter vegetation along Jervis Bay Road and the property access road allows for
sight-lines into the facility for safety and passive surveillance.

Implementation of these additional strategies represents an opportunity to reduce the visual impacts of the 
revised design on viewpoint 3 to a level of impact consistent with the REF design. 
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Table 4-9: Visual impacts 

Viewpoint Assessment of changes Sensitivity Magnitude Visual impact 
rating 

REF Revised 
design design 

REF Revised 
design design 

Viewpoint 1 – 
Jervis Bay Stock 
Feeds driveway 
(125 Old Princes 
Highway) looking 
south-east 

While the refinements to the 
Willowgreen Road intersection 
may be partially visible in this 
view, they do not substantially 
alter the magnitude of change 
within this view as they represent 
a relatively minor change relative 
to the proposal’s overall 
magnitude. The magnitude of the 
revised proposal design within 
this viewpoint therefore remains 
moderate. 

Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate 

Viewpoint 2 – 
Residence at 
142 Old Princes 
Highway looking 
east 

The design refinements would 
unlikely to be visible from this 
view. The magnitude of the 
proposal in this view therefore 
remains moderate. 

be High Moderate Moderate High - 
moderate 

High - 
moderate 

Viewpoint 3 – 
Driveway at 40 
Jervis Bay Road 
looking west 

The magnitude of impact as 
assessed in the REF derives 
largely from the removal of 
vegetation along Jervis Bay 
Road and within the proposed 
ancillary facility location 
immediately southeast of the 
interchange, between the 
southbound on ramp, the private 
access road and Jervis Bay 
Road. The multi-modal transport 
facility would be located on the 
site of this ancillary facility. No 
additional vegetation removal 
would be required for the revised 
design. 

Due to the indicative nature of 
the multi-modal transport facility 
design, the potential for and 
extent of revegetation is 
unknown but would likely be 
lesser than the revegetation 
proposed by the urban design 
which underpinned the moderate 
magnitude rating identified for 
this view. Given the reduced 
scope for revegetation, the 
magnitude of change for this 

High Moderate High High - 
moderate 

High 
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Viewpoint Assessment of changes Sensitivity Magnitude Visual impact 
rating 

REF Revised 
design design 

REF Revised 
design design 

viewpoint has been revised to 
high. 

Viewpoint 4 – 
Existing Princes 
Highway north of 
Willowgreen 
Road looking 
north 

As identified in the LCVIA, this 
viewpoint would undergo 
significant change as a result of 
the proposal. The majority of the 
change would be derived from 
road widening, the alignment 
shift, the grade-separated 
interchange (including 
embankments, roundabouts and 
the overbridge), the property 
access road and vegetation 
removal. As a result, the 
magnitude of change within this 
viewpoint was assessed as high 
in the REF.  

While the design refinements 
may be visible, they would not 
further increase the magnitude of 
the proposed upgrade within this 
viewpoint. As a result, there 
would be no change to the 
magnitude rating for this 
viewpoint. 

Moderate High High High - 
moderate 

High - 
moderate 

4.5.4 Revised safeguards and management measures 

Two safeguards have been modified as a result of the multi-modal transport facility. 

Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing Reference 

LV01 Urban and landscape design inputs Transport for NSW Detailed design Beyond the Pavement 
Urban into the project detailed design will Contactor Pre-construction (Transport for NSW, 
and include the following considerations: 2020c) 
landscape  location and identification of Landscape design 
design existing vegetation and proposed guideline (Roads and 

landscaped areas, including Maritime Services, 
species to be used 2018b) 

 built elements including retaining
walls and bridges

 pedestrian and cyclist elements
including footpath location, paving
types and pedestrian crossings

Bridge Aesthetics 
(Roads and Maritime 
2012) 
Landscape Character 
and Visual Impact 
Assessment 

 siting and footprint of multi-modal
transport facility, including

Supplementary Paper 
(Appendix D) 



Jervis Bay Road Intersection Upgrade 
Submissions report 

83 

Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing Reference 

consideration of safety, CPTED 
and replanting 

 fixtures such as seating, lighting,
fencing and signs

 details of the staging of landscape
work taking account of related
environmental controls such as
erosion and sedimentation controls
and drainage

 procedures for monitoring and
maintaining landscaped or
rehabilitated areas

 revised mitigation strategies set out
in the Landscape character and 
visual impact assessment 
supplementary paper (Appendix 
D). 

Detailed urban and landscape design 
will be carried out in accordance with 
relevant guidelines, including: 
 Beyond the Pavement (Transport

for NSW, 2020c)
 Landscape design guideline

(Roads and Maritime Services,
2018b)

 Bridge Aesthetics (Roads and
Maritime 2012).

