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RESCISSION MOTION 

ITEM NUMBER 10.1 

SUBJECT Identify opportunities for funding through the Open Spaces and 
Greener Sydney Package 

REFERENCE F2015/00964 - D06125612 

REPORT OF Councillor          
 
To be Moved by Councillor Davis and seconded by Councillors Esber and Prociv. 
 
 

RECOMMENDATION 

That the resolution of the Council Meeting held on 14 May 2018 in relation to Item 
15.4 Notice of Motion regarding ‘Identify opportunities for funding through the Open 
Spaces and Greener Sydney package’, namely: 

That the A/CEO prepare a report for the 12 June 2018 Council Meeting 
identifying prioritised opportunities in the City of Parramatta local government 
area for funding through the NSW Government’s recently announced $290 
million Open Spaces and Greener Sydney package. The report should consider 
the open space, playground, sportsground, and community space needs 
identified in Council’s Draft Social Infrastructure Policy and other relevant 
research. 

be and is hereby rescinded. 

 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 
1⇩   Notice of Motion submitted to Council on 14 May 2018 1 Page  
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NOTICE OF MOTION 

ITEM NUMBER 15.4 

SUBJECT Identify opportunities for funding through the Open Spaces and 
Greener Sydney Package 

REFERENCE F2015/00964 - D06101001 

REPORT OF Councillor          
 
To be Moved by Councillor Donna Davis  
 
 
 

RECOMMENDATION  
 
That the A/CEO prepare a report for the 12 June 2018 Council Meeting identifying 
prioritised opportunities in the City of Parramatta local government area for funding 
through the NSW Government’s recently announced $290 million Open Spaces and 
Greener Sydney package. The report should consider the open space, playground, 
sportsground, and community space needs identified in Council’s Draft Social 
Infrastructure Policy and other relevant research. The report should also consider the 
social infrastructure needs identified in the Epping Planning Review, and strategic 
land purchases in Epping suitable for open and green space. 
 
BACKGROUND 

The NSW Government recently announced a $290 million ‘Open Spaces and 
Greener Sydney’ package, consisting of: 

  $100 million to identify and purchase strategic open and green space; 

  $20 million to build more than 200 new or upgraded playgrounds; 

  $37.5 million to plant five million new trees in Sydney; and 

  $30 million to open up more than 80 school grounds for community use. 

This report is for Council to receive a prioritised list of opportunities for potential 
funding from this package. 

 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 
There are no attachments for this report. 
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RESCISSION MOTION 

ITEM NUMBER 10.2 

SUBJECT Outcome of Public Exhibition for the Planning Proposal, draft 
Development Control Plan and Draft Voluntary Planning 
Agreement for the land at 184 - 188 George Street, Parramatta 

REFERENCE RZ/7/2014 - D06125624 

REPORT OF Councillor          
 
To be Moved by Councillor Garrard and seconded by Councillors Davis and Esber 
 
 

RECOMMENDATION 

That the resolution of the Council Meeting held on 14 May 2018 in relation to Item 
10.1 Rescission Motion ‘Outcome of Public Exhibition for the Planning Proposal, 
draft Development Control Plan and Draft Voluntary Planning Agreement for the land 
at 184 - 188 George Street, Parramatta’ 

(a) That, given that the site is located immediately next to Harrisford House 
and is river fronting, Council not proceed with the Planning Proposal in its 
current form and instead amend the Planning Proposal and defer the 
matter to allow for a further report dealing with the issues as detailed 
below: 

i. Revising the planning proposal such that a maximum of up to 6:1 
FSR is achieved; 

ii. There must be a clearly delineated podium and its height shall not 
exceed the eave height of Harrisford House; 

iii. For the purposes of the George Street frontage only: 

1. Any podium and tower element must be set back along the 
George Street frontage as depicted at figure 2 of the Councillor 
Briefing Note dated 11 May 2018 - that is, increase the splayed 
set back 2.5 metres to increase views from George Street to 
Harrisford House; and 

2. Increase the tower setback a minimum of a further 3 metres from 
the podium edge (9 metres from the boundary) along the Western 
edge; 

iv. There shall be a minimum and continuous set back of 6 metres from 
the western boundary of this property adjoining the boundary of the 
land upon which Harrisford House is situated, and this should be 
dedicated to Council as a public access link to the riverfront; 

v. Feedback from the proponent on what they would be willing to 
include in their VPA under this alternate development scenario; 

vi. Public and departmental consultation relating to the above changes, 
including from the Heritage Council of NSW. 

(b) That, if the above planning controls and public link dedication to 
Council cannot be achieved, that Council maintain the current planning 
controls for the site. 

 



Council 28 May 2018 Item 10.2 

- 12 - 

 
 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 
1⇩   Rescission Motion submitted to Council Meeting on 14 May 2018 - 

Item 10.1 
106 
Pages 
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RESCISSION MOTION 

ITEM NUMBER 10.1 

SUBJECT Outcome of Public Exhibition for the Planning Proposal, draft 
Development Control Plan and Draft Voluntary Planning 
Agreement for the land at 184-188 George Street, Parramatta  

REFERENCE RZ/7/2014 - D06092677 

REPORT OF Councillor          
 
To be Moved by Councillor Michelle Garrard and Seconded by Councillors Esber 
and Han.  
 
 

RECOMMENDATION 

That the resolution of the Council Meeting held on 23 April 2018 in relation to Item 
13.1 of Leading regarding Outcome of Public Exhibition for the Planning Proposal, 
draft Development Control Plan and Draft Voluntary Planning Agreement for the land 
at 184-188 George Street, Parramatta, namely: 

 
(a) That, given that the site is located immediately next to Harrisford House and is 

river fronting, Council not proceed with the Planning Proposal in its current form 
and instead amend the Planning Proposal and defer the matter to allow for a 
further report dealing with the issues as detailed below: -  
i. Revising the Planning Proposal such that a maximum of up to 6:1 FSR is 

achieved.  
ii. There must be a clearly delineated podium and its height shall not exceed 

the eave height of Harrisford House.  
iii. Any podium and tower element must be set back from George Street such 

that the entire eastern side of Harrisford House is exposed and visible 
from the proposed public access (see paragraph iv below) and the 
eastern part of George Street looking west. 

iv. There shall be a minimum and continuous set back of 6 metres from the 
western boundary of this property adjoining the boundary of the land upon 
which Harrisford House is situated, and this should be dedicated to 
Council as a public access link to the Riverfront.  

v. Feedback from the proponent on what they would be willing to include in 
their VPA under this alternative development scenario. 

vi. Public and departmental consultation relating to the above changes, 
including from Heritage Council of NSW.  

(b) Further, that if the above planning controls and public link dedicated to Council 
cannot be achieved, that Council maintain the current planning controls for this 
site.  

 
be and is hereby rescinded. 

 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 
1  Previous Council Report from 23 April 2018  102 Pages  
2  Correspondence recieved from the applicant  3 Pages  
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To the General Manager of Parramatta City Council  
Sue Coleman  
 
Reference: RZ/7/2014 - D05143955 
LAND OWNER : Riverport Pty Ltd 
SUBJECT LAND : 184-188 George Street Parramatta CBD  
 
Proposed :  
Planning proposal to amend Parramatta Local Environmental Plan 2011, Draft 
Development Control Plan (DCP) and Voluntary Planning Agreement (VPA) 
 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------- 
 
I refer to the subject planning proposal and voluntary planning Agreement for 
the above site.  
 
Firstly, I would like to convey my appreciation in the manner which Council 
managers, officers and staff have conducted themselves over the past 5 
years.  
 
However, at the previous council meeting held on 23 April 2018, I was 
shocked and disappointed of the outcome with the decision made by some of 
the councillors. The Councillors resolution put forward is totally contrary to 
the earlier resolution submitted to Gateway for determination.  
 

The change of the decision certainly does not stem from any submissions 
received in response to the exhibition of the Planning Proposal or new 
information submitted. The decision seeks to adopt a new position in relation 
to the Planning Proposal which quite clearly conflicts with council staff’s long 
term position.  The newly appointed councillors have simply “changed their 
mind” with no apparent basis in relation with CBD Planning Framework. 
 
This Planning process commenced in 2012, after numerous meetings with 
council staff, officers and previous councillors, we finally lodged our planning 
proposal in July 2014 . The Gateway proposal was successfully adopted by the 
department.   On several occasions our planning proposal and VPA were 
submitted and approved by council to proceed to the  final stage of the 
planning process. 
 

I would also like to highlight that the business papers of the meeting held on 23 April 2018,  
council staff fully endorsed our application.  During this meeting It was stated by the council 
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staff manager, to the councillors that our application is fully compliant with the CBD 
planning framework. 
 
I feel the resolution was politically motivated and inconsistent with recent councillors 
approved decisions in relation to other planning proposals submitted. In fact, councillors 
have recently approved more height and FSR to the submitted planning proposals. These 
include: 
 

-      A recent Church St planning proposal was recommended FSR 13:1. Councillors resolved 
to support FSR 16:1. 
 

