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Figure 3-2: Example of barometric loop 
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4   Summary of issues raised 
Twelve submissions were received following the public exhibition period. 
Submissions were received from individuals and the following organisations: 

• NSW Roads and Traffic Authority 

• Department of Environment and Climate Change 

• Penrith City Council 

The main issues raised in the submissions related to: 

• Concerns with the consultation process 

• Choice of a pressure sewerage system 

• The location of infrastructure 

• Socio-economic considerations  

• Future development 

• Requests for inclusion in the scheme 

• Requests for exclusion from the scheme 

All of the issues raised in submissions have been listed in Table 4.1 and submission 
authors have been listed in Appendix A. 

Table 4.1 summarises the issues raised in each of the submissions. Each 
submission has been allocated a number and these numbers are listed in Table 4.1.  
In accordance with the Privacy Act 1988, addresses have been omitted. 
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Table 4.1 –Issues raised in Submissions and Document Location  

Submission 
number 

Summary of issue 
Reference / 
Location where 
addressed in 
REF 

Location where 
addressed in 
this Decisions 
Report 

1, 3,7,10 Community Consultation  1.6, 1.7, 1.8 5.1 
1, 3 Concern about choice of pressure sewerage system 3.4 5.2 
3 Components of pressure sewerage system 

- Emergency response during power failures 
- Collection tank 
- Alarm 
- Property boundary assembly 

4 5.2.1 

3 General servicing strategy 3.3 5.3.1 
2, 9 Exclusion from scheme 3.3 5.3.2 
3, 7 Inclusion in scheme and need to connect 3.3 5.4 
6, 10 Location of infrastructure 

- Vent Shaft: Londonderry Rd, Hobartville 
- Vent Shaft: Cnr of Smith Ave and Londonderry Road 

4 5.5 

12 Pumping station design  5.6 
3 Costs to landowners 5.20.2 5.7 
3 Water quality 5.5 5.8 
12 Ecology 5.6, 5.7 5.9 
12 Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 5.9 5.10 
3 Odour 5.13 5.11 
3, 12 Noise 5.14 5.12 
3 Road safety and traffic 5.15 5.13 

4-2 
 



Agnes Banks and Londonderry Sewerage Scheme Proposal 
Decisions Report 

Submission 
number 

Summary of issue 
Reference / 
Location where 
addressed in 
REF 

Location where 
addressed in 
this Decisions 
Report 

3 Energy and greenhouse gases 5.16 5.14 
3 Visual Amenity 

- Chemical dosing units 
- Vent shaft 

5.18 5.15 

3 Public health 
- Evidence of health problems associated with septic and aerated systems 

5.19 5.16 

3, 10 Socio-economic considerations 
- Property values 
- Financial assistance 

5.20 5.17 

3 Problems with existing systems 3.2 5.18 
12, 3 Statutory and other requirements 

- Environment Protection Licence 
- Water quality 
- Air quality 
- Approval process 

2.2, 2.3, 2.5, 2.6 
5.5 
5.13 

5.19 

4, 5, 8, 11 Future development 
- Mushroom Growing Facility, 334-362 Londonderry Rd, Londonderry 
- Commonwealth owned, Air Services land 
- Proposed widening of Castlereagh and Londonderry Rd  

 5.20 

4, 11 Supply of information and design inputs  5.21 
11 Support for the proposal  5.22 
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5  Issues raised in submissions 
This section addresses the issues raised in the submissions. Direct quotes from each 
submission are italicised, and editorial notes for clarification of the context of some 
quotes are included in non-italicised square brackets. 

5.1 Community consultation 
Submission 1 
I went to the meet at Londonderry P. School and I must say I was very disappointed 
in the way it was conducted as for the amount of people present it was impossible to 
obtain proper information regarding the system…  

…I suggest that in future meetings make a DVD with one person explain it as it would 
be much better for everyone concerned. 

Details of community consultation undertaken during the development of the 
proposal are outlined in Sections 1.6, 1.7 and 1.8 of the Review of Environmental 
Factors (REF) and Section 2 of this Decisions Report. The two community 
information sessions run during the REF display period were similar to those on other 
Priority Sewerage Program (PSP) schemes and general feedback from these 
sessions has been positive.  

The information sessions were designed to explain the proposal, the approval 
process and anticipated timeframe for scheme delivery. Five Sydney Water staff 
were available to discuss the proposal with attendees of the Londonderry information 
session. A range of information was provided on the proposed sewerage system. 
This included: REFs and summary documents; A1-size display panels outlining the 
proposal; submission templates; a cut-away 660 litre pressure sewerage system 
storage tank and system fact sheet.  

More community information sessions will be held as the scheme progresses. 
Sydney Water structures these meetings so that information can be provided to the 
community and so residents can ask questions and provide feedback.  

Sydney Water will consider your feedback when organising future community 
information sessions. 

Submission 7 
Sydney Water did not include us in the community survey, they undertook in May 
2007. Our adjacent neighbours were also not included in the survey. However, in 
May 2008 Sydney Water sent us an Information Guide which indicated our property 
was included in the proposed scheme. Sydney Water has not been able to offer any 
clear explanation for why we were not given the opportunity to provide feedback in 
May 2007. 

The May 2007 community survey was sent to a range of residents within and outside 
the urban village. Survey participants came from both inside and outside the service 
areas and provided a representative sample of the local community. 

The survey results helped us to understand the community, including community 
needs, cost issues and the local environment. However, the results did not influence 
the servicing criteria used to define the scheme service areas. Details of the scheme 
servicing criteria are outlined in Sections 1.3, and 3.3 of the REF. 

Sydney Water apologises if some residents did not receive a copy of the survey and 
appreciates the feedback that has been provided in submissions to the REF. This 
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comment has been noted and customer notification will be included in Sydney 
Water’s internal project review as a potential area for improvement. 

Submission 10 
I am very concerned that I seem to be the only person in Hobartville to have been 
notified of this scheme. My neighbours DID NOT receive notification. I only received 
a letter notifying me of this proposal 24 hours before the first meeting. I wasn’t able to 
get to that one but I made it to the second one in Agnes Banks, there were only two 
people from Hobartville there – one was me, one was my neighbour I brought along. 
Everyone in Hobartville should have been notified of this scheme and there should 
be more meetings. 

Sydney Water endeavoured to advise the broader community of dates and venues 
for the REF display and community information sessions, and on how to make 
submissions on the REF proposal. This was achieved by: 

• Placing adverts in the Penrith Press / Star and Hawkesbury Gazette / Courier  

• Displaying posters at community focal points  

• Mailing information session invitations and information booklets to residents 
and property owners throughout the area (mail-outs included letters to 
residents living within 50m of proposed sewerage system infrastructure 
locations. Letters were sent to residents in Hobartville who live within 50m of 
the proposed infrastructure).  

• The Minister for Water issuing a media release on 24 June 2008 announcing 
the REF display. 

Sydney Water apologises if some residents were not notified about the scheme and 
community information sessions. This comment has been noted and customer 
notification will be included in Sydney Water’s internal project review as a potential 
area for improvement. 

Submission 3 
If SW has the ability to just go ahead and do it, why are you wasting all this money 
and time in the so called “consultative process”? Is it so we can feel and take some 
ownership in the collaborative management while being done over?  

Consultation with the community and stakeholders is an essential part of the 
development and delivery of the preferred sewerage system for the area. 
Consultation has occurred with the communities of Agnes Banks and Londonderry 
and has been a two way process that has enabled Sydney Water to develop an 
understanding of community needs and expectations. This understanding has 
informed the development of the preferred servicing strategy. 

A Community Reference Group was established to explain Sydney Water’s decision 
making and to gain information from the community. The display of the REF and 
Sydney Water’s response to submissions via this report form part of the consultation 
process.   

Submission 3 
…“Majority in favour of piped sewage.” So you say, but I’m sure if they knew all the 
true facts in relation to costs, public sentiment will change dramatically instead of the 
glossed over version presented in the current version of the hand out. 

Sydney Water has undertaken consultation with key stakeholders and the local 
community since April 2007. A summary of activities undertaken is provided in 
Section 2 of this report. The REF indicated that although most community members 
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consulted were in favour of a piped sewerage system, they also identified a number 
of related issues and concerns. These included connection and maintenance costs 
and potential improvements to properties. 

5.2 Choice of a pressure sewerage system 
Submission 1 
… I am not in favour of the pressure sewerage system as I don’t trust any 
mechanical systems because at times they do break down and after have seen the 
tank the storage capacity in the case of breakdown is not sufficient to cope 
…[illegible text]  

I don’t know why this system is being used and not the proper sewerage which does 
not require ongoing maintenance.  
We do want sewerage because the present system should have been changed long 
time ago. 
Submission 3 
9. “Opportunity to remove existing on-site systems and use a more reliable efficient 
system that will be owned and maintained by Sydney Water”.[p8 of the Summary 
REF document] Firstly other than because you - SW say so, what evidence do you 
have to support this claim, that it is more efficient and reliable? More efficient and 
reliable than WHAT? Key point in this statement is that SW currently does not have 
control but will own it and control costs and in typical shown SW fashion, continue to 
price hike as SW wishes, citing rising costs to justify the increases? Call me 
sceptical. 

This Scheme is part of the Priority Sewerage Program, a NSW Government initiative. 
It aims to provide improved sewage services to unsewered towns, villages and 
suburbs in the greater Sydney metropolitan area, the Hunter, Gosford and Wyong 
areas.  

The REF listed one of the benefits of connection to be the replacement of existing 
on-site systems with a more reliable and efficient pressure sewerage system. In 
section 3.2.1 of the REF, Sydney Water identified a number of problems with the 
existing on-site septic systems, including high costs, illegal discharges, wet weather 
effects, poor maintenance and odour releases. As reported in the REF, inspections of 
on-site systems conducted in the Hawkesbury LGA by Hawkesbury Council in 2006 
showed that about 12 per cent of on-site systems posed a risk to public health and 
the environment at the time of inspection. 

Both pressure sewerage schemes and gravity systems require ongoing maintenance. 
Pressure sewerage systems have proven to be reliable in Australia and overseas. 
Sydney Water has installed and now operates similar systems in Jamberoo, Belimbla 
Park, Stanwell Park, Coalcliff, Otford, Brooklyn and Dangar Island and parts of the 
Upper Blue Mountains townships of Mount Victoria and Medlow Bath.  

As outlined in section 3.4.2 of the REF, a three phase screening process was used to 
evaluate the servicing options generated for the project. In the first phase, mandatory 
criteria were applied to eliminate any option that had ‘fatal flaws’, meaning that it 
would be impractical to implement. Phase 2 used life-cycle cost estimates to obtain 
an options shortlist for rescoring in Phase 3. Phase 3 selected the preferred option 
from the shortlist through Multi Criteria Analysis (MCA). Twenty-one criteria were 
developed for the MCA tool used in phase 3. These criteria covered environmental, 
social, technical and cost related aspects. A pressure sewerage system was 
assessed as the preferred system having the advantages of a lower potential for: 
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• Overflow impacts on SREP wetlands and 

• Construction impacts on threatened plant communities. 