LV04 
Planting 
choice 

Incorporate mature screen planting, 
where space and access is available 
within the road corridor and road user 
safety is not compromised, at 
locations where high-moderate and 
high visual impacts have been 
identified.  

Contractor Detailed design 
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5. Environmental management

The REF for the Jervis Bay Road Intersection Upgrade identified the framework for environmental 
management, including safeguards and management measures that would be adopted to avoid or reduce 
environmental impacts (Section 7 of the REF). 

After consideration of the issues raised in the public submissions and changes to the proposal, the 
safeguards and management measures have been revised. Six additional measures have been included 
and five measures have been modified. 

Should the proposal proceed, environmental management would be guided by the framework and 
measures outlined below. 

5.1 Environmental management plans (or system) 
A number of safeguards and management measures have been identified in order to minimise adverse 
environmental impacts, including social impacts, 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) would be prepared to describe safeguards and 
management measures identified. The CEMP would provide a framework for establishing how these 
measures would be implemented and who would be responsible for their implementation. 

The CEMP would be prepared prior to construction of the proposal and must be reviewed and certified by 
the Transport for NSW Environment representative before the commencement of any on-site works. 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: 

• QA Specification G36 – Environmental Protection (Management System)
• QA Specification G38 – Soil and Water Management (Soil and Water Plan)
• QA Specification G40 – Clearing and Grubbing
• QA Specification G10 – Traffic Management.

5.2 Summary of safeguards and management measures 
The REF for the Jervis Bay Road Intersection Upgrade identified a range of environmental outcomes and 
management measures that would be required to avoid or reduce the environmental impacts. 

After consideration of the issues raised in the public submissions and changes to the proposal, the 
safeguards and management measures for the proposal (Section 7.2 of the REF) have been revised. 
Should the proposal proceed, the safeguards and management measures in Table 5-1 will guide the 
subsequent phases of the proposal. Additional and/or modified environmental safeguards and management 
measures to those presented in the REF have been underlined and deleted measures, or parts of 
measures, have been struck out. 
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Table 5-1: Summary of environmental safeguards and management measures 

No. Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing Reference 

General 

GEN01 General - A Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) will be Contractor Pre-construction Section 3 of QA G36 
minimise prepared and submitted for review and endorsement of the Transport Environmental 
environmental for NSW Environment Manager before commencement of the activity. Protection 
impacts during As a minimum, the CEMP will address the following: 
construction  any requirements associated with statutory approvals

 details of how the project will implement the identified safeguards
outlined in the review of environmental factors

 issue-specific environmental management plans
 roles and responsibilities
 communication requirements
 induction and training requirements
 procedures for monitoring and evaluating environmental

performance, and for corrective action
 reporting requirements and record-keeping
 procedures for emergency and incident management
 procedures for audit and review.
The endorsed CEMP will be implemented during the undertaking of 
the activity. 

GEN02 General - All businesses, residential properties and other key stakeholders (eg Contractor Pre-construction 
notification schools, local councils) affected by the activity will be notified at least Transport for NSW 

five days before commencement of the activity 

GEN03 General – All personnel working on site will receive training to ensure awareness Contractor Pre-construction 
construction of environment protection requirements to be implemented during the Construction 
environmental project. This will include up-front site induction and regular ‘toolbox’ 
awareness style briefings.  

Site-specific training will be provided to personnel engaged in activities 
or areas of higher risk. These include but not limited to: 
 Areas of Aboriginal heritage sensitivity
 Threatened species habitat
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No. Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing Reference 

 Adjoining residential areas requiring particular noise management 
measures. 

Traffic and transport 

TR01 Traffic A Traffic Management Plan (TMP) will be prepared and implemented Contractor Pre-construction Section 4.8 of QA G36 
management in accordance with Transport for NSW Specification D&C G10 Traffic  Environment Protection 
during Management and Traffic Control at Worksites Technical Manual G10 Traffic 
construction (Roads and Maritime Services, 2018). The Traffic Management Plan Management  

will include: Traffic Control at 
 Confirmation of haulage routes Worksites Technical 

Manual (Roads and  Measures to maintain access to local roads and properties  
Maritime Services, 

 Identification and management of any haulage vehicle marshalling 2018) areas 
 Site-specific traffic control measures, including signage and 

reduced speed zones, to manage and regulate traffic movement 
 Signage targeting critical access points to businesses and 

residences located along the Princes Highway, Old Princes 
Highway, Jervis Bay Road and properties in the vicinity of the 
intersection, as required  

 Measures to manage active transport movements throughout 
construction 

 Safe access to ancillary facilities including entry and exit locations 
and measures to prevent queuing of construction vehicles 

 A response procedure for any construction road traffic incident 
 Measures to minimise the use of local roads (excluding Old Princes 

Highway) by heavy vehicles and maintain road safety on local 
roads 

 A dilapidation survey will be carried out on local roads prior to use 
by heavy vehicles for construction  

 Consultation with Council and notification to the local community 
where use of local roads by heavy vehicles is proposed. 