 -     Various planning proposals on the Western CBD of up to FSR 18:1 close to heritage 
sensitivity. 
 

 -      Marion St Planning Proposal recommend FSR 2:1 but Councillors resolved FSR 6:1 which 
included demolition of a heritage item. 
 

1.  -       Phillip Street Planning Proposal FSR 18:1 with approval for construction over a 
heritage item.  
 

There are also other parts of  parramatta with high heritage sensitivity including the North 
and South Parramatta Heritage conservation areas which are located on the outskirts of the 
city centre which are alot more heritage sensitive to our current proposal. 
 

During late December 2017, the Meriton planning proposal at 180 George Street, which is 
located next door to the heritage home at 182 George Street  was fully endorsed by council 
staff and approved by the current councillors. The Meriton proposal is over 60 levels with a 
FSR 11.5 -1 and has an existing FSR 4-1 of service apartments, which brings the combined 
total FSR above 15-1. It also has a set back of 6 metres away from the heritage home at 182  
George St.  In contrast our application is for 38 levels with a of FSR 10-1 ratio and has a 
distance of 9.5 metres away from the heritage house located at 182 George St. 
  
In comparison our planning proposal has less impact on heritage, less density, less height, 
larger set backs, more open space and good public amenities than other planning proposals 
that have been endorsed by council.  
 

I assume that the Councillors decision on Meritons planning proposal at 180 George St was 
based on its merit and location . It is in our opinion that our planning proposal at 184-188 
George St should received similar consideration and support.  Our planning proposal was 
fully recommended and endorsed by council staff which does not warrant the Councillors 
resolution.  We request that Councillors  reconsider the previous endorsed 
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recommendations by Council staff for approval, which would be consistent with the CBD 
planning framework. 
 

I note in the past that there have been many planning proposals that have gone to the 
department of planning with a resolution by councillors which were not consistent with the 
CBD planning framework, nor consistent with staff recommendations. Then only for these 
proposals to be returned from  department of planning to council with the decision to 
proceed back in line with the CBD planning framework, which has been adopted by the 
department of planning for over two years.  
 

The Councillors may not familiarised themselves with all aspects in relation to our planning 
proposal and the close similarities to other approved planning proposals. 
 

l am aware that a rescission motion has recently been lodged on our proposal for next 
council meeting.  l respectfully request that all councillors  reconsider their decision based 
on the merits of our planning proposal in line with the Council staff adopted 
recommendation. 
 

In the event that the rescission motion is not adopted then I formally request that my 
planning proposal for 184-188 George Street, Parramatta be sent to the Department of 
Planning for a determination and Gazettal along with the councillors Resolution and Council 
staff recommendation for the them to make a final decision. 
  
Regards  
Ray Touma  
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LIVEABLE 

ITEM NUMBER 11.1 

SUBJECT Access Advisory Committee Meeting Minutes 17 April 2018 

REFERENCE F2005/01944 - D06114162 

REPORT OF Community Capacity Building Officer, Community Capacity 
Building         

 
PURPOSE: 
 
Council’s Access Advisory Committee met on 17 April 2018. This report provides a 
precis of the key discussion points of that meeting for Council’s consideration. 
 
 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
That the minutes of the Access Advisory Committee meeting held on Tuesday 17 
April 2018 (Attachment 1) are received and noted. 
 
 

BACKGROUND 
 
1. Council’s Access Advisory Committee meets bi-monthly, and most recently met 

on 17 April 2018. This report provides a summary of the discussion and 
decisions made at this meeting. 

 
MAIN DISCUSSION POINTS 
 
2. The Committee elected Members Hamish Murray and Queenie Tran to serve 

as Chairperson and Deputy Chairperson respectively for the coming year. 

3. Steven Ellis, Place Manager, and Adam Cook, Service Manager Capital 
Projects, presented on designs for the Ollie Webb Reserve All Abilities 
Playground. The Committee made recommendations on organisations to 
consult with, and requested to remain informed of progress on the playground. 

4. Sabrina Forte, Project Officer Disability Inclusion Action Plan (DIAP) updated 
the Committee on progress of key projects and activities under Council’s DIAP. 
The Committee stressed the need for consultation with people with disabilities 
in implementation of the Plan. 

5. The Committee were updated on progress of the Access Guidelines for Small 
Business project, which is currently in the final distribution phase of hard copies 
being provided directly to shops and other small businesses across the Local 
Government Area. The Committee requested information regarding Council’s 
policies of keeping building lines clear for the vision impaired, particularly cane 
users who use building lines as guides. 

6. The Committee were advised that, under Council’s DIAP, Major Events has 
undertaken to engage the services of an access consultant to audit a selection 
of major events, with an aim to ensure that all City events are accessible. 

7. The Committee were provided with a brief update on progress of designs for 
the proposed civic building 5PS in Parramatta Square, and that speakers on 
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the designs for this building and the public domain are being sought for the 
June meeting of the Committee to discuss considerations for access. 

8. The general condition of footpaths in the Parramatta CBD was raised as an 
area of concern, and a request for information on Council’s process and 
approach to the repair of footpaths was made. Council Officer Tanya Owen 
advised that delays to repair can occur due to other works planned in the 
vicinity. 

 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATION FOR COUNCIL 
 
9. There are no financial implications for Council at this time arising from this 

meeting of the Access Advisory Committee. 

 

Tanya Owen 
Community Capacity Building Officer 
 
David Moutou 
Service Manager Community Capacity Building 
 
Gary Moore 
Manager Social and Community Services 
 
Jim Stefan 
Director City Services 
 

 

ATTACHMENTS: 
1⇩   Access Advisory Committee Meeting Minutes 17 April 2018 7 Pages  
  
 
REFERENCE MATERIAL 
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MINUTES OF THE ACCESS ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING HELD IN 
PARRAMATTA LIBRARY, LEVEL 1, DARUG ROOM, 1 – 3 FITZWILLIAM STREET, 
PARRAMATTA ON TUESDAY 17 APRIL 2018 COMMENCING AT 5.30PM  

 

PRESENT 
 

Leone Clark, Joe Dimech, Timothy Hart, Mark Kunach, Deborah Manuel, John Moxon, 
Hamish Murray (Chairperson), Susan Thompson and Queenie Tran (Deputy 
Chairperson) 
 

IN ATTENDANCE 
 

Elizabeth Collins (Team Leader Community Care, City of Parramatta – arrived 
5.35pm) 
Adam Cook (Service Manager Capital Projects, City of Parramatta – retired at 6.27pm) 
Steven Ellis (Place Manager, City of Parramatta – retired at 6.27pm) 
Sabrina Forte (Project Officer, Disability Inclusion Action Plan, City of Parramatta 
Tanya Owen (Community Capacity Building Officer, City of Parramatta) 
Stephen Pearson (Minute Clerk, City of Parramatta) 
 

The Convenor, Tanya Owen occupied the Chair for Items 1 to 5 until the election of a 
Chairperson and Deputy Chairperson for the new Committee for the ensuing year (at 
Item 5). 
 

1.0  WELCOME 
 

The Convenor, Tanya Owen introduced herself and welcomed everyone to the 
meeting. She apologised for her non-attendance at the first meeting of the newly 
formed Committee. 
 

2.0  ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF TRADITIONAL OWNERS 
 

Tanya Owen acknowledged the Burramattagal Clan of the Darug people, the 
traditional land owners of Parramatta and paid respect to the elders both past and 
present. 
 
3.0  INTRODUCTION AND APOLOGIES 
 

A brief introduction of all attendees was held. Susan Thompson asked that as a matter 
of procedure, that every meeting of the Committee commence with a roll call of those 
present. 
 
Apologies were received and accepted for the absence of Jenny Rose and Committee 
Member, Scott Green. 
 
4.0  CONFLICT OF INTEREST DECLARATIONS 

 

There were no declarations made of Conflicts of Interest at this meeting. 
 
5.0  ELECTION OF CHAIRPERSON/DEPUTY CHAIRPERSON 

 

Chairperson 
 
Tanya Owen announced that three nominations had been received for the role of 
Chairperson as follows: 

 Mark Kunach 

 Hamish Murray 
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 Queenie Tran 
An election was conducted by secret ballot and as a result Mark Kunach received 3 
Votes, Hamish Murray received 6 Votes and Queenie Tran received 0 Votes. 
 
Tanya Owen declared Hamish Murray elected as Chairperson for the ensuing year. 
 
Deputy Chairperson 
 
Tanya Owen announced that two nominations had been received for the role of 
Deputy Chairperson as follows: 

 Timothy Hart 

 Queenie Tran 
 
An election was conducted by secret ballot and as a result Timothy Hart received 4 
Votes and Queenie Tran received 5 Votes. 
 
Tanya Owen declared Queenie Tran elected as Deputy Chairperson for the ensuing 
year. 
 
The newly elected Chairperson, Hamish Murray then occupied the Chair for the 
remainder of the meeting. 
 
 
6.0 CONFIRMATION OF PREVIOUS MINUTES 
 
A copy of the Minutes of the Access Advisory Committee meeting held on Tuesday 20 
February 2018 had previously been forwarded to each Member. 
 