Pricing of the ongoing service is determined by the Independent Pricing and 
Regulatory Tribunal (IPART), not Sydney Water. Sydney Water is unable to increase 
costs to customers without a determination by IPART. The IPART price 
determination process includes a period for the community and stakeholders to make 
submissions about possible future pricing arrangements.  

Sydney Water sewerage service charges (which cover system maintenance costs) 
are consistent across its service area, irrespective of the type of sewerage systems 
in place. 

5.2.1 Project components  
Submission 3 
1. With the new system and pump failure, what will be the response time by Sydney 
Water (SW) and what will be the costs to the resident?… 

16.  “SW owning and maintaining the on property pump.” At what cost initially and 
then what of the on going costs per year? What are the costs for pump failure, call 
outs, after hours etc? Will prices be capped or open to price increases? 

Sydney Water provides a 24 hour emergency telephone service. Sydney Water 
maintenance crews will respond to a request for assistance as soon as possible 
(either the same day or early the following day, depending on the time of the call).  

The operation and servicing of the sewerage system is included in the sewerage 
service charge paid by the property owner to Sydney Water. However, the customer 
may be charged if they have: 

• Discharged matter into the collection/pump unit that they have been advised 
not to 

• Tampered with the collection/pump unit, or its controls 

• Interfered with or damaged the property discharge line or property boundary 
assembly 

• Sealed off the venting to the collection / pump unit.  

The standard sewerage service charge is currently $120.07 per quarter. Prices are 
determined on an annual basis by the IPART. 

Submission 3 
4. If some systems as SW has identified are leeching would it not be simpler to insert 
a polly plastic insert into the holding tanks to stop the leeching? 

It is generally recognised that on-site systems can leak over time as the infrastructure 
ages. Community feedback has indicated that unintended inflows into on-site 
systems is a common problem in the Agnes Banks and Londonderry communities. 
These inflows are due to faulty private house service sewers and holding tanks. The 
high incidence of inflows indicates that there will also be leakage from tanks during 
wet weather.  

Placing liners in the tanks would be a short-term solution only and in the long-term 
leakage may still occur.  

The management of existing on-site wastewater systems is the responsibility of local 
councils. Councils could have required owners to rectify leakage if this was 
considered appropriate to provide environmental and public health improvements. 
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The replacement of these systems with a reticulated pressure sewerage system will 
provide a long-term solution that will address the environmental and health issues 
associated with on-site systems. The sewering of Agnes Banks and Londonderry is 
part of a NSW Government initiative to provide improved sewerage services to 
villages in environmentally sensitive areas. 

Submission 3 
17. PG 14-17: Components of the proposal. 

SW will install a collection tank – cannot my existing tanks be used, even perhaps as 
an outer for an insert? If not, site location of the new SW tank, will I really have a 
choice? I note SW states the owners would have opportunity to discuss the location, 
will it be more of a direction than a discussion?  

Sydney Water generally provides a new tank because it is often difficult to guarantee 
the integrity of existing tanks and new benching needs to be placed in the bottom of 
the existing tank to ensure solids removal by the pump.  

In difficult locations Sydney Water can provide a squat tank which can be located 
within the existing septic tank.  

Sydney Water will work with property owners to identify the most appropriate location 
for infrastructure. However, there are technical constraints that must also be met 
when locating the on-property infrastructure. 

Submission 3 
17…Location of the Visual/Audible alarm, my choice or again SW? What is the 
purpose of the alarm? If the system is a pressure system and vents to the main line 
as described, what is the alarm for? Just to indicate pump failure of a reliable 
system? What is the evidence on the dependability, serviceability and durability of 
the SW installed/owned pump?  

Sydney Water will work with the property owner to identify the most appropriate 
location for the alarm. However, there are technical and operational requirements 
that may limit the extent to which the owner’s wishes can be accommodated. 

If the wastewater level in the collection tank exceeds the alarm level (set at about 
240L in the more than 600L capacity tank), an alarm would be activated to alert the 
householder that there is a problem with their pump or collection tank. The 
householder would then notify Sydney Water by calling the 24-hour emergency 
service phone line.  

Sydney Water will be responsible for the operation and maintenance of the on-
property equipment (except if faults are caused by the actions of the property owner). 
Sydney Water aims to minimise maintenance requirements and community 
inconvenience by choosing equipment with a proven service record. 

Submission 3 
17…What is a property boundary assembly?  

As indicated in Section 4.2.1 of the REF the property boundary assembly consists of 
a reflux and isolation valve located within a small pit on or inside the property 
boundary. A small pipeline and the property boundary assembly connect the 
collection tank to the reticulation network, generally in the street. 
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Submission 3 
17…In my area, power will, in high storm activity periods, often be off line for periods 
in excess of 24 hours and in some cases 72 hours. What does SW mean; the 
property owner is to manage waste water discharge? Do you mean mitigate 
household water consumption or is SW inferring I am required to hire a generator to 
pump and operate the system? 

19… If power is lost or the system fails for a significant period of time, what are the 
guarantees that systems will not overflow regardless of SW advice on water 
management in these periods of down time? There is no scope for the systems to 
reduce water levels, no pump out. The systems are designed to be water tight but 
eventually water levels will rise and either over flow externally to the surrounding 
environment (watertight?) or overflow internally over floors and carpets. Which is the 
bigger health risk? Can SW guarantee than power will not fail? 

During power outages household wastewater volumes are reduced, because 
dishwashers and washing machines cannot be used. The property collection tanks 
also have significant storage capacity. As a consequence, it would be highly unlikely 
that a 24-hour power outage event would cause sewage to overflow from the 
collection tank. Users could continue to use their other facilities in the short-term 
without causing a sewage overflow.  

Long-term (more than 24 hours) outages are rare but it would be critical for 
customers to reduce their water usage to prevent on-property overflows during these 
events. Sydney Water would provide practical advice on managing the system during 
a power outage in the Home Owner’s Manual distributed to all customers in the 
Scheme.  

Sydney Water has contingency measures to deal with sewage from on-site systems 
in the event of a long power outage. If it appears that a power service interruption will 
be for an extended period, Sydney Water may visit your property to provide 
temporary power to the system to pump out the collection tank. The householder 
would not be required to hire a generator themselves. However, Sydney Water’s 
ability to respond may be impacted if the power outage is widespread. 

Sewage should not overflow internally unless house plumbing does not comply with 
plumbing standards. Sydney Water examines the house plumbing for compliance 
with plumbing standards at the time of connection. 

5.3 Servicing strategy 

5.3.1 Respondents within service area 
Submission 3 
11. PG 9: Areas to be serviced by this proposal.  

What does “will generally service the existing urban area” mean?  

What does “properties that fit the criteria” mean?… 

The proposed scheme will service existing urban areas in Agnes Banks and 
Londonderry. As outlined in section 3.3.2 of the REF, the subsidised service would 
be provided to properties that meet the following criteria: 

• All residential properties zoned ‘Housing’ in Agnes Banks 

• All residential properties zoned ‘2(c) Village’ in Agnes Banks and Londonderry 

• All properties zoned ‘5(a) Special Uses A’ in Londonderry 
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• All public toilets on land zoned ‘6(a) Existing Recreation’ within the village of 
Londonderry 

The subsidised service areas are shown in Figures 3-1 and 3-2 of the REF and were 
on display at the community information sessions.  

Submission 3 

…14. So because of SW costs, some properties will not be able to connect. So much 
for the concerns for/to the public with regard to health issues and the environment. 
Should it not be one in all in – not a piecemeal approach? 

The focus of the Priority Sewerage Program (PSP) is to provide an improved 
sewerage service to the urban lots within environmentally sensitive areas. The above 
criteria, based on council zonings, will enable Sydney Water to service these lots.  

Providing subsidised sewerage services through the PSP to properties that do not fit 
the criteria would be inequitable to other developers and property owners within 
Sydney Water’s area of operations who are required to provide these services 
themselves. 

It is also not cost-effective for Sydney Water to provide a service to non-urban areas 
where long lengths of pipework would need to be laid to service very few properties. 

Submission 3 

15. From Fig 2 & 3 the areas in green are, I assume, areas identified as not to be 
serviced by the proposal and it is still only a proposal, or is IT? Areas in green are 
large properties predominately with creeks; waterways and causeways on them, yet 
these areas which directly feed into these waterways will not connect and continue to 
in your words “pollute the waterways”. So much for the environment and yet again 
public health concerns.  

The residents in the green zones who will not connect but will continue to run off into 
the creeks and waterways, yet we in the gray zones approximately 290 – 300 
households in the Londonderry & Agnes Banks townships with little to no run off, are 
required to connect. As the pamphlet states on PG 19 “Local urban run-off and 
pollutants from other sources would continue to influence water quality in local 
waterways”.  

What will change even if this new system comes into effect, seeping and reduced run 
off from places in the township? Little gains for such a large and expensive outlay. 

Figures 2 and 3, in the Summary REF document show the properties within the 
proposed subsided service areas (shaded grey/blue). Properties outside these areas 
(shown in varying shades of green, which indicates local topography) may still be 
able to receive a connection if the property is next to a reticulation sewer main, the 
full cost of which will be paid by the property owner. 

Properties outside the blue zone are typically larger properties. Larger properties are 
able to better manage wastewater by on-site systems, in a way that presents less 
environmental risk. It is also not cost-effective for Sydney Water to provide a service 
to areas where long lengths of pipework would need to be laid to service very few 
properties. 

Water quality in local waterways should improve with the progressive 
decommissioning of poorly performing on-site systems in the villages. 
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Submission 3 
12. How do I identify from Fig 2 & 3 [in Summary REF document] who are identified 
as 2 (c), 5 (a) or 6 (a)? 

Figures 2 and 3 in the Summary REF show the subsidised service areas which 
include properties zoned as ‘Housing’ in Agnes Banks, ‘2(c) Village’ in Agnes Banks 
and Londonderry, 5(a) Special Uses A’ in Londonderry and public toilets on land 
zoned ‘6(a) Existing Recreation’ within Londonderry.  

These property zonings are detailed in the Hawkesbury LEP 1989, Penrith Planning 
Scheme Ordinance, Penrith LEP 201 (rural lots) and Penrith LEP 1991. Figures 2-1 
and 2-2 in the REF show these zonings. 

5.3.2 Respondents out of service area 
Submission 2 
..We went to the recent information session about the proposed sewage scheme for 
Londonderry village. 

It was with great disappointment for us to learn that although our property is in the 
area designated as VILLAGE (refer to Penrith Rural Lands Strategy, adopted by 
Penrith Council on 29th September 2003 and amended on 4th July 2005), we are not 
included in the current proposal. 

My question is whether we will be given the opportunity to maybe partly contribute in 
order to be included in the scheme, considering we will be missing out by only 300m 
or so. Although I have not yet canvassed the dozen or so property owners in the 
same situation, I'm quite confident that some others will be having the same 
thoughts. 

The particular property referred to in this submission is over 300m from the 
reticulation network. This property is a relatively large block of land and is zoned 1(c) 
Rural C – Rural Residential. Properties in this zoning do not meet the criteria for 
connection outlined in Section 3.3.2 of the REF. Including lots of this size in the 
scheme would significantly increase the size and cost of the scheme. Lots of this size 
are considered to be of sufficient size to accommodate an on-site system. 