TR02 Public transport Consultation will be carried out with local and regional bus services Transport for NSW  Detailed design  
impacts that operate in the area before and during construction to confirm any Contractor Pre-construction 

 Construction 

86  
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No. Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing Reference 

bus stop relocations during construction, and any operational road 
network changes. 
Advanced notification will be provided to affected bus customers of 
bus stops changes. Disruption to bus customers will be minimised by 
relocating the bus stops to the closest practical alternative. 

TR03 Consultation with Consultation will be carried out with local emergency services during Contractor Pre-construction 
emergency the development of the Traffic Management Plan to ensure an 
services unrestricted and safe environment for emergency service vehicles to 

pass through the proposal construction footprint.  
Updates will be provided on the staging and progress of construction. 

TR04 Road closures Partial road closures or short-term full road closures will be avoided Contractor Construction 
during along the Princes Highway and Jervis Bay Road during peak periods Transport for NSW 
construction when vehicle traffic volumes are high. 

TR05 Changes to local Regular communication and consultation will be carried out with Contractor Pre-construction 
roads and affected landowners and residents where temporary property access Transport for NSW Construction 
property access changes are required. 
during Landowners and residents will be provided with advance notification of 
construction construction schedules and any changes to local roads and property 

access. 

TR06 Changes to Property access that is impacted by the proposal will be reinstated or Contractor Detailed design 
property access relocated before the end of construction in consultation with affected Transport for NSW Construction 
during operation landowners. 

Noise and vibration 

NV01 Construction A construction Noise and Vibration Management Plan (NVMP) will be Contactor Pre-construction Section 4.6 of QA G36 
noise and prepared and implemented as part of the CEMP. The NVMP will Construction Environment Protection 
vibration generally follow the approach in the Interim Construction Noise Interim Construction 
management Guideline (DECC, 2009) and the Construction Noise and Vibration Noise Guideline 

Guideline (Roads and Maritime Services, 2016b), and will identify: (DECC, 2009) 
 Potential major noise and vibration generating activities associated Construction Noise and 

with the proposal Vibration Guideline 
(Roads and Maritime  Standard and additional mitigation measures from the Construction
Services, 2016b) Noise and Vibration Guideline (Roads and Maritime Services,

2016b) and information about when and how each will be applied
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No. Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing Reference 

 Requirements for the development and implementation of an out of
hours work protocol

 Monitoring program to assess performance against relevant noise
and vibration criteria

 Arrangements for consultation with sensitive receivers, including
notification and complaint handling procedures

 Contingency measures to be implemented in the event of non-
compliance with noise and vibration criteria.

NV02 Construction The layout and use of ancillary facilities will be planned to minimise Contractor Pre-construction 
noise from noise and vibration impacts to sensitive receivers. Before Construction 
ancillary facilities establishment of each ancillary facility, the noise and vibration impacts 

of these ancillary facilities will be confirmed. Standard safeguards and 
management measures (and additional site-specific measures, where 
required) will be implemented in accordance with the Construction 
Noise and Vibration Guideline (Roads and Maritime 2016). 

NV03 Construction Vibration measurements will be carried out at the commencement of Contractor Construction 
ground-borne works where predicted ground-borne vibration levels exceed the 
vibration cosmetic damage screening criteria to verify ground-borne vibration 

predictions. 
Management of ground-borne vibration level exceedances will be 
detailed in the NVMP. 

NV04 Operational road Within 12 months of the commencement of the operation of the Transport for NSW Operation Noise Mitigation 
traffic noise proposal, actual operational noise performance will be compared to Guideline (Roads and 
impacts predicted operational noise performance (as reviewed during detailed Maritime, 2015) 

design) to analyse the effectiveness of the operational road traffic 
noise mitigation measures.  
Additional feasible and reasonable mitigation will be considered where 
any additional receivers are identified as qualifying for consideration of 
noise mitigation under the Noise Mitigation Guideline (Roads and 
Maritime, 2015). 

Property and land use 

PR01 Land acquisition Land acquisition for the proposal will be carried out in accordance with Transport for NSW Pre-construction Roads and Maritime 
the Land Acquisition (Just Terms Compensation) Act 1991, the Roads Construction Services Land 
and Maritime Services Land Acquisition Information Guide (Roads and Acquisition Information 
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No. Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing Reference 

Maritime Services, 2014) and in accordance with the land acquisition Guide (Roads and 
reforms announced by the NSW Government in 2016. Maritime Services, 

2014) 

PR02 Property Consultation with affected landowners about property acquisition will Transport for NSW  Detailed design  
acquisition be carried out throughout the proposal. Pre-construction 

Construction 

PR03 Temporary use Land subject to temporary use will be restored as soon as practicable Contractor Construction  
of land to an appropriate land use, taking into consideration the location, land 

use characteristics, area and adjacent land uses. This will be carried 
out in consultation with the landowner. 