RESOLUTION (Tran/Moxham) 
 
That the Minutes of the meeting of the Access Advisory Committee held on 
Tuesday 20 February 2018 be taken as read and confirmed as a true record of 
the meeting. 
 
7.0 OLLIE WEBB RESERVE ALL ABILITIES PLAYGROUND – GUEST: STEVEN 

ELLIS, PLACE MANAGER, CITY OF PARRAMATTA 
 
Steven Ellis, Place Manager, City of Parramatta and Adam Cook, Service Manager 
Capital Projects gave a presentation to the Committee on the designs for the Ollie 
Webb Reserve All Abilities Playground. 
 
The presentation covered the areas of funding, concept and design elements, 
consultation outcomes, and the next steps for the project: 

 Detailed Design and Documentation – April to May 2018 

 Public Tender – May to August 2018 

 Construction – September to December 2018 
 
Steven Ellis advised that the NSW State Government has engaged Focus Groups to 
assist the Government in drafting State-wide guidelines for inclusive play spaces that 
will cater for people of all abilities.  
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Action Items: 
 
A. The Committee suggested that the following organisations should also be 

consulted: 

  Vision Australia - Paediatric Occupational Therapist 

  The Deaf Society of NSW 
B. Adam Cook agreed to maintain an email list of Committee members to enable him 

to keep Members informed of the progress of the development of the All Abilities 
Playground as it proceeds (in this regard, Committee Members indicated their 
consent to providing Adam with their email addresses). Tanya Owen will share 
email addresses of Committee Members with Steven. 

 
Steven Ellis and Adam Cook retired from the meeting at the conclusion of this item, 
the time being 6.27pm. 
 
8.0 DISABILITY INCLUSION ACTION PLAN – GUEST: SABRINA FORTE, 

PROJECT OFFICER, CITY OF PARRAMATTA 
 
Sabrina Forte, Project Officer – Disability Inclusion Action Plan, updated the 
Committee on progress of Council’s Disability Inclusion Action Plan (DIAP). 
 
Sabrina advised that key projects and areas of work over the coming year include 
employment of a new Diversity Employment Officer, training for staff and managers on 
disability awareness and inclusion, changes to the project management tools to 
require consideration for access in new and upgraded Council facilities and assets, as 
well as the appointment of an expert in access and universal design to advise on 
development applications, projects and assets.  
 
The Committee stressed the need for consultation with people with disabilities in the 
implementation of the DIAP. The Committee also stressed the importance of 
professionals engaged to implement various aspects of the Plan having the right 
attitude towards disability and access. 
 
Action Items: 
 
The Committee suggested that the Diversity Employment Officer should be invited to 
attend future meetings of the Access Advisory Committee. 
 
9.0 BUSINESS ARISING 
 

a. Training for Committee Members 
 

It was suggested at the Committee Meeting held on 20 February 2018 (Item 3) 
that Committee Members should receive more formal training in how the 
Committee functions, how to participate in Committee meetings as an ordinary 
Member, how to put recommendations/motions forward, and how to chair 
meetings. 
 
In this regard, Tanya Owen indicated that meetings of the Access Advisory 
Committee are fairly informal, with Committee Members (including the Chair) 
receiving on-the-job training from her in addition to the Induction Workshop 
completed by all Members at the beginning of their Membership term. It is her 
role to educate Committee Members in regard to Committee procedures and 
processes during the course of meetings and to provide feedback on various 
policies and plans. 
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Tanya emphasised that the Access Advisory Committee is advisory only, i.e. it 
can make recommendations to Council, but it cannot direct Council or staff to 
act. 
 
Tanya advised that Committee Members are able to make requests to her as 
the Convenor of the Committee, or to other staff. Tanya indicated her 
willingness to work with the Chair and Deputy Chair of the Committee outside of 
meetings to increase knowledge and capacity in these roles if required upon 
request. 

 
b. Parramatta Park Access Audit Update 

 
It was requested at the Committee Meeting held on 20 February 2018 (Item 
5.1) that a report be submitted to this meeting on whether Council has 
responded to the Committee’s request, sent to the Administrator, for the Access 
Audit Report of Parramatta Park to be forwarded to the Parramatta Park Trust, 
and if so, whether the Trust would like to meet with the authors of the report, 
namely, Hamish Murray and John Moxon, to discuss the findings. 
 
In this regard, Tanya Owen reported that the Access Audit Report had been 
forwarded to the Parramatta Park Trust. In follow-up communication with the 
Trust it was reiterated that the authors were more than happy to meet with the 
Trust, however to-date it has not indicated a need to meet with the Report’s 
authors. Tanya noted that the report was thorough and detailed, and hence 
may be why the Trust has not sought clarification of the content with the 
authors. 

 
c. Access Guidelines for Small Business Update 

 
Tanya Owen reported that the draft guidelines on ‘Increasing Business by 
Improving Access – Customer Service’ and ‘Increasing Business by Improving 
Access – Physical Design’ (as referred to at Item 7C of the Committee meeting 
held on 15 August 2017) have now been finalised. 
 
Tanya advised that the ‘Customer Service Guide’ and the ‘Physical Design 
Guide’ are now on Council’s website and they are available in English, Chinese 
(simplified) and Korean, and found at the web address: 
https://www.cityofparramatta.nsw.gov.au/access-guidelines 

 
Tanya reported that the Guides have been distributed to over 140 shops and 
other small businesses so far, at Harris Park, Carlingford Court, Epping 
(eastern side of station), Ermington, and Westmead (shops near Hospital) and 
that some good progress has been made. 
 
Action Item: 
 
The Committee raised a question as to whether Council has a policy in keeping 
the building line of shops clear. Tanya Owen advised that she would take this 
question on notice and that she would report back to the next Committee 
meeting to be held on 19 June 2018. 

 
 
 
 

https://www.cityofparramatta.nsw.gov.au/access-guidelines
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d. Major Events Access Auditing 
 

The Committee expressed disappointment at its last meeting of not being 
approached to contribute to an audit of Major Events (refer Item 6a of 
Committee Meeting of 20 February 2018). 
 
In this regard, Tanya Owen clarified that the role of the Access Advisory 
Committee and the advice it can provide is not offered as a replacement for 
Council units engaging the services of a professional to conduct an access 
audit.  
 
Per the DIAP, Major Events has undertaken to engage the services of a 
professional access consultant to audit a selection of major events and assist in 
the development of an appropriate checklist for future major events, with an aim 
to ensure that all events of the City are accessible. 
 
e. Communication on Council Plans 

 
The Committee asked at its meeting held on 20 February 2018 (refer Item 6a) 
as to what can be done to ensure that it is notified of the various plans and 
reports that are placed on exhibition so as to give the Committee opportunity to 
comment.  
 
In this regard, Tanya Owen advised that she is endeavouring to make sure that 
all units across Council are aware of the Access Advisory Committee and of its 
role.  
 
Tanya advised that there are also various references to the Access Advisory 
Committee within the DIAP. 
 
Tanya also advised that other Advisory Committees such as the Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander Advisory Committee and the Cycleways Advisory 
Committee, are very aware of the Access Advisory Committee, and often cross-
refer projects and policies to relevant Committees. 

 
f. Cycleways Advisory Committee – Access Representative 

 
The Committee requested at its meeting held on 20 February 2018 at Item 6e 
that the question of nominating a Member of the Access Advisory Committee to 
attend meetings of the Cycleways Advisory Committee be listed for 
consideration at this meeting of the Committee. 
 
Action Item: 
 
Tanya Owen, Community Capacity Building Officer, agreed to provide Access 
Advisory Committee Members with details of the dates and times of meetings of 
the Cycleways Advisory Committee.  
 
If any Member is interested in representing the Access Advisory Committee at 
meetings of the Cycleways Advisory Committee, they should inform Tanya 
accordingly. 
 
Note: The Cycleways Advisory Committee meets at 6pm every second month 
on either the third or fourth Wednesday of the month. The remaining meetings 
for the year will be held on 23 May, 25 July, 19 September and 21 November. 
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10.0 OTHER BUSINESS 
 

a. Communication In 
 

5 Parramatta Square 
 
Reference was made to the following recommendations arising from Item 6f of 
the Access Advisory Committee Meeting held on 20 February 2018: 

 
A. That the appropriate consultants be invited to attend a future meeting of 

the Committee to update the Committee on proposals for provision of 
suitable access and facilities for people with disabilities within the 
proposed 5 Parramatta Square building including within the proposed 
new Council Chambers. 
 

B. That the Committee also be provided with an update on the proposal for 
a digital carpet within the public domain of Parramatta Square. 
 

Tanya Owen advised that she will seek relevant Council Officer(s) to attend the 
19 June 2018 meeting of the Committee to provide information in relation to the 
above requests. 
 
Tanya indicated that Council has engaged the services of Wall to Wall Design 
for the base building at 5 Parramatta Square, which is to provide feedback for 
the architect’s consideration. The initial design is to be considered by the 
Project Control Group early next week. 
 