Following completion of the scheme, owners of properties not within the subsidised 
service area may apply for connection to the scheme via Sydney Water’s                  
e-developer system. The benefiting property owner would be responsible for 
supplying, installing and maintaining any on-property pressure sewerage 
infrastructure required for the system to operate, and for any additional main required 
to connect into Sydney Water’s system. 

Submission 9 
I wish to express my frustration and disappointment of the proposal of the Agnes 
Banks and Londonderry Sewage Scheme. 

I have lived in Londonderry for over 18 years and I have been hearing of this 
Proposal for at least 10 years and decided against an Enviro Cycle as the Sewage 
Scheme was a better offer. Now the scheme is close I have been informed the 
connection will only come down part of my street and not the rest. This is ridiculous. 
What harm would it be if the pipes were taking all the way to the end of the street and 
if the residence wanted to connect they could at their own cost. As with higher 
interest rates and expenses I no longer can afford an Enviro Cycle and looks like I 
lose again. 
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I feel I have been misled for years not only by local parliament and Penrith Council as 
well as Sydney Water I have has letters and pamphlets dropped off and at the this 
time the proposal was not including all the houses in the street for the areas 
mentioned. I look forward to a letter explaining the reason and if possible a change in 
the connection. 

The particular property is a relatively large block of land (greater than 4800m2) and is 
zoned 1(c) Rural C – Rural Residential. Properties in this zoning do not meet the 
criteria for connection as outlined in Section 3.3.2 of the REF. Including lots of this 
size in the scheme would significantly increase the size and cost of the scheme. 
Long lengths of pipework would also be needed to service very few properties. 

Where there are any discrepancies, the criteria in Section 3.3.2 of the REF will 
always take precedence. These criteria will be applied to properties up until Sydney 
Water determines the proposal (REF Section 3.3.2).  

Providing subsidised sewerage services through the Priority Sewerage Program to 
properties that do not fit the criteria would be inequitable to other developers and 
property owners within Sydney Water’s area of operations who are required to 
provide these services themselves. 

Once this scheme has been completed and spare capacity has been identified within 
the system, any customer not within the subsidised service area who wants to 
connect can apply to Sydney Water through the e-developer system. Connection will 
be at Sydney Water’s discretion and will be subject to the following criteria: 

1. The property owner/developer is prepared to pay the full cost of connection 

2. The property owner/developer is prepared to comply with Sydney Water’s 
connection requirements 

3. The property owner/developer has obtained the relevant planning approval under 
the EP&A Act. 

On-property pressure sewerage infrastructure on properties outside the subsidised 
service area will be supplied, owned, operated and maintained by the property 
owner. 

5.4 Responsibilities and accountabilities 
Submission 3 
13. “SW will provide you with a connection point on your property”. Do I by LAW have 
to connect my residence to this point and the new system? 

… In reality we have “NO CHOICE”. SW treats us with total distain like most 
government departments… 

Sydney Water cannot enforce connection where property owners do not wish to 
connect to the proposed scheme. Subsidised infrastructure would not be installed on 
such properties aside from a small pipe with a buried valve (installed with the owner’s 
agreement).  

The relevant local council is the authority responsible for regulating on-site sewerage 
systems. Either Penrith or Hawkesbury City Council will determine whether or not 
property owners are required to connect to Sydney Water’s sewerage system. 

Submission 7 
We are writing to inform you that we do not want our property included in the 
proposed sewerage scheme. We reside on a one acre property at …. Our property is 
located on the edge of the proposed sewerage scheme at Agnes Banks. Our 
adjacent neighbour’s properties are either one acre or larger in size. 
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We have read the Review of Environmental Factors Summary June 2008, and 
attended the Community Information Session held at Agnes Banks on 05/07/08. 
Sydney Water has not been able to clarify why the one acre properties at Kenmare 
Road, Londonderry are not included in the proposed sewerage scheme but our 
property is. 
Having resided in the Agnes Banks and Londonderry area for over twenty years we 
are both very area of the ongoing pump–out problems experienced by many 
Hawkesbury and Penrith residents. However as we have an aerated wastewater 
treatment system which is appropriately maintained and serviced by a qualified 
technician and approved by Penrith Council, we do not experience any problems with 
our system. 

For example – 

· As we reside on a one acre landscaped property we have sufficient area to 
distribute all the wastewater we produce, 

· There is no dampness or seepage problems on our property, 

· There is no odour problem, 

· Our system is serviced three monthly and a written report is provided to 
Penrith Council. 

· Our system was expensive to purchase, but its ongoing running costs are 
very economical. As well as allowing us to recycle all of our wastewater our system is 
less expensive to maintain that the proposed charges quoted by Sydney Water. 

In summary, we agree that the proposed sewerage scheme will benefit residents who 
reside on normal house blocks, especially those on pump-out. However the proposed 
sewerage scheme will not be of any benefit to us. As well as disadvantaging us 
financially (the cost of connecting given the location and layout of our property, cost 
of decommissioning our existing system, and the ongoing Sydney Water charges) 
inclusion of our property in the sewerage scheme will increase our water usage as 
we will no longer be able to recycle our wastewater. Given the forecast of reduced 
rainfalls and hotter climatic conditions in Australia, it’s important that we are able to 
continue our own wastewater. 

The larger properties on Kenmare Road are zoned 1(c) Rural C – Rural Residential 
and as such they do not meet the connection criteria outlined in Section 3.3.2 of the 
REF. Including lots of this size in the scheme would significantly increase the size 
and cost of the scheme and is not considered cost-effective. Long lengths of 
pipework would be needed to service very few properties.  

The property to which this submission refers is zoned 2(c) Village under the Penrith 
City Council LEP 1 – Penrith Planning Scheme and therefore meets the criteria 
specified in the REF. 

Sydney Water cannot enforce connection to the proposal. The relevant local council 
is the authority responsible for regulating on-site sewerage systems. In this case, 
Penrith City Council will determine whether or not property owners are required to 
connect to Sydney Water’s sewerage system.  

Penrith City Council has advised that there may be some flexibility in requiring the 
connection of properties such as those referred to above. Penrith City Council will 
assess these properties on an individual basis when the system is available for 
connection.  
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5.5 Location of infrastructure 
Submission 6 
… concerned about the Vent shaft location tilted in your documents ‘Vent Shaft, 
Londonderry Road, Hobartville’ (The description of where the UWS lands are in 
relation to the this Vent Shaft on page 5.74 is wrong. I believe UWS lands are located 
South West of this site, not North East as the document says.) 

I do understand that the next stage of the project is the design stage and 
submissions like these make up part of the design. We are hopeful that you will take 
particular interest in locating the Vent Shaft in a position that suits all the clients in 
this area and also takes into account the efficiency of the system. 

The Vent Shaft Envelope I am told by Pete Randell is approximately 100 metres long 
and I think can be located in a place that is suitable to all. 

These are my reason for not wanting it near the corner of Londonderry Road and 
Smith Avenue… 

2. The Londonderry Road is earmarked for widening. It has been that way 
since we arrived in 1972. This means that no cable, pipe construction is or has been 
allowed to be buried close to the road proper along Londonderry Rd (Northern Side). 
Cable (Telstra) and Pipe (Gas) are located along side the property boundaries (2 
metres from the House Boundaries) on the Londonderry Rd. If this practiced was still 
adopted and the Vent shaft was placed at the eastern end of the 100 metres 
envelope then it would be 2 metres from my northern boundary. This would not be 
acceptable as I would consider another 22m Shaft (a tall as a telegraph pole) ugly as 
we have a fantastic view of the University of Western Sydney lands/Orchards. 

3. Over 30 years I have maintained the land that fronts Londonderry Road 
from Smith Avenue at my own cost. I have also kept the area free from Trees so that 
pedestrians can utilise this stretch of land. Being cleared it makes my vista the 
University of Western Sydney lands / Orchards lovely. Any construction on this land 
would be disappointing as I am the only person on Londonderry Road who has 
maintained this land as vacant, even though over the years we have had heavy 
machinery use it as a car park, people selling cars using as a car sales yard. If 
Sydney Water took advantage of my open view plan by placing the Vent Shaft here, I 
would feel aggrieved. 

Some Suggestions 

1. Could the sewage pipes come down on the right hand side of Londonderry 
Rd (travelling toward Richmond) passing through University grounds with the Vent 
Shaft being situated at the Southern End of the 100 metre Envelope. This would 
place the Vent Shaft amongst the UWS Orchards and would be blended in somewhat 
amongst the trees of the Orchard. (I am not sure, but I feel that Sewer does already 
cut through the University to service the retirement village, situated on UWS grounds 
along Londonderry Road. I recall that my frontage (Smith Venue) was dug up (again) 
to take the sewer across Londonderry Road. Perhaps if this is true a engineering 
solution can be designed to encompass the Retirement Village and this new 
proposal). 

2. Could the Londonderry piping be turned North along Southee Road to join 
with the proposed piping goes to (SP???) located in Inalls Lane where it can join the 
sewer system. This could travel through UWS Land away from residents and again 
the Vent Shaft would be away from residential homes. If there were any added costs 
(extra metres for the sewer to travel) they would be outweighed by the benefits to 
Londonderry road, Smith Avenue, Day Street and Laurence Street Residents of not 
having their paths and frontage disturbed. 
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[Note: portions of this submission have been removed for privacy reasons] 
Submission 10 
Why does the 22m vent shaft need to be placed on the corner of Smith Ave and 
Londonderry Rd? Where it will spew toxic methane gas directly over surrounding 
houses , and being that close to the HIGH VOLTAGE power lines cant be good with 
a combustible gas like that. Why can’t the chemical dosing unit be moved back 
further so the 22m vent shaft can be re-located to the Londonderry side of Southee 
Rd in VACANT Ag College land, which is at the same level as the proposed site but 
wouldn’t affect people. 

Why cant the sewerage piping be routed directly to the Richmond Treatment Plant on 
Richmond Road through VACANT Ag College land where it wont directly affect 
residents 

Both these submissions refer to the proposed vent shaft at Londonderry Road, 
Hobartville. This location was chosen because it is the local high point along the 
transfer main route. Placing a vent shaft at a high point would allow air to enter and 
exit from the transfer main, thereby maximising its hydraulic performance.  

Further design development and concerns from residents about the visual impact of 
a proposed vent shaft have led to a new barometric loop being proposed at the 
existing sewage pumping station SPS 331, at Lawrence Road, Hobartville. This is 
discussed in more detail in Section 3. The barometric loop will eliminate the need for 
a vent shaft at Londonderry Road, Hobartville. 

The levels of methane gas in the air vented from vent shafts are low, non toxic and 
well below levels required for ignition. 

5.6 Pumping station design 
Submission 12 
Sewage pumping stations for the sewerage scheme should be designed and 
installed such that they will not overflow in dry weather conditions. It should also be 
noted that there are strict limits in place for wet weather overflows for the Richmond 
STS and that this addition to the system should take into account these overall 
requirements. 