Socio-economic 

SE01 Community A Community and Stakeholder Engagement Plan (CSEP) will be Transport for NSW  Detailed design  
engagement prepared and implemented. The CSEP will include:  Contractor Pre-construction 

 Procedures and mechanisms that will be implemented in response 
to the key social impacts identified for the proposal 

 Procedures and mechanisms that will be used to engage with 
affected landowners, business owners, and the wider community to 
identify potential access, parking, business visibility, and other 
impacts and develop appropriate management measures 

 Procedures to keep the community informed about construction 
and any associated changes to conditions (eg detours or lane 
closures) such as through advertisements in local media and 
advisory notices or variable message signs 

 Procedures and mechanisms that will be used to engage with all 
sensitive receivers likely to be affected by construction noise and 
vibration before commencement of activities associated with noise 
and vibration impacts 

 Procedures to consult with affected landowners about property 
acquisition 

 Procedures to consult with Council to ensure road upgrades are 
designed and constructed with consideration of Council 
maintenance requirements 

 Procedure for the management of complaints and enquiries, 
including a contact name and number for complaints. 
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No. 

Biodiver

BI01 

BI02 

BI03 

Impact Environmental safeguards 

sity 

Flora and fauna A Flora and Fauna Management Plan will be prepared and 
management implemented as part of the CEMP. It will include, but not be limited to: 

 Plans showing areas to be cleared and areas to be protected,
including exclusion zones, protected habitat features and
revegetation areas, carried out in accordance with Guide 2:
Exclusion zones of the Biodiversity Guidelines: Protecting and
managing biodiversity on RTA projects (RTA, 2011)

 Pre-clearing survey requirements, carried out in accordance with
Guide 1: Pre-clearing process of the Biodiversity Guidelines:
Protecting and managing biodiversity on RTA projects (RTA, 2011)

 Procedures for unexpected threatened species finds and fauna
handling

 Protocols to manage weeds and pathogens.

Removal of The detailed design and construction of the proposal will minimise 
native native vegetation clearing and habitat removal, prioritising the 
vegetation, avoidance of threatened ecological communities. 
threatened 

Vegetation and habitat removal will be carried out in accordance with species habitat 
Guide 4: Clearing of vegetation and removal of bushrock of the and habitat 

  

Responsibility Timing 

Contractor Detailed design 
Pre-construction 

Transport for NSW Detailed design 
Contractor Construction 

Contractor Construction 

Reference 

Section 4.8 of QA G36 
Environment Protection 
Protecting and 
managing biodiversity 
on RTA projects (RTA, 
2011) 

Protecting and 
managing biodiversity 

 

BI04 

BI05 

BI06 

Biodiversity Guidelines: Protecting and managing biodiversity on RTAfeatures, and 
projects (RTA, 2011). threatened 

plants Any revegetation will be carried out in accordance with Guide 3: Re-
establishment of native vegetation of the Biodiversity Guidelines: 
Protecting and managing biodiversity on RTA projects (RTA, 2011). 

The unexpected species find procedure under Biodiversity Guidelines: 
Protecting and managing biodiversity on RTA projects (RTA, 2011) is 
to be followed if threatened flora, fauna and/or ecological communities 
not assessed in the review of environmental factors are identified in 
the proposal construction footprint. 

Any fauna habitat replacement or reinstatement will be carried out in 
accordance with Guide 5: Re-use of woody debris and bushrock of the 

on RTA projects (RTA,
2011) 

Contractor Post-construction Protecting and 
managing biodiversity 
on RTA projects (RTA, 
2011) 

Contractor Construction Protecting and 
managing biodiversity 
on RTA projects (RTA, 
2011) 

Contractor Construction Protecting and 
managing biodiversity 
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Biodiversity Guidelines: Protecting and managing biodiversity on RTA on RTA projects (RTA, 
projects (RTA, 2011). 2011) 

BI07 A nest box strategy will be developed and implemented in accordance Transport for NSW Detailed design Protecting and 
with Guide 8: Nest boxes of the Biodiversity Guidelines: Protecting and Contractor Pre-construction managing biodiversity 
managing biodiversity on RTA projects (RTA, 2011). on RTA projects (RTA, 

2011) 