Tanya advised that the design will be made available to the Access Advisory 
Committee once it has been approved by Council for public exhibition. 
 
Parramatta Light Rail 
 
Following a request of John Moxon, Tanya Owen advised that Council’s 
Parramatta Light Rail Project Manager will be attending the 19 June 2018 
meeting of the Committee to address the Committee on the project. 

 
b. Other Committees 

   
Nil 

 
c. Request for Leave of Absence – John Moxon 

 
John Moxon sought Leave of Absence for the Access Advisory Committee 
Meetings to be held on 19 June 2018 and 21 August 2018 as he will be away 
overseas. 
 
Action: 
 
The Committee granted Leave of Absence to John Moxon for the Access 
Advisory Committee Meetings to be held on 19 June 2018 and 21 August 2018. 
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d. Condition of Footpaths in Parramatta CBD 
 

The general condition of footpaths in the Parramatta CBD was raised as an 
area of concern and questions were raised as to what guides Council in respect 
to conducting footpath repairs, including audits, KPIs and established timelines. 

 
Specific mention was made of the footpath on the corner of Marsden and 
Argyle Streets, Parramatta which is currently missing kerb ramps. 

 
Tanya Owen commented that sometimes, footpath restoration works are 
delayed if there are other works planned in the vicinity so that any new works 
are not affected or affected as little as possible. This can result in extensive 
delays in undertaking footpath repairs, particularly when works are large scale 
and involve other government departments, for example, the Westmead 
Hospital precinct. 

 
Action: 
 
Tanya Owen will report back to the Access Advisory Committee Meeting to be 
held on 19 June 2018 in respect of this matter. 

 
e. Important Notice – Council’s Customer Service Counter 

 
Reference was made to an ‘Important Notice’ at Council’s Customer Service 
Counter. The sign has white printing on a blue background and is difficult to 
read by anyone with impaired vision.  
 
Members discussed the importance of colours and high contrast in signage and 
notices, to enable people with vision impairments to read them more easily, as 
well as for all people in dim lighting. 

 
f. Touch Screen Eftpos Devices 

 
A concern was raised in regard to the use by some organisations of touch 
screen Eftpos devices which are totally impossible to read by people with low 
vision. 
 
It was requested that the Council bear this in mind if and when it is considering 
the use of such devices. 

 
 
11.0 NEXT MEETING 
 
5.30pm Tuesday 19 June 2018 
 
 
The meeting closed at 7.20pm. 
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PRODUCTIVE 

ITEM NUMBER 12.1 

SUBJECT Proposed Use of 1-3 Onslow Street Granville 

REFERENCE F2011/03679 - D06022544 

REPORT OF Service Manager-Property Services & Space Management         
 
PURPOSE: 
Provide Council with further information on the proposed use of 1-3 Onslow Street 
Granville (“Premises”).  
 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
(a) That Council notes the further information as outlined in this report following 

its deferral of 26 February 2018. 
 
(b) That Council then select one of the options as outlined in paragraph 8 of this 

report. 
 
(c)     Further, that the Acting Chief Executive Officer be delegated to sign 

necessary documentation in respect to the subject Premises. 
 
 

BACKGROUND 
 
1. Council at its meeting of 26 February 2018 considered a report on the proposed 

use of 1-3 Onslow Street Granville and resolved that: 

 
“That Council defer consideration of this matter for a further report to be provided to 
Council by May 2018, including: 

1. Cost of repairs to the building; 
2. Cost of demolition and remediation of the site; 
3. Cost to construct a community building (with and without wooden floors); 

and 
4. Available options for funding this project (S94 or otherwise).” 

 
ISSUES/OPTIONS/CONSEQUENCES 
 
2. Points 1) to 4) of Council’s resolution above are defined as follows. 

3. Cost of repairs to the building 

A. The cost to repair the building was outlined within the previous report at 
$438,725. This estimate was obtained from Council’s Capital Projects 
Team in October 2016. The amounts were derived from trade quotes 
and estimates based on previous projects carried out by Council. See 
schedule at Attachment 1. 

B. It is likely that when works commence that additional costs will be 
identified. These will not be known until detailed site works commence.  

C. The above amount is exclusive of the scope of works and associated 
costs then required by the successful EOI entity for their fit out of 
$455,000. 
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4. Cost of demolition and remediation of the site: 

A. Demolition and remediation of the site is estimated at $150,000. The 
demolition estimate was provided by Council’s Capital Projects Team 
with the amount based on previous demolition works carried out by 
Council.  

5. Cost to construct a community building (with and without wooden floors): 

A. Replicating the size of the facility that is located on the site at present 
would require a 600m2 facility.  

B. Estimated Construction & Fitout Cost to replace the existing is 
$795,000. Breakdown as follow: 

i. Construction Cost: 600m2 x $1,325 per m2 = $795,000 + GST. 

ii. Costing of floor boards may attract an additional $67 per m2 
equating to $40,200 + GST. 

C. Source: Rawlinsons Australian Construction Handbook 2016 edition on 
page 53, section 11.5.2 Community Recreation Centre. 

D. It should be noted that Council’s Social Infrastructure Strategy calls for 
a future facility to accommodate growth (medium to long term) of the 
area of circa 1,500m2 (i.e 80m2 per 1,000 people for an estimated 
population of 18,300 people).  

E. The current facility or a replacement of a like for like would be deficient 
by circa 900m2.  

F. A 1,500m2 facility required for the future population growth would 
equate to $1,987,500 at the above $1,325 per m2 rate. 

G. Delivery of any works requires formal planning approvals, funding 
allocation and resource allocation from Council’s internal Project 
Management Office (PMO). 

 
6. Available options for funding: 

A. Construction of a new facility could be funded from Section 94 as per 
the City of Parramatta Council Section 94A Development Contributions 
Plan (Amendment No. 5). Funding from Section 94 is subject to 
endorsement by Council’s Section 94 Committee. 

B. Another potential source of funding for the project is part of the sale of 
Council’s former site at 37 East Street, Granville. The sale of this site 
allocated $800,000 from the sale proceeds obtained in 2017 to be 
specifically used in the Granville area.  

 

7. It is noted that the commencing rent for the current EOI agreement is 
$31,200.00 per annum with 4% increases for a period of 5 years. The total 
value of the lease is approximately $168,989.26.  

 
8. Based on the above information, Council can either: 

 

A. Continue with the Expression of Interest Process and lease the 
Premises to the Preferred Applicant as per paragraph 10 of Council 
Report of 14 December 2015 (Attachment 2). The total cost of this 
option is estimated at: 
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i. Council make good:    $438,725* 
ii. Total:      $438,725 

 
* The current return on investment for Council based on the EOI rental offer is 
14 years. 

 
A fitout cost of $455,000 will be attributable to the Applicant. 

  

B. Proceed with demolition, embellish as open space in the interim (as per 
the Parramatta Road Growth Corridor and Council’s Social 
Infrastructure Strategy), as well as commence planning for a new 
purpose built facility. 

i. Demolition:     $150,000  
ii. Cost of new build:    $795,000* 
iii. Total:      $945,000** 

 
* Costing for a 600m2 facility only.  

** The return on investment for this option would be subject to future cash flows 
and preferred operating model of a new facility in the medium to long term.  

 
 

Bindy Begg 
Service Manager Property Services and Space Management 
 
Mark Stapleton 
Director Property and Significant Assets 
 
Alistair Cochrane 
Acting Chief Financial Officer 
 

 

ATTACHMENTS: 
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LEADING 

ITEM NUMBER 13.1 

SUBJECT Proposed Amendment to the Homebush Bay West DCP 2013 - 
Block H, Precinct B - 3 Burroway Road, Wentworth Point 

REFERENCE RZ/27/2016 - D06097644 

REPORT OF Senior Project Officer Land Use         
 
APPLICANT / LANDOWNER  Fairmead Business Pty Ltd (Billbergia) 
 
Note: This report was deferred from the 9 April 2018 Council Meeting and the 
23 April 2018 Council Meeting. 
 
PURPOSE: 
 
The purpose of this report is to provide Council with a preliminary assessment of the 
application to amend the Homebush Bay West Development Control Plan (DCP) and 
associated draft Voluntary Planning Agreement (VPA). The report presents options 
for the Council’s consideration of how to proceed with the application and VPA. 
 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
That Council resolve in accordance with one of the four (4) Options provided in this 
report as outlined in paragraphs 110 to 134. 
 
 

 
BACKGROUND 
 
1. The subject site, known as Block H, is one of seven ‘Development Blocks’ at 

Precinct B, 3 Burroway Road, Wentworth Point. Precinct B is owned by the 
applicant, Billbergia and is approximately 10.97ha, known as Wentworth Point 
Marinas. It is located on Homebush Bay, along the Parramatta River and is 
bounded by Hill and Burroway Roads and Precinct C (refer Figure 1 & 2).  

2. Of the 7 Development Blocks, 4 are complete (Blocks A, B, D & G) and Blocks 
C and E are currently under construction. Block H is the final parcel to be 
developed (refer Figure 2).  