No new pumping stations would be constructed as part of the Scheme. The transfer 
mains from Agnes Banks and Londonderry would connect to the Richmond 
sewerage system at the existing pumping stations on Drift Road, Richmond and 
Laurence Street, Hobartville. These pumping stations may require some minor 
upgrades such as new odour control units and air vents as identified and assessed in 
the REF.  Their dry weather overflow performance will not, however, be affected by 
this proposal. 
 
This proposal will not increase the frequency of wet weather system overflows 
beyond the 19 overflows per 10 years requirement specified in the Richmond 
Sewerage Treatment System Licence. 

A variation will be sought to the existing Environment Protection Licence for the 
Richmond Sewerage Treatment System to include the new system.  
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5.7 Cost of proposal to landowners 
Submission 3 
7. PG 8: Benefits of Connection – Cost Savings 

Currently residents operating Council approved / Council monitored aerated systems 
pay on average (based on my system since 1988) on average approximately $500 
per year to maintain and operate. It will take approximately (based on figures quoted 
and in consultation with residents forced on to these systems in other areas) 14 
years for me to recoup this outlay. How is this cost effective to me and for what 
benefit – higher water consumption and a higher bill? 

8. On the same vane, on average for pump out systems costs on average $1000 per 
annum (based on conversations with the residents in my street). Based on these 
numbers it will take 6 – 7 years to also recoup the outlay. How is this cost effective to 
these householders? With these time frames, most people will out grow the changes, 
sell up and move on. Who then bears the costs, old house owner who initially had to 
agree to said changes or the new tenant?  

The home owner is responsible for paying the cost of connecting to the new system 
and will have a year in which to take up the offer. Tenants are not responsible for 
connection costs. While the up-front cost for home owners may seem high, the 
system does provide potential long-term cost savings.  

Sydney Water’s current sewerage service charge for customers connected to the 
sewer is $120.07 per quarter (October 2008 to June 2009 quarter). The number of 
years that it takes to recoup the initial costs will vary for each property.  

There is also the potential benefit of increasing house values as outlined in Section 
5.20.2 of the REF. 

Submission 3 
16….At no point throughout this proposal document have SW talked costs. This in 
itself makes me, a resident, very sceptical and I can only envisage it is not in my 
favour, as you have avoided talking costs. How much will it cost me to connect, 
provide me the best case and worst case figures, all inclusive not evasive? You talk 
of average costs in Brooklyn being $3500 (Not in line with the prices quoted at the 
public community sessions), what where the higher end costs which were dependant 
on site fees? 

Sydney Water has a legal requirement to be open and transparent about its 
operations. The REF summary outlined the financial impacts to residents. However, 
as the cost of connecting to the system will vary for each property, the costs provided 
are estimates only. As outlined in the REF, connection costs could be significantly 
higher at properties where difficult site conditions are encountered (such as rock and 
steep terrain) or there is a long distance to the connection point. The cost of 
connection for individual properties can only be verified after gaining a quotation from 
a licensed plumber/drainer. Sydney Water does not provide such quotes. 

In a survey of residents who connected to the Jamberoo Sewerage Scheme and 
Stanwell Tops, Stanwell Park, Otford and Coalcliff Sewerage Scheme, 79 per cent of 
Jamberoo owners and 86 per cent of Stanwell Tops, Stanwell Park, Otford and 
Coalcliff owners reported that the total cost of connecting to the system was less than 
$3,000 (Taverner Research, 2005). Jamberoo Scheme was a pressure sewerage 
system, while Stanwell Park, Otford and Coalcliff was predominantly a pressure 
sewerage system with the exception of Stanwell Tops which was a gravity system. 
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Submission 3 
20.  “Costs of decommissioning the current systems to council requirements”, are at 
my costs which will be in addition to SW costs just to set up the system.  

The costs related with this new system in the current climate of “mortgage stress”, 
higher living cost due to increases in petrol and food prices which are constantly 
blowing out demonstrates an extremely poor attitude to people in the areas affected 
in the current climate by SW. 

Below is an estimate in pricing as I see it: 
[1]  SW costs to install system  $3500 - $5000 dependant on site 

[2]  Plumber to disconnect old system and reconnect new. 

 Lay new piping to connection point  $1000 - $1500++  

[3]  Decommissioning old systems to Councils criteria  $1000++? 

 (pump out, pressure clean remove old tanks and system 

[4]  Fees to SW to tell us how much it will cost us  $150 

[5]  Quarterly increase to Council Rates - SW  $150 ?  

[6]  Other on site costs due replacement of older system  $500 dependant on site 

[7]  Costs of any future relocation of SW infrastructure on 
 How long is a piece of string? 

 the customer’s property to accommodate renovations??   

[8]  Increase in water bills quarterly  ??? 

Prices could range from $6300 - $8500 and these are estimations by me, a lay 
person. I am not sure of pricing/plumbers costs etc and I am sure there are some 
additional costs hidden from us by SW I have not factored in. You are deliberately 
under quoting prices to induce households in an effort to support the proposal. 

Currently as stated earlier my costs are $500 per annum and on average $1000 for 
people on pump out. So why or how does it become a better plan for me/us? 

Sydney Water provides the following responses to the cost estimates provided in this 
submission: 

[1]  Costs to Sydney Water vary from property to property and are also 
impacted by the scheme design (eg length of transfer mains, number 
and size of ancillary services). Sydney Water cannot provide a per 
property cost estimate at this time. These are Sydney Water costs and 
are not passed on to the customer. 

[2], [3], [6] Sydney Water cannot provide specific estimates for items  [2], [3] and 
[6] as costs will vary from site to site. Costs can vary depending on the 
plumbing improvements needed to enable the property to connect, the 
length of pipe to be installed and soil conditions. In late 2007, Sydney 
Water installed a pressure sewerage system in Brooklyn. The average 
connection cost for these customers was about $3600 (Taverner 
Research 2008). 

[4] A one-off fee of $151.40 is payable to Sydney Water for connection to 
the system. This consists of a $64.50 application fee plus a $86.90 
inspection fee (current at 1 July 2008). A further inspection fee of 
$86.90 would be required if the property requires additional 
inspections. 

[5] There will be no increase in Council Rates resulting from connection 
to the scheme. 
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[7] Property owners will be responsible for paying for any future relocation 
of the collection tank, pressure pipeline and electrical cable for the 
collection tank to accommodate renovations. Property owners should 
advise Sydney Water of any renovation plans when discussing the 
location of on-property equipment. 

[8] Property owners will be responsible for paying an ongoing standard 
sewerage service charge to Sydney Water, currently $120.07 per 
quarter. Connection will not impact on water fees unless residents use 
more water. Sydney Water charges are determined by IPART as 
discussed in Section 5.2..  

The total cost estimate provided in the submission appears to include costs borne by 
Sydney Water and is therefore not an accurate estimate of the costs to the property 
owner. As mentioned above, the average connection cost for customers in Brooklyn 
was about $3600. 

Submission 3 
What is the cost of replacing malfunctioning pumps and equipment if the resident is 
held responsible for the breakage? 

Customers would not be required to pay for malfunctioning pump equipment but 
would be required to pay for fixing any damage to on-property infrastructure resulting 
from the owner or occupant failing to operate the system in accordance with the 
Home Owner’s Manual provided by Sydney Water with each connection. This would 
include, for example, putting inappropriate substances or materials into the system or 
deliberately damaging the system. The charges would depend on the individual 
circumstances, the nature of the damage and would represent the cost incurred by 
Sydney Water to fix the damage. 

5.8 Water quality 
Submission 3 
6.  Currently people with aerated systems do not use harsh chemicals exit mould, 
domestos, ammonia etc. With the now proposed new system these safe guards will 
be lifted and all households will be able to use these, with what consequence to the 
already heavily polluted water system with nitrates, phosphates’ and others? 

The Home Owner’s Manual advises residents not to discharge paints (water soluble 
or oil based), flammable materials, lubricating oil, chemicals, grease, petrol, diesel, 
milk, food scraps or cooking oil into the sewerage system.  

Treatment of sewage at Richmond STP will remove much of the nitrates and 
phosphates, more so than most on-site systems can remove. 

Submission 3 
18. PG 17: Treating sewerage & managing effluent 

The proposal states: 15% of the excess water from the STP is to be pumped into the 
creek system. Currently of the water identified by SW that seeps into the creeks, 
what is the % rate of this seepage? 15% of some 300 additional households pumped 
into creeks are I suspect much higher than the current reported seepage rates by a 
few households. 

No information on the seepage rates from on-site systems is available. However, as 
outlined in Section 5.5.3 of the REF, evidence suggests that the on-site systems are 
having a detrimental impact on the local environment. 
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Under the proposed system, wastewater would be transferred to the Richmond STP 
for high level tertiary treatment, including Phosphorus removal and disinfection. 
Section 5.5 of the REF concluded that the increased volumes of effluent that may be 
received by the detention basin (which collects effluent from Richmond STP that is 
not reused) are not likely to have a significant impact on water quality in the basin.  

No information is available on current seepage rates from existing systems, however 
the removal of poorly operating on-site systems and the transfer of sewage to the 
Richmond STP should facilitate improvements to local waterway quality. This would 
have long-term benefits for aquatic flora and fauna in local creeks and may provide 
benefits for aquatic flora and fauna in the Hawkesbury-Nepean River. 

Submission 3 
19.  Much is being said about the Londonderry and Agnes Banks systems 
discharging / leeching into waterways affecting the water and aquatic ECO systems. 
Bigger picture: What is SW doing wrt large farms, orchids and factories bordering the 
Hawkesbury and Nepean Rivers from pumping, dumping and “accidental” flow off of 
phosphates, nitrates and illegal waste into these waterways? Guess bullying the little 
guy is easier than tackling the bigger corporations. To date I have not seen any 
successful prosecutions by SW against corporations in the local area in the courts? 
What has been the success rate of SW wrt prosecutions and convictions against the 
big end of town in the Penrith/Richmond area? 

Sydney Water’s responsibilities for pollution control only extends to its own activities, 
not to farms, orchards or factories. Controlling the pollution of waterways is the 
responsibility of the Department of Environment and Climate Change (DECC) and 
local councils. Information would need to be sought from the DECC, Penrith City 
Council and Hawkesbury City Council about prosecutions in the Penrith and 
Richmond area. 

5.9 Ecology 
Submission 12 
DECC notes the reports and discussion in the REF on fauna, flora and endangered 
ecological communities. DECC has no issues of concern regarding fauna, flora and 
endangered ecological communities provided that the mitigations measures outlined 
in Table 5-47 in Section 5.24 and Table 5-48 in Section 5.24 of the REF are adopted 
and that the project complies with the provisions of the National Parks and Wildlife 
Act 1974 and the Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995. 

Noted. 

5.10 Aboriginal cultural heritage 
Submission 12 
DECC notes the discussion in the REF on Aboriginal cultural heritage. DECC also 
notes that an indigenous heritage survey of the project area was undertaken by 
Biosis Research in May 2007, but that this survey was not appended into the REF. 
DECC would appreciate receiving a copy of the survey. However, based on the 
information contained in the REF, DECC has no issues of concern regarding 
Aboriginal cultural heritage provided that the mitigation measures outlined in Table 5-
16 in Section 5.9.2 of the REF are adopted, and that the project complies with the 
provisions of the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974. 