BI08 Green and Seasonally appropriate targeted surveys will be conducted for the Contractor Pre-construction NSW Survey Guide for 
Golden Bell Frog Green and Golden Bell Frog in accordance with the NSW Survey Threatened Frogs 

Guide for Threatened Frogs (DPIE, 2020d) and with reference to the (DPIE, 2020d) 
Commonwealth Survey Guidelines for Australia's Threatened Frogs Commonwealth Survey 
(DEWHA, 2010) prior to construction.  Guidelines for 

Australia's Threatened 
Frogs (DEWHA, 2010) 

BI09 A compensatory habitat management plan will be prepared and Transport for NSW Pre-construction  Accessible Habitat 
implemented for the Green and Golden Bell Frog in the event the Contractor During Delineated by a 
species is recorded during targeted surveys and impact to the dam  construction  Highway Predicts 
cannot be avoided. This management plan would detail the design and Post construction Landscape-scale 
habitat requirements for the creation of compensatory habitat including Effects of Habitat Loss 
its location near the existing area of habitat and the inclusion of in an Amphibian 
appropriate fencing or other barrier to Green and Golden Bell Frog Community (Hamer, 
movement onto the Princes Highway. The compensatory habitat 2016) 
management plan would also consider the accessible habitat Best Practice 
requirements (Hamer, 2016), habitat creation guidelines as per DECC Guidelines: Green and 
(2008) and lessons learnt from previous habitat creation projects. Golden Bell Frog 

Habitat (DECC, 2008) 

BI10 Aquatic impacts Aquatic habitat will be protected in accordance with Guide 10: Aquatic Contractor Construction Protecting and 
habitats and riparian zones of the Biodiversity Guidelines: Protecting managing biodiversity 
and managing biodiversity on RTA projects (RTA, 2011) and Section on RTA projects (RTA, 
3.3.2 Standard precautions and mitigation measures of the Policy and 2011) 
guidelines for fish habitat conservation and management Update 2013 Policy and guidelines 
(DPI, 2013). for fish habitat 

conservation and 
management Update 
2013 (DPI, 2013) 
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BI11 Injury and Fauna will be managed during construction in accordance with Guide Contractor Construction Protecting and 
mortality of fauna 9: Fauna handling of the Biodiversity Guidelines: Protecting and managing biodiversity 

managing biodiversity on RTA projects (RTA, 2011). on RTA projects (RTA, 
2011) 

BI12 Invasion and Weeds will be managed in accordance with Guide 6: Weed Contractor Construction Protecting and 
spread of weeds management of the Biodiversity Guidelines: Protecting and managing managing biodiversity 

biodiversity on RTA projects (RTA, 2011). on RTA projects (RTA, 
2011) 

BI13 Invasion and Pathogens will be managed in accordance with Guide 2: Exclusion Contractor Construction Protecting and 
spread of zones of the Biodiversity Guidelines: Protecting and managing managing biodiversity 
pathogens and biodiversity on RTA projects (RTA, 2011). on RTA projects (RTA, 
disease 2011) 

BI14 Noise, light and Lighting will only be used as necessary at night and will be turned off Contractor Construction 
vibration when not needed. 

BI15 Fauna Habitat features suitable for native fauna will be installed near culvert Contractor Detailed design 
connectivity entrances where feasible to promote fauna connectivity. Construction 

BI16 A rope crossing and glider poles will be installed within the identified Contractor Detailed design 
regional biodiversity corridor to facilitate the crossing of gliders and Construction 
other arboreal fauna. 

BI17 Biodiversity A biodiversity offset strategy will be developed in accordance with the Contractor Pre-construction Guideline for 
offsetting Guideline for Biodiversity Offsets (Roads and Maritime Services, Biodiversity Offsets 

2016a) to identify required offsets for potential impacts to the BC Act (Roads and Maritime 
and EPBC Act listed threatened ecological communities, threatened Services, 2016a) 
species and threatened species habitat. 

Soils and contamination 

SC01 Soil and water A Soil and Water Management Plan (SWMP) will be prepared and Contractor Pre-construction Section 2.1 and 2.2 of 
management implemented as part of the CEMP in accordance with Section 2.1 of QA G38 Soil and 

QA G38 Soil and Water Management. The SWMP will identify all Water Management 
reasonably foreseeable risks relating to soil erosion and water 
pollution and describe how these risks will be addressed during 
construction.  
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The SWMP will provide: 
 Measures to minimise/ manage erosion and sediment transport 

both within the proposal construction footprint and offsite, including 
requirements for the preparation of an Erosion and Sediment 
Control Plan (ESCP) in accordance with Section 2.1 of QA G38 
Soil and Water Management 

 Arrangements for managing erosion and sediment transport during 
wet weather events, including monitoring of potential high risk 
events (such as storms) and specific controls and follow-up 
measures to be applied in the event of wet weather  

 Measures to manage stockpiles including locations, separation of 
waste types, sediment controls and stabilisation 

 Measures to manage groundwater de-watering and impacts 
including mitigation required 

 Processes for de-watering of water that has accumulated on site, 
including relevant discharge criteria 

 Measures to manage unexpected discovery of acid sulfate soils 
 Emergency spill procedures, including spill management measures 

in accordance with the Code of Practice for Water Management 
(Road and Traffic Authority, 1999) and relevant EPA guidelines, 
and requirement to maintain materials such as spill kits on site 

 Details of surface water quality monitoring to be carried out before, 
throughout, and after construction, as required. 