3. The total site area of Block H is approximately 31,609m2. The legal description 
of Block H is Lot 24 DP 270778. 

4. Wentworth Point was formerly known as Homebush Bay West and forms part 
of the wider area of urban renewal of former industrial and commercial lands on 
the Sydney Olympic Peninsula, including Sydney Olympic Park, Wentworth 
Point and Carter Street Priority Precincts. After the staging of the Olympic 
Games during September and October 2000, the Department of Planning 
reviewed the planning controls and the Homebush Bay West Development 
Control Plan 2004 was adopted. 

5. The former Auburn Council was the planning authority for the Wentworth Point 
Precinct. Following the local government proclamation in May 2016, Wentworth 
Point, including the subject site, became part of the new City of Parramatta 
LGA.  
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Figure 1: Precincts within Wentworth Point (Source: Homebush Bay West DCP (Amendment No 1)) 

 

 

Figure 2: Development Blocks within Precinct B (Source: Council GIS & Application, Billbergia 2017)  

 

Application – Amendment to Homebush Bay West DCP 

6. An application to amend the Homebush Bay West DCP was lodged with City of 
Parramatta Council on 23 December 2016 by Fairmead Business Pty Ltd 
(trading as Billbergia) applying to Blocks H and E and other DCP amendments.  
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7. An original draft VPA letter of offer was submitted with the application on 23 
December 2016.  It is noted that the original VPA offer included the operation of 
a 20-year community shuttle bus, two 75 place child care centres dedicated to 
Council, provision of embellished publicly accessible open space and 12 
affordable housing units. The original VPA offer did not seek exclusion from s94 
development contributions.  

8. Following a Design Competition for the subject site (as detailed below), a 
revised application was submitted with Council by the applicant on 16 
November 2017, applying to Block H and the adjoining foreshore land to Block 
C, as shown on Figure 3 and comprises the following proposed Amendment to 
Homebush Bay West DCP: 

i. Increase building height from 6, 8, 9, 16 and 25 storeys to 
maximum height of building permitted of 35 storeys above the 
level of Wentworth Place at its highest point; 

ii. Seeking a Gross Floor Area (GFA) of 75,000m2; 

iii. A provision in the DCP which would alternatively allow 
85,000m2 GFA and unspecified height controls when certain 
conditions are met (which is an overall increase from the 
allowable GFA of 55,257m2); 

iv. A minimum floor space for non-residential uses of 2,900sqm; 

v. Provision of a minimum public open space of 16,800 m2; and 

vi. Requirements for design excellence. 

9. The application is accompanied by a letter of offer to enter into a Voluntary 
Planning Agreement (VPA) to the estimated value of $44.95M for the following 
items (refer Attachment 1): 

a. The operation of a 20-year community shuttle bus to the value of 
$21M; 

b. The construction, fit-out and dedication of a 75 place child care centre 
to the total value of $6.45M; 

c. Fit outs of the Wentworth Point community centre and library located in 
Precinct B - Block B valued at $8M; 

d. Wentworth Point Infrastructure Fund for general transport and social 
infrastructure valued at $9.5M; and 

e. Exemption from S94 contributions payable for any public amenities and 
services for the same purpose as the contributions required to be made 
under the draft VPA. 

 
Design Competition – Precinct B, Block H 

10. Following discussions with the applicant in 2017, it was agreed that a 
competitive design process would be undertaken for the subject site as shown 
in Figure 3.  
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Figure 3 Subject Site 

11. The purpose of the ‘Masterplan Concept Design Competition’ was to identify 
the vision for the site, resolve the architecture, including identification of spatial 
structure, building envelopes and the public domain. It is envisaged that the 
Masterplan Concept Design Competition was the first stage of a two stage 
process. Stage 2 is an Architectural Masterplan Concept Design Competition, 
which would be undertaken following any amendment to the HBW DCP and 
prior to lodgement of a development application.  

12. The competition was based on the following development proposal: 

a. A high density residential apartment building with street orientated 
retail, commercial and include a 75-90 place child care centre. 

b. Minimum 16,800sqm of public open space, predominantly in the form a 
large park of 1.05 hectares. 

c. Floorspace benchmark of 50,000sqm and 65,000sqm, with a minimum 
of 2,900sqm of non-residential uses. Noting that the two development 
scenarios would be further considered by Council in terms of planning 
issues, such as transport, open space and residential amenity.  

13. The competition was undertaken between July and October 2017, with six 
architectural firms invited to participate in the design competition and present 
their schemes to the Design Jury. The Design Jury comprised Council’s City 
Architect, NSW Government Architect and the proponent’s nominee. The Jury 
deliberated and the Jury Report was endorsed by all Jury Members on 12 
October 2017 (refer Attachment 2). 

14. In summary, the Design Jury recommended that (refer Part D, pp30-33 of 
Attachment 2) three architectural firms proceed to Stage 2 Architectural 
Design Competition. It was demonstrated by these three firms’ schemes that 
densities of between 82,000sqm and 90,000sqm (at between 28-50 storeys) 
could be physically accommodated on the site with provision of between 
16,800sqm and 32,000sqm of open space.  
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15. The Design Jury Report also provided the following responses regarding the 
site’s capacity to sustain bulk, scale and density: 

a. The three (3) shortlisted competition entries clearly demonstrate that 
the site has a built form capacity to contain a floorspace of 
approximately 75,000sqm. The 75,000sqm is equivalent to the 
maximum GFA benchmark contained within the brief (65,000sqm) with 
an additional 15% Design Excellence bonus. 

b. Consider that additional floorspace, up to a total of 85,000sqm could be 
“tested” on the site subject to improved transport and social 
infrastructure (i.e. light rail, community facilities, increased provision of 
open space). 

c. Confirm that the maximum building height should be as per the 
endorsed design competition brief: That a maximum of 35 storeys 
above the level of Wentworth Place at its highest point, and a 
75,000m2 GFA overall, which are reflected in the proposed DCP 
amendment. 

 
Homebush Bay West Development Control Plan  

16. Under the Auburn Local Environmental Plan 2010 the subject site is a ‘Deferred 
Matter’ and the site is subject to the State Regional Environmental Plan No. 24 
– Homebush Bay Area (SREP 24) and the Homebush Bay West Development 
Control Plan (HBW DCP) and made by the (then) NSW Department of Planning 
and Infrastructure. The HBW DCP provides the planning controls governing 
development permissible by the SREP 24.  

17. A masterplan was adopted for Precinct B by the Minister under Clause 16 
SREP 24 in 2006, and is known as the No. 1 Burroway Road DCP 2006. 
Although the site-specific DCP technically applies to the site, the subsequent 
Amendment 1 to the HBW DCP revised planning controls and has made the 
DCP effectively redundant.  

18. The HBW DCP 2004 Amendment 1 was prepared and came into effect on 31 
July 2013 for the purposes of amending planning controls, including introducing 
higher densities and building heights to support the Voluntary Planning 
Agreement (VPA) for the construction of the Homebush Bay Bridge to link 
Wentworth Point to the Rhodes Peninsula (now known as the “Bennelong 
Bridge”). 

19. Under the Homebush Bay West DCP 2004 Amendment 1 a total maximum 
GFA of 200,649sqm is allowable within Precinct B (refer Table 1 below), which 
is to be distributed across all Development Blocks, including the subject site – 
Block H.  

 

Table 1: Extract from Section 5.3 of the HBW DCP (Amendment 1) 
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Concept Approval – Development Application DA-296/2014 

20. Development application (DA-296/2014) was lodged with Auburn Council on 3 
September 2014 for a staged development proposal (concept plan) of the 
remaining undeveloped stages of Blocks B, C, E, F and H within the Precinct B 
site (i.e. Lot 10) and the construction of a 25 storey mixed use building at Block 
B (works component). The application was accompanied by a Voluntary 
Planning Agreement (VPA) for a community library facility (cold shell) on Block 
B.  

21. The application was referred by Auburn Council to the Joint Regional Planning 
Panel for consideration where a deferred commencement approval was 
granted on 6 January 2015 and Auburn Council issued operational consent 
dated 11 March 2015. 

22. Condition 4 of the concept approval resulted in a total cumulative GFA for 
Precinct B of 220,940sqm (an increase in 20,291sqm (effectively +10.1%) 
above the DCP provisions specified in Table 1 above) as follows: 

“(a) the total cumulative gross floor area for Precinct B shall not exceed the 
maximum: 220,940sqm. 

(b) the floor plate of each tower within each Block in Precinct B shall not exceed 
the maximum floor area of 950sqm. 

(c) Each block forming part of the Concept Plan shall be subject of a separate 
development application.” 