The REF contained a copy of the Agnes Bank and Londonderry Priority Sewerage 
Program, Stage 2: Aboriginal Archaeological Assessment  report (Biosis 2008), in 
Appendix F. 
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5.11 Odour 
Submission 3: 
17 …Will there be any unsightly vent shafts located near my property? What is the 
odour effect of these vents that are tapped into the pressure line of the collective 
sewerage line? 

 “The location of major structures, such as vent shafts, would generally avoid existing 
services……...” please explain?… 

… Odour from effluent is still odour; SW has not eliminated it but simply concentrated 
it into one area. Bags not living in range of this trap. Bound to increase my 
house/property value though. Stink is still stink just like this proposal. 

The location of vent shafts was detailed in section 5.18 of the REF. No vent shafts 
are planned near this property. 

Odours associated with on-site systems and tankering would be eliminated. In fact, 
customers at Brooklyn and Dangar Island surveyed in July 2008 identified that one of 
the benefits of connecting to the new reticulated sewerage scheme was the removal 
of odours and smells.  

5.12 Noise 
Submission 3 
PG 26: Noise and Vibration 

The audible alarm: If the house is vacant for an extended period (long weekend) and 
the alarm sounds due pump failure or whatever, does it have facility to turn off 
automatically or does it continue to sound incessantly until turned off? Noise 
pollution. 

The audible alarm should only sound when the alarm level is reached and this should 
not occur when homes are vacant, as effluent is not discharged to the collection tank. 
The Home Owner’s Manual recommends that you advise your neighbours of the 
procedure should the alarm be activated. They can contact Sydney Water in the 
event of an alarm. The audible alarm can also be manually switched off at the 
control/alarm panel. 

Submission 12 
DECC notes the discussion in the REF on noise. Sydney Water should ensure that 
all practicable measures are taken to minimise construction noise, and that it has 
systems in place to enable affected parties to directly raise, and have resolved, 
individual noise complaints with the licensee. 

A Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) would be prepared for the 
proposal and would include site-specific mitigation measures to minimise any 
potential noise impacts to local residents. A communications strategy would be 
prepared for the proposal and would include systems through which noise-affected 
parties may directly raise, and have resolved, individual noise complaints with 
Sydney Water. 
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5.13 Road safety and traffic 
Submission 3 
10.  “Decreased truck movements and traffic disruption”. One truck per week idling 
as it slowly moves up and down the street. I live on a main road – trucks constantly 
speed and rumble past generating significantly more noise than the pump out truck 
coasting up and down the street. So please…. Give me a break, citing noise as a 
reason, what a joke, clutching at straws. 

Sydney Water has gained feedback from the Agnes Banks Residents Action Group 
meetings and community information sessions that some residents find the 
movement of septic pump-out tankers to be annoying due to their noise and odours. 
This is particularly so during early morning operations.  

Therefore, even the removal of one truck per week will be a benefit to some 
residents. 

5.14 Energy and greenhouse gases 
Submission 3 
SW admits total energy use at Richmond Sewage Treatment Plant will increase due 
to the additional flow from 290 households and energy and greenhouse gas emission 
management would be addressed as part of another plan. So if the emissions / 
energy etc are going to increase, are we not doing more harm to the environment 
than under the current systems? 

Although the proposal may increase the amount of sewage transferred to Richmond 
STP (and therefore increase the plant’s energy use), it would also reduce the volume 
of untreated/ partially treated wastewater entering local stormwater systems and 
waterways from existing poorly functioning on-site systems. Effluent at Richmond 
STP undergoes tertiary treatment prior to re-use or discharge, and most of this 
effluent is recycled. This would have an overall positive impact on the environment.  

5.15 Visual amenity  
Submission 3 
17…Will the chemical dosing units/vent shafts be fenced with 2m high, 3 strand 
barbed wire to prevent access and vandalism? Aesthetically pleasing, put one in your 
street... 

PG 25:Visual 

“Permanent minor visual impacts due to the sewage system.” Put one in your front 
yard or up the road and see how minor the visual impact is. What a load of bunkum. 
A 22m tall pipe and odour control plants, how do you dress these up?  

The visual impacts of the proposed vent shafts and odour control units have been 
assessed in Section 5.18.3 of the REF. Appropriate screen plantings and 
sympathetic design of these components would reduce any impact, where required. 
Any impact on the visual amenity of the study area is expected to be minor. 

The precise locations of the vent shafts would be confirmed during the detailed 
design phase of the project in consultation with the neighbouring residents. 
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5.16 Public health 
Submission 3 
5.  The LGA’s have been like this for some time now (in excess of 20 years); SW is 
stating there is evidence showing issues to public health. Please cite specific 
examples of incidents where members of the public or residents have been affected 
and required treatment by doctors and or required hospitalisation resulting in health 
issues from septic and aerated systems? I suspect this is SW scare mongering using 
inflammatory language in an effort to justify and bolster “evidence” in support of this 
proposal. 

Sydney Water did not state that it has evidence of public health issues from the 
septic and aerated systems in Agnes Banks and Londonderry. The NSW Department 
of Health advises that “All types of domestic wastewater are potentially highly 
infectious and polluting. The bacterial numbers in septic tank effluent are roughly ten 
times that found in raw sewage” (DoH 2008). Consequently, poorly maintained 
systems do pose a risk to public health.  

This was demonstrated in the Wallis Lake Hepatitis A outbreak in 1997. Over 400 
people were infected and one man died after consuming oysters from Wallis Lake. 
The contamination was partially attributed to runoff from septic tanks, flooded during 
heavy rainfall (Brown 1998; Grennan 2008). 

Submission 3 
PG 19: Public Health 

The booklet states “inspections of on-site systems by Councils indicate that failing of 
these systems poses a risk to public health.” Question begs to be asked, if Councils’ 
and SW identified these systems were failing back when the survey was conducted 
in 2006, and it was/is identified as a “public health risk” why were not these failing 
systems identified to be rectified as a matter of high priority due to the “health risk”? 
This has been allowed to, knowingly by SW, to continue for another 2 years since the 
survey. Public health, SW should be taken to the Land and Environmental court. Why 
do all the identified residents in the new proposal have to be penalised financially for 
the few.  

As detailed in 3.2.1 of the REF, inspections of on-site systems conducted in 
Hawkesbury LGA by Hawkesbury City Council in 2006 found that about 12 per cent 
of on-site systems posed a risk to public health and the environment at the time of 
inspection. Sydney Water is not the authority responsible for regulating on-site 
systems and is not aware of the action taken by Hawkesbury City Council regarding 
these findings. 

Sydney Water is funding the construction of the sewerage system. The only costs to 
property owners are related to connection and the ongoing sewerage service charge. 
Council is responsible for enforcing connections to the system. Where a system is 
operating poorly it is more likely to be required to connect. 
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5.17 Socio-economic considerations 
Submission 3 
PG 21: You state on one hand that “SW’s assessment is that households that 
connect to a new system “COULD” benefit from an increase in property values”, then 
nicely throw in the disclaimer with a back flip and pike that they may not. Extremely 
miss leading with false information. Show me factual evidence that categorically 
shows households that do connect, property values increase because of the 
connection, not just because of the normal market increase in property and real 
estate. Misleading. 

An assessment was undertaken by Sydney Water in 2004 that indicated that the net 
effect of households connecting to a new sewerage system would be reflected in an 
increase in property prices. The changes in property values following connection to a 
sewerage system, varied between $25,000 and $40,000 depending on the type of 
existing on-site system and the type of reticulation system that the household 
connected to (Sydney Water 2004). The benefit only applies when households 
actually connect to the reticulation system, reflecting the fact that the amenity 
benefits of reticulated sewerage do not commence until the existing on-site system 
has actually been removed (Sydney Water 2004).  

Submission 3 
“SW in partnership with community agencies may be able to provide some 
assistance to eligible customers experiencing financial hardship.” I can guarantee 
90% of your customers will be categorised under this umbrella. How will SW 
determine those eligible and those not? What % interest rates will apply to this 
assistance to the already disadvantaged cajoled household with no personal choice? 
Will it be means tested? 

As indicated in the REF, financial assistance will be available only to customers 
experiencing serious financial hardship and who meet other criteria set by Sydney 
Water. Assessments of hardship would be made by suitably qualified external 
community agencies such as Lifeline Macarthur, the St. Vincent de Paul Society and 
Wesley Mission. Payments would involve partial contributions to the cost of 
connection. The rate of reimbursement to Sydney Water would be dependent on the 
customer’s ability to pay. No interest would be charged as Sydney Water’s payments 
are not a formal loan.  

Submission 10 
Why should residents in the Hawkesbury City Council area suffer drops in property 
value (and possible health) for only a small number of people in a completely 
different council area? 

 [This respondent lives in Hobartville and is concerned about the location of the vent 
shaft on the corner of Smith Ave and Londonderry Road and the pipe to the 
Richmond STP] 

The proposed scheme will service properties in both the Hawkesbury City Council 
and Penrith City Council areas. Providing improved sewerage services to Agnes 
Banks and Londonderry will result in cleaner waterways, provide environmental and 
social benefits and reduce risks to public health. 

Sydney Water will endeavour to locate infrastructure so as to minimise any visual 
impacts. Further consultation will be undertaken with affected residents during the 
detailed design phase to minimise any potential impacts. 
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5.18 Problems with existing systems 
Submission 3 
2. PG7: Environmental & public health impacts 

How many of the aerated systems in the 2006 survey of the Local Government Area 
(LGA) A, B, and Londonderry showed evidence of being poorly maintained and how 
many had potentially hazardous waste water discharge? Number / % rate. 

3.Of these identified defective systems, why were not notices issued under the public 
health act to rectify these potentially hazardous to health systems thus avoiding this 
process? 

As detailed in 3.2.1 of the REF, inspections of on-site systems in Hawkesbury LGA 
by Hawkesbury City Council in 2006 showed that about 12 per cent of on-site 
systems posed a risk to public health and the environment at the time of inspection. 
Sydney Water is not the authority responsible for regulating on-site systems and is 
not aware of the action taken by the regulating authority regarding these findings. 
The PSP villages have been identified by the NSW Government as having a negative 
impact on the environment. 

5.19 Statutory and other requirements 
Submission 12 
The works proposed in the REF will require an environment protection licence to 
carry out scheduled development work pursuant to the provisions of the Protection of 
the Environment Operations Act 1997. The licensee will be responsible under the 
licence for ensuring that its contractors / sub-contractors comply with the licence 
conditions as well as all requirements of the environment protection legislation. 

Any application for a scheduled development works licence should be submitted at 
least eight weeks prior to the commencement of the construction works. The 
Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997 permits up to 60 days to assess 
and process a licence application. The licence must be in force when the works 
commence. 

Application forms for environment protection licences are available on the DECC’s 
website at http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/licensing/  

When completed, the Agnes Banks and Londonderry Sewerage Scheme will become 
part of the Richmond Sewage Treatment System (STS), and will be subject to the 
conditions of environment protection licence number 1726 issued for that STS. 