SC02 Erosion and A site specific ESCP will be prepared and implemented as part of the Contractor Pre-construction Section 2.2 of QA G38 
sedimentation SWMP. Soil and Water 

The Plan will include arrangements for managing wet weather events, Management 
including monitoring of potential high risk events (such as storms) and 
specific controls and follow-up measures to be applied in the event of 
wet weather.  

SC03 Contaminated  A procedure will be prepared and implemented for the unexpected Contractor Pre-construction  
land discovery of potential contamination before or during construction. Construction 

The procedure will be incorporated into the CEMP and will outline 
the process for the identification, assessment and management of 
the potentially contaminated material. 
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SC04 Water quality Assessment of water quality objectives and environmental values will Contractor Detailed design ANZECC Guidelines 
be carried out in accordance with the National Water Quality Pre-construction (2000) 
Management Strategy, ANZECC Guidelines (2000) and Transport for Guideline for 
NSW Guideline for Assessing the Impacts of Treated Water Discharge Assessing the Impacts 
from Water Quality Treatment Controls (Transport for NSW, 2020d) of Treated Water 
during detailed design. Outcomes of this assessment will be Discharge from Water 
incorporated into the SWMP and ESCP, as required. Quality Treatment 

Controls (Transport for 
NSW, 2020d) 

Flooding and surface water 

FW01 Flooding A flood contingency plan will be prepared where stockpiles are Contractor Pre-construction 
proposed within areas with flood immunity of less than five per cent Construction 
AEP. The plan will consider the likelihood of flooding, evacuation 
routes, warning times, and potential impacts of the ancillary facility 
flooding. The plan will: 
 Identify a designated “Site Flood Controller”. The Site Flood

Controller will familiarise with the Local Flood Plans and advice
from the SES to ensure the plan can be executed.

 Include relevant emergency contact details including the SES
 Include instruction on monitoring of the Bureau of Meteorology

website and/or the nearby Currambene Creek water level gauge in
relation to flooding, if required

 Include procedures to be followed in preparation for, during and
after a flood event for the proposal construction footprint. A copy of
these procedures will be retained on site at all times

 Include details of flood behaviour for the site, including extent and
duration of inundation during events

 Include information on flooding and training in what to do to
prepare, during and after a flood event

 Ensure that copies of the SES’s “Local Flood Plan” for Currambene
Creek area are kept on site at all times.

FW02 Flooding – afflux Drainage construction works will avoid or minimise afflux on private Contractor Construction 
during dwellings. 
construction 
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FW03 Flooding – Ancillary facility layout and stockpile locations would be planned to Contractor Pre-construction 
ancillary facility minimise any potential flood impacts. Construction 
layout 

Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal heritage 

HE01 Impact on An application for an area based Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit will Transport for NSW Pre-construction 
Aboriginal sites be submitted to Heritage NSW for the proposal construction footprint. 

HE02 Unexpected The Standard Management Procedure - Unexpected Heritage Items Contactor Detailed design Section 4.10 of QA 
finds (Roads and Maritime Services, 2015b) will be followed in the event Pre-construction G36 Environment 

that any unexpected heritage items of Aboriginal or Non-Aboriginal Protection 
origin are encountered.  Standard Management 

Procedure - 
Unexpected Heritage 
Items (Roads and 
Maritime Services, 
2015b) 

Landscape character and visual amenity 

LV01 Urban and Urban and landscape design inputs into the project detailed design will Transport for NSW Detailed design Beyond the Pavement 
landscape include the following considerations: Contactor Pre-construction (Transport for NSW, 
design  location and identification of existing vegetation and proposed 2020c)  

landscaped areas, including species to be used Landscape design 
guideline (Roads and  built elements including retaining walls and bridges
Maritime Services, 

 pedestrian and cyclist elements including footpath location, paving 2018b) types and pedestrian crossings Bridge Aesthetics 
 siting and footprint of multi-modal transport facility, including (Roads and Maritime 

consideration of safety, CPTED and replanting 2012) 
 fixtures such as seating, lighting, fencing and signs Landscape Character 

and Visual Impact  details of the staging of landscape work taking account of related
Assessment environmental controls such as erosion and sedimentation controls
Supplementary Paper and drainage
(Appendix D) 

 procedures for monitoring and maintaining landscaped or
rehabilitated areas
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 revised mitigation strategies set out in the Landscape character
and visual impact assessment supplementary paper (Appendix D).