Proposed Modification to DA-296/2014 

23. On 15 October 2015 the applicant lodged a s96 modification to (the then) 
Auburn Council (reference DA-296/2014/D) to modify the approved building 
envelopes for Blocks E and H within the original concept plan approval. The 
application was also accompanied by a VPA that offered various public benefits 
to the community, in consideration for the proposed additional height and 
density increase. Specifically, at that time, the proposed modification sought 
approval for the following: 

a) Increase in floor space of 50,000sqm within the site, in addition to 
the approved 220,940sqm sought under the original concept DA 
approval. 

b) Redesign and reshape the built form (massing and scale) of Block 
H through increased height and density. 

c) Increase height of the 20 storey tower in Block E to 25 storeys. 

d) Deletion of the local access road within Block H. 

e) Increase accessible public open space for Block F 

24. City of Parramatta Council staff (following local government proclamation in 
May 2016), based on legal advice, then advised the applicant on 28 July 2016 
to withdraw the application as the nature of the amendments fell outside what 
Council could consider as a s96 modification application as the development 
was not substantially the same. The applicant subsequently withdrew the 
application on 13 December 2016.  
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Strategic Planning Framework  

25. The recently released Greater Sydney Region Plan (2018) identifies Wentworth 
Point as an area of urban renewal within the general Greater Parramatta 
Priority Growth Area.  

26. Wentworth Point is identified in NSW Department of Planning and 
Environment’s (DPE) Greater Parramatta Interim Land Use and Infrastructure 
Implementation Plan, 2017 (the Plan) with provision of an additional 7,316 
homes and 300 jobs by 2036.  This growth is envisaged to be delivered through 
the existing planning controls and it is also acknowledged in the Plan that a 
longer term priority is to improve transportation to the precinct.  

27. As summarised in Table 2, the Plan forecasts a total number of dwellings of 
23,638 and a total number of jobs of 41,756 for the growth precincts of Sydney 
Olympic Park, Carter Street and Wentworth Point by 2036. Based on the 
dwelling forecast this is an equivalent estimated residential population of 
51,770 by 2036 (based on 2016 high density occupancy rates for City of 
Parramatta Council).  

Growth Precincts Forecast Total 
Dwellings by 2036 

Forecast Total Jobs by 
2036 

Sydney Olympic Park & Carter 
Street 

16,200 41,456 

Wentworth Point 7,438 300 

TOTAL 23,638 41,756 

Table 2: Total Forecast Dwellings and Jobs Sydney Olympic Peninsula (Source: LUIIP, DPE 2017) 

28. As outlined in the report below, the existing development and forecast growth 
under existing planning controls currently raise issues around the capacity of 
the peninsula to accommodate growth in terms of supporting infrastructure, in 
particular transport and traffic.  

 
KEY ISSUES 
 
Land Use – Allowable and Proposed Development  

29. In order to quantify and qualify the allowable and proposed developments on 
the subject site, Block H, Council staff tested the following various potential 
development scenarios. 

a. Development consistent with the Concept DA approval (Scenario A) 

b. Development resulting from Council staff’s analysis based on 
Homebush Bay West DCP (Amendment 1) height of buildings for 
Precinct B and additional optimum urban design considerations 
including the Apartment Design Guidelines (ADG) requirements – 
(Scenario B) 

c. Development as proposed by the applicant – (Scenario C1 and C2)  

30. Each scenario is summarised in Table 3 below and discussed in detail below. 
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Development 
Scenarios 

Total 
Gross 
Floor 
Area 
(sqm) 

Built Form Outcome  Estimated 
Dwellings 

Additional 
Floor space 
(sqm) above 
allowed under 
Concept 
Approval 

A. Concept Approval 
DA-296/2014 

29,743* 6-7 storey buildings 341** 0 

B. Council staff’s 
analysis of HBW DCP 
(Amendment 1) and 
optimum urban design 
considerations  

54,356** 6-8 storey buildings & 
two 16 & 25 storey 
towers 

604*** 24,613  

C1. Proposed 
Development  

75,000** Tallest tower 35-storey 
(as measured from 
Wentworth Place) with a 
variety of heights for 
other buildings. 

859*** 45,257 

C2. Proposed 
Development  

 

85,000 Unspecified (potentially 
up to 50 storeys)  

978+ 55,257 

Table 3: Various Potential Development Scenarios – Block H 

*Based on historic development application approvals. 

**Includes a minimum provision of 2,900sqm of non-residential GFA  

***Based on dwelling mix of 1 (20%), 2 (60%) and 3 (20%) bedroom units and ground level 
commercial/retail GFA. 
+Based on Design Competition min 2,900sqm non-residential and remainder for residential GFA 

Scenario A. Development consistent with Concept DA Approval 

31. This development scenario represents the available remaining GFA under the 
approved Concept DA approval (ref DA-296/2014), a total of 29,743sqm, for a 
mixed use development on Block H. The 29,743sqm figure is calculated by 
subtracting the GFA approved under the development application for Blocks A-
G (191,197sqm) from the allowable GFA under the Concept DA approval 
(220,940sqm). Under this scenario a development application could be lodged 
with Council seeking development on Block H consistent with the Concept DA 
approval. No amendment to the HBW DCP would be required. 

32. As indicated on Figure 4 below and Table 2 if 29,743sqm of GFA was realised 
as a mixed use development on Block H, this would result in a 6-7 storey 
building form, ground floor retail, approximately 341 residential apartments and 
9,863sqm of open space.  

33. The 9,863sqm of open space is calculated based on existing approvals within 
Precinct B. The amount of open space approved as part of previous DAs is 
subtracted from the overall 10,973sqm that is to be provided under the current 
DCP. It is noted that the foreshore promenade on Block C has been approved 
separately (DA 268/2014). A remaining 8,185sqm are therefore to be provided 
on Block H. 
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Figure 4: Indicative massing based on remaining GFA under Concept Approval (DA-296/2014) 
(Source Council Urban Design Unit) 

Scenario B – Development that responds to the building heights contained in 
Homebush Bay West DCP (Amendment 1) and optimum urban design 
considerations including the Apartment Design Guidelines (ADG) 

34. This development scenario estimates the optimum built form and GFA that 
would result from a design generally consistent with the current heights 
contained in the HBW DCP for Block H and the ADG. Council officers’ 
preliminary analysis of this scenario resulted in 48,473sqm of GFA. This was 
reviewed by Billbergia, who indicated 65,000sqm of GFA could be achieved, 
through the following measures: 

 
a. All podium buildings to be modelled at a height of 8 and 9 storeys as per the 

DCP controls (as opposed to Council’s Urban Designers’ initial model based 
on 6 storeys). 
 

b. Towers above podium to be modelled at 950sqm floorplate (as opposed to 
Council’s Urban Designers’ initial model based on 1,120sqm floorplate (or 
840sqm floorspace) and 880sqm floorplate (662sqm floorspace). 
 

c. Approximately 3,100sqm of additional floor space can be achieved by 
adding the town square floor space (50% coverage over 2 floors). 

 
35. Council’s Urban Designers reviewed Billbergia’s response and agreed the 

following concessions could reasonably be made, therefore increasing the 
overall GFA from 48,500sqm GFA to 54,356sqm: 

a. 8 storey street wall along the park subject to minimising overshadowing 
impact on the park, in accordance with the DCP. 

b. Increase in floorplate area, to 950sqm (or 715sqm GFA whichever is 
greater) for a 16 storey tower, and 1,100sqm (or 825sqm GFA) for a 25 
storey tower. Floorplate in this context is defined as “all areas to external 
face of building including external walls, internal voids and balconies”. 

c. A minimum of 2,900sqm GFA of non-residential uses, to be provided below 
Wentworth Place. 
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Further, Council’s Urban Designers incorporated the following assumptions: 

a. Range of heights 16 and 25 storeys towers and 6 and 8 storey buildings 
generally consistent with those in the DCP for the subject site.  

b. No higher than 20m or 6 storeys (whichever is greater) for street walls/ 
podium fronting streets and public domain measured above Wentworth 
Place.  

c. All heights were measured from the elevated Wentworth Place alignment. 
No car parking was located above this level. 

d. 6 metre setback of tower floorplates above the street wall/ podium. 

e. Lower residential building depths to be a maximum of 22 metres deep 
except where a tower occurs above it. 

f. The tower locations would need to adjust depending on the configuration of 
the public open space. 

g. The analysis also attempted to enable improved inter-building separation.  

h. All residential edges have habitable uses for determining inter-building 
separation. The use of blank walls to minimise separation is not supported 
at this stage as it results in a suboptimal outcome. 

i. Provide solar access and amenity within the courtyard. Noting that this may 
be required to be supplemented with some limited additional rooftop 
communal open space. A full reliance of communal rooftop space results is 
not a desired urban design outcome. 

36. The above assumptions ensure any future development application would be 
able to potentially meet the requirements under the ADG, as well as to 
minimise overshadowing of the communal and public open space. This results 
in better urban design outcomes. 

37.  Based on Council staff’s analysis, this scenario would result in an estimated 
54,356sqm (or an additional 24,613sqm above the Concept DA approval). 
Under this scenario an amendment to HBW DCP would be required to allow for 
the additional GFA.  

38. As indicated on Figure 5 below and Table 3 if 54,356sqm of GFA was realised 
as a mixed use development on Block H, this would result in 6-8 storey 
buildings, with two tower buildings of 16 and 25 storeys, ground floor retail, 
approximately 604 residential apartments. 