Sydney Water notes that an environment protection licence would be required for the 
construction of the proposal. Any application for a scheduled development works 
licence would be submitted within the required timeframe. No works would 
commence without the required licence(s). 

Sydney Water notes that the project would become part of the Richmond Sewage 
Treatment System (STS) once construction is complete. It would then be subject to 
the conditions of environment protection licence number 1726 issued for that STS. A 
variation to the environmental protection licence would be sought prior to the 
commencement of the scheme’s operation. 

 

 

 

 



Agnes Banks and Londonderry Sewerage Scheme Proposal 
Decisions Report 

 5-22

Submission 12 
DECC notes the discussion in the REF on water quality. The proponent and its 
contractors should identify and implement appropriate strategies to manage drilling 
water and stormwater from construction sites to prevent water pollution. 

As indicated in the REF a Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) 
would be prepared for the proposal which would include site-specific mitigation 
measures to minimise any potential water quality, noise and air/odour impacts to 
local residents.  

The CEMP and Operation Environmental Management Plan (OEMP) for the project 
would consider all legislative requirements and have regard for appropriate policies 
and guidelines. The CEMP and OEMP would be updated as required to incorporate 
any changes to legislative requirements. 

Submission 12 
DECC also notes the discussion on potential increased nutrient discharges from the 
Richmond STP. This matter will need to be addressed as part of the current DECC 
project to review the management of nutrient loads in the Hawkesbury Nepean River 
and/or the next review of the Richmond STS licence. 

Whilst it is anticipated that there would be increased nutrient discharge from the STP 
due to increased flows, nutrient concentrations and loads would be well within the 
nutrient concentrations and loads specified in the licence. The table below 
summarises the effluent nutrient concentrations and load limits specified in the 
current Richmond STS licence, the actual performance of the STP in 2007/08 and 
the predicted performance of the STP in 2024 when it will reach its design capacity of 
3.6 ML/day. The PSP villages of Agnes Bank, Londonderry, Glossodia, Freemans 
Reach and Wilberforce are expected to be fully connected to the Richmond system 
by 2024. 

 Concentration Limits (50 
percentile in mg/L) 

Annual Load Limits (kg/Year) 

 Licence 
Limits 

Actual 
Performance 
(2007/08) 

Licence 
Limits 

Actual 
Performance 
(2007/08) 

Predicted 
Performance 
in 2024 

NH3 - N 2 0.01 - - - 

T – N 10 4.2 43800 1670.7 16300 

T-P 0.3 0.02 10877 8.2 700 

Sydney Water notes that DECC will address the potential increased discharges from 
Richmond STP during its current review of the management of nutrient loads in the 
Hawkesbury Nepean River and/or the next review of the Richmond STS licence.  
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Submission 12 
DECC notes the discussion in the REF on air quality impacts and reminds Sydney 
Water of its obligations to comply with section 129 of the Protection of the 
Environment Operations Act 1997 at all times. 

DECC notes that various management plans are to be developed for the project. The 
management plans should consider the requirements of the Protection of the 
Environment operations Act 1997, the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974,the 
Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995, and have regard for appropriate policies 
and guidelines, such as the NSW Industrial Noise Policy and Managing Urban 
Stormwater: Soils and Construction. 

The CEMP and OEMP for the project would consider all legislative requirements and 
have regard for appropriate polices and guidelines. The CEMP and OEMP would be 
updated as required to incorporate any changes to legislative requirements. 

Submission 3 
From all the feedback received, how do we know SW is not just going to do what SW 
wants anyway regardless of resident views and feed back? Oh that’s right you are – 
last paragraph PG29. 

Can this decision be challenged as a class action in the Land and Environment Court 
or any other legal process? I.e. the movie the “Castle”. 

As discussed in Section 5.1, Sydney Water views consultation with the community 
and stakeholders as an essential component in the development and delivery of the 
preferred servicing strategy for the area. Consultation has occurred with the 
communities of Agnes Banks and Londonderry and has been a two way process that 
has enabled Sydney Water to develop an understanding of community needs and 
expectations. These have been considered in the development of the preferred 
servicing strategy. 

As the proponent and determining authority for the project, Sydney Water is required 
to conduct an environmental assessment under Part 5 of the Environmental Planning 
and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act).  The REF and this Decisions Report for the 
Project identifies the environmental issues potentially affected or likely to be affected 
by the Project, incorporates measures to mitigate potentially adverse environmental 
impacts and determines the potential environmental significance of the Project’s 
impacts.   
  
An appeal on the merit of a determining authority’s decision is not available under 
Part 5 of the EP&A Act.  However, under section 123 of the EP&A Act any person 
may bring proceedings in the Land and Environment Court to remedy or restrain a 
breach of the Act.   

5.20 Future development 
Submission 5 
I write to advise you that Penrith Council at the Council Meeting of 23 June 2008 
resolved to approve Development Application No 07/1066 for a proposed Mushroom 
Growing Facility, Office Sheds, Car Parking, Civil and Site Works on Lot 2 DP 
1084891, 334-362 Londonderry Road, Londonderry, NSW. This site is located on the 
corner of Londonderry and Wilshire Road Londonderry and the proposed sewerage 
transfer pipelines travel along the frontage of the property. 
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The assessment report, recommended conditions of consent and resolution for the 
above referred proposed Mushroom Growing Facility can be found at 
http://bizsearch.penrithcity.nsw.gov.au/pccbps/Open/2008/CNL_23062008_AGN_AT
_WEB.HTM. For your reference, the report is agenda item 8 and provides detail of 
the proposed development with relevant architectural plans attached. A copy of the 
consent issued for the proposed development is available for inspection at Penrith 
Council’s Civic Centre at 601 High Street, Penrith, NSW, 2750. 
Currently, the approval is subject to 7580m2 of area being provided for effluent 
disposal which will be located more than 100 metres from the watercourse that 
traverses the site. Given it is proposed to construct the proposed development in four 
(4) stages, the effluent disposal area will also be provided in stages. The disposal 
area is expected to service the site however the following condition of consent 
provides for connection to sewer where possible: 

 “In the event sewerage connection is available to the site, the facility is to 
be connected as soon as practicable for all effluent disposal with relevant approvals 
being obtained” 

In viewing the proposed map and in speaking with staff from Sydney Water, it 
appears that Lot 2, DP 1084891 (No.334-362 Londonderry Road, Londonderry 
NSW), the subject of the above referred consent, is not proposed to be connected to 
the proposed sewerage network despite the sewerage infrastructure being proposed 
along the boundary of this site. 

I offer the above information for your consideration in ascertaining whether it is of 
benefit to provide sewerage connection to Lot 2, DP 108489, 334-362 Londonderry 
Road, Londonderry, NSW as part of the Agnes Banks and Londonderry Sewerage 
Scheme. 

Submission 8 
… we request Sydney Water to review the following project information with respect 
of allowing sufficient capacity for the proposed industrial development to connect to 
the Sydney Water pressure reticulation sewer main. The property is 334-362 
Londonderry Road, Londonderry and is located at the corner of Wilshire Road and 
has been approved by Penrith Council on 23 June, 2008 DA 07/1066. The project will 
involve a mushroom growing facility developed over 4 stages and employing the 
following numbers of staff: 

Stage 1 - 50 

Stage 2 - 100 

Stages 1 to 4 - 200 

Any trade wastes/water generated from the facility will be treated and recycled for 
reuse within the process.   

In summary we are requesting on behalf of the owners Moonlight Mushrooms, 
Sydney Water approval to discharge human wastes only to the proposed reticulation 
extending along Londonderry Road in front of the property. 

This property is considered to be non-urban, is not part of or adjacent to the urban 
village of Londonderry and therefore has not been included in the scheme. Although 
a pressurised transfer sewer main would be laid adjacent to this property, Sydney 
Water would not allow connections to this main due to pressure increases at the 
reticulation network and the operational difficulties and risks associated with 
connecting to such a main. 
 
Properties not within the subsidised service area would require a separate main to 
connect them to the existing Richmond system. The benefiting property owner(s) 
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would be responsible for supplying, installing and maintaining any on-property 
pressure sewer infrastructure required for the system to operate, and for any 
additional main connecting into Sydney Water’s system. 

Submission 11 
At the point we would also like to once again bring to your attention the intended 
future development of the Commonwealth owned, Air Services land to the north of 
Londonderry Village. This site has been earmarked to be rezoned and subdivided 
into residential lots in the future. It is our understanding that the proposed sewerage 
scheme has currently been designed to only accommodate the existing lots zoned 
2(c), 5(a) and 6(a) within the villages. Although the burden of connecting to the sewer 
from the development of the Air Services land would fall on the developer, it is 
requested that the future development of this site be given consideration. 

Sydney Water understands that the sale of the Commonwealth owned Air Services 
land has not been determined at this time. Given the uncertainty around the timing 
and scope of the future development, Sydney Water is not in a position to include the 
servicing of this land in the proposed servicing strategy. 

Submission 4 

The RTA has reviewed the proposal, and would like to inform you that there is a road 
widening scheme in place along Castlereagh and Londonderry Road in the vicinity of 
the proposed Agnes Banks and Londonderry Sewerage Scheme. The pipe 
installation is to be more than 3 metre from the edge of the running lanes. There is 
currently no timeline for these works; however it is not likely in the next 5 years. 

Any new work should be laid to avoid any proposed road widening in order to 
minimise future disturbance and the necessity of relocation of utilities 

Sydney Water notes the comments from the RTA and will work with the RTA during 
the detailed design phase to determine appropriate alignments and technical 
requirements.  

5.21 Supply of information 
Submission 4 
Details of the proposed work, the route and road crossing locations 

1.1 The Utility Owner must provide detailed plans showing the proposed route 
and the specific locations and dimensions of the road openings and crossings to the 
Roads and Traffic Authority (RTA). This information should be forwarded to the RTA, 
Sydney Asset Management, PO Box 973, Parramatta CBD 2124. The information will 
be used to assess the type of pavement and the impact of the proposed work on 
RTA’s assets, traffic flow and road safety. 

1.2 Crossings of classified State roads to be bored lined and grouted or 
restored to RTA’s satisfaction. This information can be obtained from the RTA, 
Sydney Asset Management, PO Box 973, Parramatta CBD 2124 

1.3 Any road closures would only be permissible during the night. Nightworks 
protocols are to be met; ie. No more than 2 nights per week outside any one house 
and residents are to be given 7 days notification. 

1.4 Details of all temporary and permanent access points from any classified 
state or regional roads are to be submitted to the RTA for assessment. This is to 
include but is not limited to any formal access point used for construction purposes or 
for servicing the pipeline once in operation. 

Requirements for installation of Utility:- 
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2.1 The Utility shall be installed a minimum of 1.2 metres below the lowest point of 
the road formation, 300 mm below the invert of the table drains and 900 mm below 
the natural surface elsewhere in the road reserve. 
2.2 Any line taken by a utility proposed below the trafficable road surface shall be 
installed at an angle perpendicular to the road edge, edge line, kerb or centre-line, 
unless otherwise agreed to be the RTA 

2.3 All work under the road carriageway or median shall be constructed in such a 
manner, as to be maintenance free. No surface fittings or any control device requiring 
access shall be located within the road pavement area. 