Detailed urban and landscape design will be carried out in accordance 
with relevant guidelines, including: 
 Beyond the Pavement (Transport for NSW, 2020c)
 Landscape design guideline (Roads and Maritime Services, 2018b)
 Bridge Aesthetics (Roads and Maritime 2012).

LV02 Vegetation loss All feasible and reasonable measures will be taken to minimise the Contractor Detailed design 
loss of existing vegetation along the proposal corridor. Those Construction 
measures will include minimise clearing of trees for construction 
access and rationalisation of maintenance access. 

LV03 Lighting and Lighting and signage will be installed in accordance with relevant  Transport for NSW Detailed design 
signage Australian Standards and guidelines, and without reducing the amenity 

of residential sensitive receivers.  

LV04 Planting choice Incorporate mature screen planting, where space and access is Contractor Detailed design 
available within the road corridor and road user safety is not 
compromised, at locations where high-moderate and high visual 
impacts have been identified. 

Air quality 

AQ01 Construction air An Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) will be prepared and Contractor Pre-construction 
quality implemented as part of the CEMP. The AQMP will include: Construction 
management  Identification of potential risks/impacts due to the work/activities as

dust generation activities
 Management measures to minimise risk of dust generation

associated with earthworks and other activities that disturb the
ground surface, stockpiles and haulage routes

 A process for monitoring dust on-site
 A process for altering management measures as required and

reprogramming construction activities if the safeguards and
management measures do not adequately restrict dust generation.

Dust and air quality complaints will be managed in accordance with 
the overarching complaints handling process for the proposal. 
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Appropriate corrective actions will be taken to reduce emissions in a 
timely manner. 

AQ02 Dust emissions Progressive rehabilitation of disturbed areas will be carried out where Contractor Pre-construction 
feasible and reasonable to minimise soil exposure. Construction 

Climate change and sustainability 

CC01 Climate change Detailed design will incorporate adaptation measures for all climate Contractor Detailed design 
adaptation change risks with an original risk rating of moderate or above. These 

will include but not be limited to: 
 Consideration of the full range of potential temperature extremes

on the proposal (particularly bridge structures) which may occur as
a result of climate change and consider material capacity to
withstand heat during material type selection to minimise the
likelihood of infrastructure failures

 Consideration of energy dissipation at culvert outlets when
velocities exceed existing magnitudes to reduce potential impact of
scour.

CC02 Greenhouse gas Fuel efficient plant, equipment and vehicles will be selected for use Contractor Construction 
emissions during construction where feasible and reasonable. 

Construction plant and equipment will be well maintained to maximise 
fuel efficiency. 

CC03 Greenhouse gas The procurement of goods and services will consider goods and Contractor Construction 
emissions services that: 

 Are from local suppliers
 Make use of recycled materials or materials with a low embodied

energy content
 Are energy efficient or have low embodied energy
 Minimise the generation of waste.

CC04 Sustainability Sustainability initiatives will be considered throughout detailed design, Transport for NSW Detailed design Environmental 
construction and operation of the proposal in accordance with the Construction Sustainability Strategy 
Environmental Sustainability Strategy 2019–2023 (Roads and Operation 2019–2023 (Roads 
Maritime Services, 2019). and Maritime Services, 

2019) 
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Waste management 

WM01 Waste  A Waste Management Plan (WMP) will be prepared and implemented Contractor Pre-construction Environmental 
management as part of the CEMP. The WMP will include but not be limited to: Procedure - 

 measures to avoid and minimise waste associated with the project Management of 
Wastes on Transport  classification of wastes and management options (re-use, recycle,
for NSW Land (Roads stockpile, disposal)
and Maritime Services, 

 statutory approvals required for managing both on and off-site 2014) waste, or application of any relevant resource recovery exemptions
 procedures for storage, transport and disposal
 monitoring, record keeping and reporting.
The WMP will be prepared taking into account the Environmental 
Procedure - Management of Wastes on Transport for NSW Land 
(Roads and Maritime Services, 2014) and relevant Transport for NSW 
Waste Fact Sheets. 

WM02 Waste All wastes will be managed and disposed of in accordance with the Contractor Construction 
management Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997 and the Protection 

of the Environment Operations (Waste) Regulation 2014. 

WM03 Disposal of Excavated material will be reused on site where feasible and suitable Contractor Construction 
waste for the intended reuse. Where excavated material cannot be used on 

site, opportunities for reuse on nearby projects will be investigated. 