39. In this scenario, Council Officers have assumed an indicative open space area 
of 13,260sqm, which is considered a reasonable increase in open space 
proportionate to the density uplift.  Under this scenario a 24,613sqm uplift 
represents an approximate 82% increase in density from what is allowable 
under the concept approval (Scenario A). A 82% increase in open space as 
compared to Scenario A (i.e. 8,185sqm on Block H) represents 14,896sqm. It is 
noted this is additional to the already approved 1,678sqm on Block C. It is 
noted that the previously approved additional GFA (20,291sqm) under the 
concept approval, was granted without a commensurate increase in the 
provision of public open space. Therefore it is considered that an open space 
provision (on Block H) of 13,260sqm is an acceptable and reasonable design 
outcome.  
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Figure 5: Indicative massing based on Scenario B (Source Council Urban Design Unit) 

 

Scenarios C1 & C2 – Applicant’s Proposed Development  

40. As proposed in the application, a GFA is sought under the proposed HBW DCP 
Amendment 2 of 75,000sqm and 85,000sqm respectively.  

41. As summarised in Table 3, Council staff estimate that 75,000sqm results in 
approximately 859 residential units and maximum tower development of 35 
storeys (as measured from Wentworth Place) with a variety of heights for the 
other buildings.  It is estimated that this would result in an additional 518 
residential units above what is permissible under the Concept DA approval. 

42. Council staff estimate that 85,000sqm results in approximately 978 residential 
units. Although the maximum tower is not specified, it is anticipated to have the 
potential to reach up to 50 storeys, with remaining buildings to be a mixture of 
heights. It is estimated that this would result in an additional of 637 residential 
units above what is permissible under the Concept DA approval.  

43. It is noted that Scenarios C1 and C2 include a minimum provision of 2,900sqm 
of non-residential uses (as does Scenario B) and 16,800sqm open space as 
recommended by the Design Jury (refer Attachment 2).  

 
Transport and Traffic  

44. The information provided by the applicant within the original and revised 
applications has been reviewed by Council staff and Transport for NSW 
(TfNSW) and Roads and Maritime Services (RMS). This section of the report 
details the following: 

a. Preliminary feedback provided by Council officers  

b. Advice from TfNSW/RMS 

c. Response from the applicant to TfNSW/RMS  

d. Council officers’ current assessment  

 
Preliminary feedback from Council staff  

45. Council staff reviewed the originally submitted application in September and 
October 2017 in relation to the initial proposal for Block E and H. Feedback 
received is still relevant for the revised proposal and is summarised below. 
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46. The applicant suggests that traffic generation rates may be lower in the north 
section of the Wentworth Point precinct. There is concern that there is no 
sufficient explanatory analysis to support this statement. In addition, should this 
statement be correct, the benefit should go towards having reduced congestion 
on the road network rather than allowing increased density contributing to 
congestion. 

47. Existing transport issues are at a level which is not expected to be fully 
addressed and solved by the proposed shuttle bus, and will likely be amplified 
by the proposed additional density.  

48. It is TfNSW’s role, not a private sector or local government body, to continue to 
ensure an accurate provision of public transport services and to increase levels 
of services as population grows. It is Council's preference that public transport 
be provided by public agencies rather than private shuttle as this provides 
better legibility for users and ensures long term commitment to services. 

49. Light Rail Stage 2 cannot form part of a justification for increased density, given 
the uncertainty of the funding, configuration and operation. The Metro West 
project, which is only at an announcement stage, requires further analysis to 
determine whether it will be able to support existing density, or any proposed 
increase density, particularly at Wentworth Point. 

50. There is insufficient evidence provided to demonstrate that motorists would 
transfer to bus mode should there be additional bus capacity.  

 
Advice from TfNSW/ RMS 

51. Advice has also been received from TfNSW/RMS in relation to the subject 
application on 15 February 2018 (refer Attachment 3). Their advice is 
summarised as follows.  

52. The traffic demands resulting from Wentworth Point, Carter Street and Sydney 
Olympic Park Master Plan Review are in excess of the road network capacity, 
estimated at 5,250 vehicles per hour in peak, with a minimum of 20,000 
vehicles per hour predicted to be generated in peak. 

53. There is insufficient evidence provided that the added shuttle bus service will 
result in a mode shift from private vehicle towards public transport. 

54. The traffic and transport impact assessment undertaken by the applicant does 
not adequately address the impacts of an additional 56,000sqm on the 
surrounding road network or the sufficient measures to offset these impacts. 

55. While it is acknowledged by TfNSW/RMS that the provision of the shuttle bus 
would supplement existing State Transit services, the advice concludes that 
they do not support the proposed density increase. 

56. Council officers also note that TfNSW, RMS and the Greater Sydney 
Commission are currently preparing a Growth Infrastructure Compact for the 
Greater Parramatta and Olympic Peninsula, and that TfNSW is preparing a 
Transport Study to help inform where growth is feasible in the corridor. Council 
Officers suggest that the findings of these studies will be able to help assess 
future proposals for additional GFA or building height, which will need to be 
assessed by Council as the relevant planning authority. 
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Response from the applicant 

57. The advice from TfNSW/RMS was forwarded to the applicant on 16 February 
2018. On 22 February 2018, the applicant provided a response to the 
TfNSW/RMS letter (refer Attachment 4). Key elements of this response are 
summarised below. 

58. A trial of the shuttle bus was started on 5 February 2018 and the applicant has 
undertaken a number of surveys and data collections since.  

59. Survey results seem to indicate that a large number of current drivers are or will 
be willing to shift to public transport for one or more weekly trip. The shuttle 
bus, as trialled, has resulted in a shift from car to public transport use. The 
resulting change in travel demand justifies uplift on Block H.  

60. The full Baylink Shuttle Bus offer will consist in 4 buses (the trial is 2 buses) 
with a doubled capacity that will address the estimated 250 person trips in peak 
hour generated by the uplift.  

61. Given the Sydney Metro Northwest project will be completed in 2019, this will 
allow operational changes on the Sydney Train network. Therefore, additional 
train services are anticipated to serve Rhodes Station.  

62. The uplift will also be addressed by the infrastructure funding available through 
the VPA. Billbergia has already made a considerable contribution towards 
transport infrastructure (e.g. Bennelong Bridge, car share agreement, Green 
Travel Plans) in addition to the proposed shuttle bus. 

 
Council staff assessment 

63. Preliminary assessment by Council officers identifies the following remaining 
concerns. Council traffic and transport planning officers are still in the process 
of reviewing the implications of a shuttle bus on the local and regional network, 
and whether the proposed uplift will be adequately addressed by the shuttle 
bus measure. 

64. The response from the applicant was also provided to TfNSW/RMS. Council 
staff are awaiting comments from TfNSW/RMS. These will be provided to 
Councillors under separate cover should they be received prior to the meeting. 

65. It is acknowledged by Council staff that the shuttle bus trial has been 
successful. The two mini-buses currently operating are well used and 
appreciated by the community. However, in peak hour, most of the capacity of 
these buses was already being used in the first three weeks of the trial. Some 
of this usage may come from walking or from other bus services. The survey 
conducted by the proponent does not show that all of the bus users would have 
driven if the bus was not provided. 

66. Additional bus capacity would be quickly absorbed by existing demand 
(including current pedestrians, cyclists, bus users and drivers,) or future 
demand from development already in the pipeline, and would not address 
demand caused by increased densities. 

67. There is a need for increased public transport services in the area to service 
existing densities, not for services in exchange for higher densities. The 
endorsement of the provision of temporary public transport services may set an 
undesirable precedent in the future for other developers seeking to justify 
additional uplift on surrounding sites or precincts with other temporary services 
which once cease, may fall to Council to manage.  
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68. Whilst Billbergia has contributed towards transport infrastructure, the levels of 
traffic complexities on the whole of the Peninsula are such that they have to be 
investigated at a broader level. The proposed increase density is only one 
proposal out of other development or uplift proposals which are amplifying 
existing issues. 

69. The Metro West and Parramatta Light Rail projects are only at an 
announcement stage, with no current NSW Government funding commitment, 
and cannot be used to support further assumptions about changes in the light 
rail operations. Furthermore, it is also unclear if the Parramatta Light Rail – 
Stage 2 will deliver the carrying capacity to support existing development or any 
increase in proposed density.  

70. Pending the results of the studies to be undertaken by TfNSW, RMS and the 
Greater Sydney Commission, as well as additional and confirmed details and 
funding regarding Light Rail and Metro, ‘testing’ an overall density of 
85,000sqm or greater heights based on future transport improvements is not 
considered feasible or appropriate. It is also considered that the shuttle bus 
cannot justify the proposed density increase but rather a firm commitment from 
the NSW Government to public transport infrastructure for the precinct is 
needed. 

Council Resolution – Lord Mayoral Minute 

71. At the Council meeting of 26 February 2018, a Lord Mayoral Minute was 
considered in relation to the provision of a free shuttle bus service to Wentworth 
Point. In considering this matter, Council resolved:  

(a) That the Council thank Billbergia for their initiative of introducing the 
Baylink Shuttle that has been a popular service for the local community. 