2.4 The utility shall be designed for traffic loading and enable compaction of the sub 
grade with vibrating rollers at the base of the road pavement. 

2.5 Any road crossing should be by under boring. Minimum depth shall be 1.2 metres 
at the lowest point of the road formation. 

Please note that these comments are advisory only, formal comments will be 
provided following referral of the development application from Council. A copy of this 
letter has been forwarded to Council for their information. 

Noted. Sydney Water will address these RTA requirements during the detailed 
design phase and consult with the RTA as necessary. 

Submission 11 
As part of our formal submission, Penrith City Council requests the following items to 
be considered: 

• Copies of the Construction Environmental Management Plan to be provided to 
Council prior to works commencing on the scheme. 

• Copies of the Operation Environmental Management Plan to be provided to 
Council prior to the commissioning of the scheme 

• Sydney Water continue to consult with the residents of Londonderry and Agnes 
Banks on the scheme 

• Sydney Water’s Priority Sewerage Scheme work in partnership with Penrith City 
Council and Hawkesbury City Council to actively encourage property owners 
to connect to the scheme 

• Sydney Water continue to provide financial assistance for connection to the 
scheme for property owners who demonstrate hardship or the like. 

Sydney Water will provide copies of the CEMP and OEMP to Council for information, 
as requested.  

Sydney Water will continue to consult and involve affected property owners by: 

• Providing residents with information to help them plan their activities during 
sewerage system construction on and around their property 

• Providing residents with information to help them to connect to the sewerage 
system 

• Gathering information on customer needs and expectations, and property 
details such as site conditions and location of existing water, electricity and 
telecommunications services. 

A communications management plan will be prepared to outline communications 
activities during the design and construction phases of the project. The plan will 
ensure that consultation remains an ongoing and critical activity throughout the life of 
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the project. It will include strategies for managing issues including: community 
participation, stakeholder engagement, issues and media management, and internal 
Sydney Water communications. 

Sydney Water will continue to consult with Penrith City Council and Hawkesbury City 
Council during the detailed planning and implementation of the scheme, with the 
objective of maximising connections. 

As indicated in the REF, in some situations Sydney Water may provide financial 
assistance to customers to enable them to connect to the new sewerage scheme. 
Financial assistance is available only to customers experiencing financial hardship. 
Assessments of hardship would be made by suitably qualified external community 
agencies. 

5.22 Support for the proposal 
Submission 11  
Penrith City Council supports the proposed sewerage scheme for the villages and 
believes the scheme will provide a number of benefits to the community and the 
environment. 

Sydney Water appreciates the support of this proposal. 
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6 Justification of the proposal 
6.1 Social and economic factors 
The implementation of the proposal would have a number of social benefits including: 

• Reducing the risk to public health from poorly performing on-site systems  
• The removal of a source of water pollution in the Hawkesbury-Nepean 

catchment 
• The convenience of a centralised sewerage system that does not require 

pumping out 
• Improving the amenity of the area. 

Most property owners who connect to the sewerage scheme would benefit financially 
by avoiding the costs associated with on-site wastewater management systems such 
as licence fees, maintenance and repair costs and pump-out service charges. 

Temporary disruptions would be caused by construction activities.  These would 
include temporary restrictions to vehicle and pedestrian movements and access near 
work sites, the partial closure of some areas for the temporary storage of construction 
materials and spoil and the establishment of work compounds, intermittent noise from 
construction tools and machinery and visual impacts from work compounds.  These 
disruptions would be managed by implementing appropriate mitigation measures. 

Property owners who connect to the pressure sewerage system would be 
inconvenienced by the power cost of running a pump and responsibilities associated 
with the on-property pressure sewerage infrastructure (monitoring the alarm and 
reporting faults).  This cost and these responsibilities would, however, be comparable 
to those associated with the use of other appliances.  Lower connection costs would 
compensate for the energy costs associated with the operation of the infrastructure 
located on individual properties.  

All pressure infrastructure located on properties would be located at or below ground 
level, with the exception of the property control/alarm panel.  This structure would be 
no more intrusive than existing on-site wastewater management system facilities or 
other property services. 

The proposal may create employment opportunities and demands for local services 
during its construction. 

The proposal can be justified on social and economic grounds as the benefits are 
considerable and the undesirable effects limited. 

6.2 Biophysical factors 
It is anticipated that the progressive removal of poorly operating on-site wastewater 
management systems and the transfer of wastewater to the Richmond STP would 
facilitate improvements to local waterway quality.  This would have long-term benefits 
for aquatic flora and fauna. 

There would be some minor biophysical impacts associated with the construction of 
the sewerage reticulation system, including minimal clearing of native vegetation 
along the pipeline route. There would be no native vegetation cleared for construction 
of the sewage pumping stations.  

Impacts on the biophysical environment from the new sewerage scheme are 
predictable and manageable.  The ability to manage these impacts within acceptable 
standards and the predicted benefits of the current proposal are additional justification 
for its implementation. 
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6.3 Ecological sustainability 
The most common and broadest definition of Ecologically Sustainable Development 
(ESD) is “development that improves the quality of life, both now and in the future, in a 
way that maintains the ecological processes on which life depends” (Environment 
Australia, 1992).  

The proposal must be considered in accordance with the four principles of ESD as 
outlined in section 6(2) of the Protection of the Environment Administration Act 1991 
(as amended by the PoEO Act 1997, and Schedule 2 of the Environmental Planning 
and Assessment Regulation 2000.   

These principles are described below: 

• Precautionary Principle – if there are threats of serious or irreversible 
damage to the environment, lack of full scientific certainty should not be used 
as a reason for postponing measures to prevent environmental degradation 

• Inter-generational Equity – the present generation should ensure that the 
health, diversity and productivity of the environment are maintained or 
enhanced for the benefit of future generations 

• Conservation of Biological Diversity and Ecological Integrity – these are 
fundamental considerations to the sustainability of development 

• Improved Valuation, Pricing and Incentive Mechanisms – that users pay 
for their products or services including their full life-cycle impacts and cost-
effective market mechanisms to attribute externalities should be implemented. 

Sydney Water’s ESD Policy 
Sydney Water’s current ESD Policy rests on the four principles and commits Sydney 
Water to ensuring that the principles of ESD underpin the decision-making processes 
and how ESD is incorporated into the operational activities. 

The objectives for ESD are consistent with the corporate objectives as set out in the 
Sydney Water Corporate Plan 2003-2008 and integrate ecological, social and 
economic considerations with Sydney Water’s objectives: customer satisfaction; 
protecting public health; protecting the environment; and being a successful business.  

Sydney Water implements ESD principles by incorporating them into:  

• Decision making processes, including the development of long term strategies 
and plans enabling the delivery of sustainable products and services 

• Research, development and investigations to minimise the environmental 
impacts on energy, water, materials and other resources used by Sydney 
Water 

• Contracting and procurement methods 
• Educating the community to adopt preferences and practices which support 

ecologically sustainable use of resources 
• Relationships with customers, stakeholders and regulators to achieve a 

common agreement on environmental, social and economic priorities, and 
• Integrating ecological, social and financial reporting. 

In addition, Sydney Water’s current Operating Licence requires it to develop and 
report on a list of indicators relating to the sustainability of its operations.  These 
indicators have been divided into three categories:  

• Ecological 
• Public health  
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• The economics of ESD.   
Indicators relating to ecological issues include the number of wastewater overflows in 
dry and wet weather, the global warming potential of greenhouse gas emissions and 
the percentage of biosolids that are recycled.  Public health indicators include the 
amount of water used and the number of odour complaints.  Indicators relating to the 
economics of ESD include the percentage of water revenue based on existing usage 
charges and the percentage of new developments paying a developer charge.  Data 
for each indicator is reported on continuously, presented in Sydney Water’s annual 
ESD Report and audited annually by Sydney Water’s licence regulator.   

Precautionary principle 
The objective of this principle is to reduce the chance of serious environmental 
problems even if you are not sure that these problems would occur. 

The precautionary principle has been addressed through the identification of 
environmental risks and proposed mitigation measures contained in the REF for the 
proposal (Section 5). This is further demonstrated in the development of 
Environmental Management Plans for the construction and operation of the proposal 
to ensure impacts on the environment are minimised.  The Environmental 
Management Plans would detail a range of mitigation measures and establish a 
means of implementing the measures.  The performance of these measures would be 
monitored during construction and following commissioning any necessary changes 
would be made to ameliorate undesirable consequences. 

Intergenerational equity 
The objective of this principle is to reduce the effects of activities on the environment 
that the community, now and in the future, relies on to meet its needs and 
expectations. 

Measures have been included in the proposal to avoid or manage the expected 
impacts on soils, surface water, groundwater, terrestrial flora and fauna, indigenous 
and non-indigenous heritage and waste.  These measures should ensure that existing 
ecological values are maintained and, in a number of cases, improved for existing and 
future generations.  In particular, improvements in water quality following the 
decommissioning of failing on-site wastewater systems would be expected. 

Sydney Water has consulted with the community to understand their needs and 
expectations. 

Conservation of biological diversity 
The objective of this principle is to maintain and enhance the range of native plants 
and animals and the health of natural areas. 

Sydney Water has designed the proposal to avoid and minimise impacts on biological 
diversity and maintain ecological integrity.  Where impacts occur, restoration works 
would be undertaken to reinstate local species. 

Improved valuation and pricing of environmental resources 
The meaning of this principle is to improve the way in which environmental costs and 
benefits are valued and to use this information when making decisions. 

The proposal reduces impacts upon groundwater, surface water and soils through the 
replacement of failing on site systems with a reticulated sewerage scheme.  The 
capital committed to this scheme to reduce such impacts and protect natural 
resources is consistent with this principle. 
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6.4 Achievement of Scheme objectives 
As outlined in the REF the proposal has the following objectives: 

• To protect public health 
• To provide for environmental improvement 
• To allow for environmental protection during implementation and operation 
• To protect and improve local amenity 
• To service the identified growth in villages under current zonings 
• To provide reliable sewerage services to the townships in the most cost 

effective manner. 
The ability of the proposal to meet the objectives is summarised below. 

To protect public health 
Public health risks associated with poorly performing on-site systems would be 
eliminated with the progressive decommissioning of these systems once the Scheme 
is operational. Under the provisions of the Local Government (General) Regulation 
2005, Hawkesbury City Council and Penrith City Council have the authority to direct 
the owner or occupier of premises to connect to a sewerage system. 
 
To provide for environmental improvement  
Water quality in local waterways should improve with the progressive 
decommissioning of poorly performing on-site systems. The local amenity would also 
improve due to reduced surface flow of effluent from poorly managed and performing 
on-site systems and decreased visits by pump-out tankers. The Scheme should result 
in reduced odours due to the progressive elimination of pump-out and on-site septic 
discharges. There would also be no ponding of effluent on properties and in the 
stormwater system, leading to reduced mosquito breeding. 
 
Local urban and rural runoff and pollutants from other point sources would be a 
continuing factor that could affect water quality within local waterways following the 
commissioning of the Scheme. 