WM04 Green waste Where possible and suitable for use, cleared vegetation will be used Contractor Construction 
as mulch or coarse woody debris for site erosion and sedimentation 
controls or rehabilitation. 

WM05 Fill material Any required additional fill material will be sourced from appropriately Contractor Construction 
licensed facilities and/or other construction projects wherever possible. 
Additional fill material will be sourced and verified as suitable for use in 
accordance with relevant EPA and Transport for NSW guidelines. 

Cumulative impacts 

CI01 Cumulative Ongoing coordination and consultation will be carried out between the Transport for NSW Pre-construction 
construction project teams on the Nowra Bridge project and the Jervis Bay Road to Contractor Construction 
impacts Sussex Inlet Road upgrade to manage construction fatigue impacts 
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where possible, and to manage cumulative traffic impacts particularly 
during peak holiday periods. 

CI02 Cumulative The CEMP will be reviewed regularly and revised as required to Contractor Construction  
construction consider potential cumulative impacts of surrounding development 
impacts activities as they become known. 
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5.3 Licensing and approvals 
Table 5-2 outlines the licencing and approvals required for the proposal. There are no further licences 
and approvals required as a result of submissions made and additional assessment carried out. 

Table 5-2: Summary of licensing and approval required 

Instrument Requirement Timing 

Fisheries Management Act Notification to the Minister for Agriculture and Western A minimum of 28 days 
1994 (s199) NSW before any dredging work before the work starts 

National Parks and Wildlife Act Aboriginal heritage impact permit from Heritage NSW Before start of the 
1974 (s90) activity 

Roads Act 1993 (s138) Where works are proposed within the road reserve a Before start of the 
Road Occupancy Licence is required activity 
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Glossary 
Term/ Acronym Description 

AEP Annual Exceedance probability 

ACHAR Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report 

AFG Aboriginal Focus Group 

AHIMS Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System 

AQMP Air Quality Management Plan 

ATER Aboriginal Test Excavation Report 

BAM Biodiversity Assessment Method 

BAR Biodiversity Assessment Report 

BC Act Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016 

Blue Book Landcom (2004) Managing Urban Stormwater: Soils and Construction 

CEMP Construction Environmental Management Plan 

CoA Commonwealth of Australia 

Council Shoalhaven City Council 

CPTED Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design 

CSEP Community And Stakeholder Engagement Plan 

CSIRO Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation 

dB Decibel 

DEC (former) NSW Government Department of Environment and Conservation 

DECC (former) NSW Government Department of Environment and Climate Change 

DECCW (former) NSW Government Department of Environment, Climate Change and Water 

DPIE NSW Government Department of Planning, Industry and Environment 

EP&A Act Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 

EPA NSW Environment Protection Authority 

EPBC Act Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 

ESCP Erosion And Sediment Control Plan 

ESD Ecologically Sustainable Development 

EWMS Environmental Work Method Statement 

HBT Hollow-bearing tree 

ITS Intelligent Transport System 

JBSI Jervis Bay Road to Sussex Inlet Road 

LAeq The equivalent continuous sound pressure level. The constant noise level that would 
result in the same total sound energy being produced over a given period. 

LAmax The maximum value that the A-weighted sound pressure level (ie adjusted to reflect 
the sensitivity of the human ear) reaches during a measurement period. 
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Term/ Acronym Description 

LA90 Noise level exceeded for 90 per cent of the measurement period. Used to quantify 
the background noise level. 

LCZ Landscape Character Zone 

MUSIC Model for Urban Stormwater Improvement Conceptualisation, a stormwater 
modelling software 

NML Noise Management Level 

NPI Noise Policy for Industry (EPA, 2017) 

NPWS National Parks and Wildlife Service 

NSW New South Wales 

NVMP Noise And Vibration Management Plan 

OEH (former) NSW Government Office of Environment and Heritage 

PACHCI The Transport for NSW (formerly Roads and Maritime Services) Procedure for 
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation and Investigation 

PAD Potential Archaeological Deposit 

PCT Plant Community Type 

Proposal / the proposal The upgrade of the Jervis Bay Road and Princes Highway intersection at Falls Creek 

Proposal construction The area required to construct the proposal. This includes any areas required for 
footprint temporary work such as sedimentation basins, drainage lines, access roads and 

construction ancillary facilities. 

RBL Rating Background Level 

REF Review of Environmental Factors 

RTA (former) NSW Roads and Traffic Authority 

SES NSW State Emergency Service 

Site investigation area Area investigated in this review of environmental factors 

SWL Sound Power Level 

SWMP Soil And Water Management Plan 

TMP Traffic Management Plan 

WMP Waste Management Plan 
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