To allow for environmental protection during implementation and 
operation 
The preferred options for providing sewerage services to Agnes Banks and 
Londonderry scored the best of all the considered options with respect to 
environmental criteria. These criteria included: 

• Protection of flora and fauna and heritage 
• Prevention of pollution 
• Minimising generation of greenhouse gases during construction 

(implementation) and operation of the Scheme. 
Some minor environmental risks associated with the construction and operation of the 
preferred option were identified. These would be mitigated and the environment 
protected by the measures in the REF. 

To protect and improve local amenity 
The provision of a reticulated sewerage scheme would remove the problems reported 
for many on-site systems as well as reduce health risks.  It would also eliminate the 
need for the tankers that pump out existing on-site septic systems. Infrastructure such 
as vent shafts and chemical dosing units would be appropriately screened where 
possible to ensure minimal visual impact, helping to protect the local amenity. 
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To service the identified growth in villages under current zonings 
The servicing area was determined by considering the current zoning of each 
property. The Scheme was also sized to accommodate future growth in the villages of 
Agnes Banks and Londonderry. 

To provide reliable sewerage services to the townships in the most cost 
effective manner 
The Scheme comprises a pressure sewerage system. Sydney Water evaluated a 
variety of potential options for servicing. Gravity sewerage systems have traditionally 
been used by Sydney Water. However, more recently, pressure has been used in 
more difficult or environmentally sensitive areas. This sewage collection and transfer 
technology has proven to be reliable in Australia and overseas. Sydney Water has 
constructed and operates similar systems in Jamberoo, Belimbla Park, Stanwell Park, 
Coalcliff and Otford,  Brooklyn and Dangar Island and parts of the Upper Blue 
Mountains townships of Mount Victoria and Medlow Bath. 
 
A pressure sewerage system was selected as the preferred option as it presents the 
greatest tangible benefits for the money spent. The benefits are the provision of a 
reliable sewerage service that, during construction and operation, protect and 
improves the environment and minimise disturbance and impacts on the local 
community and stakeholders. 
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7 Approvals and licences 
Table 7.1 includes a list of the potential approvals and licences required for the Agnes 
Banks and Londonderry Sewerage Scheme. 
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Table 7.1 - Summary of potential approval requirements 
Legislation 
Section 

Approval/Licence Requirements Relevance to the Proposal Approval/ Licence 
Required? 

Timing 

Contaminated Land Management Act 1997 
Section 60 
 

No approval requirement. If contaminated land is found, it must be reported to DEC (EPA) 
if it presents “a significant risk of harm”.  

No.  Construction. 

Environmentally Hazardous Chemicals Act 1985 
 Licence from DEC. Licence required for activities involving chemicals or chemical 

wastes under a chemical control order (dioxin or PCB wastes). 
Not likely to be relevant to the project. 

Construction: No. 
 
Operation: Not 
Applicable. 

Construction. 
 
Operation. 

Heritage Act 1977 
Section 58 
 

Approval under Section 60 for works 
that impact on heritage items. 

Approval to be requested if works disturb an item subject to an 
Interim Heritage Order or Listed on the State Heritage Register 

Construction: No 
Operation: Not 
applicable 

Pre-
Determination 

Section 139 Excavation permit required for a relic 
exposed or moved as a result of 
construction. 

Permit required if works may or potentially disturb a relic as 
defined by the Act.  Sydney Water to notify Heritage Council of 
any finds. 

Approval requirement 
would be determined at 
the detailed design 
stage of the proposal or 
during construction. 

Pre-construction 
Construction 

Local Government Act 1993 
 No specific approval requirements.  

Must consult with local councils on 
Traffic Management Plans.  

Works must be consistent with Plans of Management for public 
lands.  Traffic Management Plans and road closures to be 
endorsed by local council.   

No Pre-construction 

National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 
Section 87(1). Permit from DEC (NPWS) to 

excavate archaeological sites and 
relics. 

Relates to any excavation work for investigations prior to 
construction. 

No. Pre-construction. 
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Table 7.1 - Summary of potential approval requirements 
Legislation 
Section 

Approval/Licence Requirements Relevance to the Proposal Approval/ Licence 
Required? 

Timing 

Native Vegetation Act 2003 
 Sydney Water is the determining 

authority under Part 5 of the EP&A 
Act and therefore does not require 
approval for clearing native 
vegetation. 
However, provisions of the Native 
Vegetation Conservation Act 1997 
still apply with respect to State 
Protected Land, therefore approval 
may be required. 

Clearing of native vegetation. 
State protected land (i.e. slopes greater than 18 degrees)  

No 
No (no steep slopes 
exist) 

Pre-construction 

Noxious Weeds Act 1993 
 
 

Sydney Water must notify relevant 
control authority (local Council or 
Department of Primary Industries) 
within 3 days of becoming aware that 
a notifiable weed is on Sydney Water 
land. Sydney Water must control the 
spread of noxious weeds onto 
adjoining land. 

If listed weeds are found or imported on site. No Operation 

Occupational Health & Safety Act 2000 and Regulation 2001 
 A licence maybe required for the 

handling of contaminated material. 
Contamination is not likely to be relevant to the project. Not applicable. Construction. 
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Table 7.1 - Summary of potential approval requirements 
Legislation 
Section 

Approval/Licence Requirements Relevance to the Proposal Approval/ Licence 
Required? 

Timing 

S. 135A and 
cl. 1742N 

Requires a manifest to be kept at 
premises where dangerous goods 
are stored and handled in quantities 
that exceed the relevant quantities 
specified in Schedule 5 of the 
Regulation 

Chemical storage and handling of dangerous goods would be 
required for the operation of the Scheme 

 Operation 

Pesticides Act 1978 
 Labelling requirements 

Certificates for use of restricted 
pesticides. 

If works involve use of a restricted pesticide. Not applicable. Construction. 
Operation. 

Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997 
Section 43 
(a), 47 and 
53. 

The Richmond Sewage Treatment 
Plant has a capacity of more than 
2,500 equivalent persons (or 
750kL/day) and is covered by an 
Environment Protection Licence. 
Construction of the Scheme is a 
scheduled development work. 

A variation would need to be sought to the existing Environment 
Protection Licence for the Richmond Sewerage Treatment 
System to include the new system. 
A scheduled development work licence would need to be sought 
for the construction of the Scheme. 

Yes 
 
 
Yes 

Pre-operation 
 
 
Pre-construction 

Road and Rail Transport (Dangerous Goods) Act 1997   
Section 37. 
 

Drivers of vehicles transporting 
dangerous goods and the vehicles 
themselves may need special 
licences from DEC and/or WorkCover 
NSW. 

Duty to ensure that dangerous goods are transported in a safe 
way. 

No. Construction and 
operation. 

Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995 

 7-4



Agnes Banks and Londonderry Sewerage Scheme Proposal 
Decisions Report 

Table 7.1 - Summary of potential approval requirements 
Legislation 
Section 

Approval/Licence Requirements Relevance to the Proposal Approval/ Licence 
Required? 

Timing 

 
 

A Species Impact Statement is 
required if work is likely to cause a 
significant impact on threatened 
species listed under the Act. 

If works are likely to have a significant impact on flora or fauna 
species listed under the Act. Not likely to be relevant to the 
project. 

No. Pre-construction. 

Waste Avoidance and Resource Recovery Act 2001 
 
 

Approval requirements now under 
Protection of the Environment 
Operations Act 1997.  

Waste generated from works must be disposed of in accordance 
with the Act 

No Construction 

Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 
 
 

Approval required for an action that 
will cause significant environmental 
impacts on a matter of national 
significance 

The works may affect threatened species. The project would not 
significantly affect the environment so an approval is not 
required. 
 

No other matters of national significance would be impacted by 
the proposal. 

No Pre-construction. 
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8 Conclusion 
Twelve submissions were received following the public exhibition of the Agnes Banks 
and Londonderry Sewerage Scheme REF.  The main issues raised in the submissions 
received included: 

• Concerns with the consultation process 

• Choice of pressure sewerage system 

• The location of infrastructure 

• Socio-economic considerations  

• Future development 

• Requests for inclusion in the scheme 

• Requests for exclusion from the scheme 

The justification for the adoption of a pressure system was discussed in the REF, and 
re-iterated in Section 6 of this Decisions Report. The consultation undertaken 
throughout the planning phases is outlined in Section 2 of this report. Sydney Water 
considers that a pressure sewerage system is the best way to service the urban 
village areas of Agnes Banks and Londonderry. 

Four changes have been made to the proposal since the display of the REF. These 
changes are listed below: 

• The time available for residential customers within the subsidised areas to 
accept the free scheme equipment installation offer has been reduced from 
two years to one year 

• The owners of properties outside of the subsidised areas that have sewer 
mains adjacent to their properties or through their properties will need to fund 
the connection from the main to their property as well as the on-property 
equipment 

• The addition of a barometric loop at SPS 331, which removes the need to 
construct a vent shaft at Londonderry Road, Hobartville 

• Minor changes to the locations of the transfer mains. 

These modifications and their implications have been described in detail in Section 3. 

The implementation of the proposal is anticipated to have the following beneficial 
effects: 

• Improvements to local water quality 

• A reduced risk to public health 

• A reduced operational cost to residents 

• Improved local amenity. 

Implementation of the proposed sewerage scheme would provide improved sewerage 
services for the urban village areas of Agnes Banks and Londonderry.  Public health 
risks associated with poorly performing on-site sewage management systems would 
be reduced with the anticipated progressive decommissioning of these systems and 
connection of properties to the sewerage Scheme.  

Implementation of the proposal would also deliver a NSW Government commitment to 
provide improved sewerage services to Agnes Banks and Londonderry, and 
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contribute to Sydney Water’s Operating Licence requirement to deliver Stage 2 of the 
Priority Sewerage Program. 

The proposal would have the following short-term adverse effects: 

• Some restrictions to access during construction  

• Increased noise during construction  

• A minor negative impact on the visual amenity of the project area during 
construction. 

The construction of vent shafts, pumping stations and associated above ground 
infrastructure would have minor long-term impacts on the visual amenity of the areas 
surrounding these structures. Mitigation measures identified in the REF would 
minimise any potential impacts on the visual amenity of these areas. 

Implementation of the proposal is justified as it satisfies the scheme objectives and 
can be implemented without any significant environmental impacts.  The proposal 
described in the REF and this Decisions Report would not result in any significant 
environmental impacts, provided the identified mitigation commitments and measures 
are implemented and effectively maintained.  An EIS under the EP&A Act is therefore 
not required. Mitigation measures identified in the REF form part of Sydney Water’s 
conditions of approval for the proposal.  These measures would be included in the 
CEMP and OEMP. 
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Submission 
No. 

Name 

1  
2 W. Pirotta 
3 J. Kozey 
4 D. Moore, RTA 
5 A. Cattell, Penrith City Council 
6 A. Eagle 
7 T&M Brown 
8 GJ Sparks & Partners 
9 Mr & Mrs Horsdall 

10 Kertrina Mozdzierz 
11 Penrith City Council 
12 Department of Environment and Climate Change 