(b) That Council resolve that the provision of public transport is not a function 
of local government and write to the State Government and the Minister 
for Transport requesting funding for the Baylink Shuttle initiative. 

(c) That the Minister for Transport and the Greater Sydney Commission be 
advised that the transport deficit of the Sydney Olympic Peninsula 
requires urgent attention, including increase in buses services and 
development of a transport strategy to serve the planned growth of the 
Peninsula. 

(d) Further, that Council receive a report on the provision of public transport 
and the transport deficit in the Sydney Olympic Peninsula including the 
impacts of the future light rail line.  

72. Council staff have considered the above resolution in formulating this report 
and presenting the Options for moving forward.  

Social Infrastructure 

73. The social infrastructure improvements that are included in the associated draft 
VPA offer or in the existing S94 plan cannot be used to justify a density 
increase or increased building heights. 

74. In terms of quantity, the proposed DCP amendment includes a “minimum public 
open space” requirement of 16,800sqm. While Council officers support this 
minimum provision, it is recommended that the definition of “public open space” 
be clarified to mean space that is accessible to the public and useable at all 
times, day or night, rather than it being in public ownership. As a significant 
portion of this open space is to sit above private car parking, it is not proposed 
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to be owned by Council given the significant costs and complexities of 
maintaining public land over private car parking. Similarly, the foreshore 
promenade may present similar challenges. 

75. It is noted that the three options that came out of the design competition 
proposed an additional open space area of a combined area of approximately 3 
hectares. While Council officers support the provision of additional publicly 
accessible open space, this again should not be referred as public open space.  

76. In terms of quality and amenity, the proposed DCP does not sufficiently 
address the quality and amenity of the proposed public open space. Additional 
prescriptive controls have been included by Council officers, particularly in 
relation to overshadowing and deep soil zones consistent with the intent of the 
original HBW DCP. Council officers have also included provisions for a 
minimum 1.05ha ‘main park’, consistent with the Design Jury Report.  

 
Proposed draft Homebush Bay West DCP Amendment 2 

77. The applicant’s proposed DCP amendment has been prepared based on the 
Design Competition Stage 1 final report.  The competition brief for Stage 1 was 
prepared by Council’s Urban Design Unit. 

78. Essentially, the Design Jury endorsed building heights of a maximum of 35 
storeys above the level of Wentworth Place at its highest point, and 75,000m2 
GFA overall, which are reflected in the applicant’s proposed DCP amendment. 
The 35-storey height measured from Wentworth Place was included as part of 
the base scheme. 

79. In relation to GFA, the Jury recommendation noted that: 

The three (3) shortlisted competition entries clearly demonstrate that the site 
has a built form capacity to contain a floorspace of approximately 75,000sqm. 
The 75,000sqm FS is equivalent to the maximum GFA benchmark contained 
within the brief (65,000sqm FS) with an additional 15% Design Excellence 
bonus. 

 
Further: 

 
The Jury do however consider that additional floorspace, up to 85,000sqm FS 
could be “tested” on the site subject to improved transport and social 
infrastructure (i.e. light rail, community facilities, increased provision of open 
space). 

80. The applicant’s proposed DCP amendment therefore seeks a maximum of 
85,000sqm with buildings of a greater height, if the consent authority is satisfied 
that:  

a. the resultant development continues to exhibit design excellence,  

b. improved transport and social infrastructure will become available 
(such as light rail and community facilities, or alternatives), 

c. the provision of public open space is increased at least proportionally, 
and  

d. non-residential uses at ground level are sufficient to activate all 
waterfront and street frontages. 

81. Following a detailed review of the draft DCP amendment submitted by the 
applicant, Council officers have made a number of revisions. A copy of the 
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updated Draft DCP amendment is provided at Attachment 5. A summary of the 
key revisions made by Council officers include the following: 

a. Inclusion of an introductory section, to provide context for the DCP 
amendment, including title, clarifying where the DCP applies, 
specifying its relationship to other plans, statement of purpose, and 
explanation of how its amends the existing DCP framework. 

b. Clarification of the Opportunity Site provision. 

c. Removal of the additional bonus provision to allow additional floor 
space up to 85,000sqm of GFA with an unspecified height limit, subject 
to the delivery of light rail (given that there is no NSW Government 
funding commitment to the Parramatta Light Rail – Stage 2 or other 
transport improvements). 

d. Expansion of definitions sections to provide clear meanings for key 
terms in the DCP amendment, including community infrastructure. 

e. Expansion of the urban design outcomes provisions to provide more 
detail and clarity around desired outcomes, including public domain 
and open space, the main park, foreshore promenade and built form. 

f. Additional controls in relation to street wall/podium heights for towers, 
setbacks of tower floorplates above street wall/podium, and floorplate 
controls. 

VPA Offer 
 
82. The components of the current VPA offer (Attachment 1) are discussed below. 
 
Monetary Contributions for Community Centre and Library ‘Warm Shell’ Fit-Out 

83. This component of the VPA offer ($8M) is strongly supported for the following 
reasons. 

84. The delivery of a community facility and library at Wentworth Point has been 
identified as a key social infrastructure priority in Council’s draft Social 
Infrastructure Strategy. 

85. Funds were not previously provided or available to develop the community 
centre and library to a functional state (i.e. from ‘cold shell’). This monetary 
contribution will ensure that these facilities can effectively and efficiently benefit 
the current and future community of Wentworth Point.  

86. There is significant and long-standing community expectation that these 
facilities will be delivered. 

 
Shuttle bus 

87. The revised draft VPA offer includes the provision of a temporary 20-year free 
shuttle bus service that is proposed to complement the existing NSW 
Government-provided bus service. The details of the draft VPA offer as it 
relates to the shuttle bus is described as follows (refer Attachment 1):  

“This development contribution involves: 

• establishment of a not-for-profit entity for the management and 
governance of a free shuttle bus service for the Wentworth Point 
community, 

• provision of 4 shuttle buses, 
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• provision of monetary contributions in the amount of $21 million less any 
initial capital costs of establishing the shuttle bus service (including the 
costs of acquiring the 4 shuttle buses) into a single purpose trust account 
for the benefit of the not-for-profit entity for the operation of the free shuttle 
bus service.  

 

The details of the shuttle bus service, the establishment of not-for-profit entity, 
provision of monetary contributions into the trust account and provision of 4 
shuttle bus fleet are to be determined in a separate agreement between the 
parties.  

 

For the avoidance of doubt the total costs to the Developer of providing this 
development contribution is not to exceed $21 million.” 

 

88. The applicant has also presented four proposed options for the governance and 
management options for the shuttle bus service:  

a. Transport for NSW – acknowledge that this option is unlikely.  

b. City of Parramatta Council – acknowledge that it is outside of Council’s 
current activities. 

c. A dedicated business entity -  overseen by a management committee 
including representatives from Council and the community. The 
Committee would administer funds and bus contract management. 
Funds from the VPA to operate the service would be held in a single-
purpose Trust account. This model would not provide for the flexibility 
to adapt transport services over time based on the changing transport 
context and in particular, deliver additional or alternative services to a 
shuttle bus. 

d. A Transport Management Association (TMA) (preferred option by 
applicant) - this is a not for profit style entity. Ideally, the TMA would 
look to build up alternative funding over time, gradually reducing the 
proportion of VPA funds used per annum.  

89. This component of the draft VPA offer is not supported by Council Officers for 
the following reasons. 

90. The proposed shuttle bus should not be used to justify a density increase. As 
outlined in the section of this report titled ‘Transport and Traffic’, existing 
transport issues for the precinct are not fully addressed and solved by the 
proposed shuttle bus and these issues will likely be amplified by the proposed 
density increase. Furthermore, it is TfNSW’s role to ensure an accurate 
provision of long term public transport services are provided as associated with 
population growth, not the Council’s.  

91. TfNSW and RMS advice (at Attachment 3) states there is insufficient evidence 
provided that the added shuttle bus service will result in a mode shift from 
private vehicle towards public transport. While the evident increased 
accessibility provided by the shuttle bus is acknowledged by TfNSW/RMS, the 
advice concludes that they do not support the proposed density increase. 

92. The NSW Government has a mandate to deliver transport services to meet the 
community’s needs. The allocation of resources acquired through a VPA should 
be spent on local infrastructure or services that are more closely aligned to the 
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responsibilities of, or expectations of, local government. Provision of bus 
services is a matter for NSW Government consideration.  

93. The governance and management model for the first 20-year operation of the 
shuttle bus service is yet to be confirmed. However, the preferred option of the 
applicant, which is a Transport Management Association, raises concerns 
around the service’s viability after 20 years, the resources required from 
Council to be involved and it is also unclear what potential sources of future 
alternative funding are available in NSW to continue to fund a service of this 
kind.  

94. After 20 years when funding ceases under the proposed VPA, there is no clarity 
on which authority will operate and fund the free community shuttle bus. The 
draft VPA Letter of Offer does not indicate a per annum cost to fund the 
service, however it is anticipated to include maintenance of four buses (and 
eventual replacement) and ongoing operation costs. It is assumed this would 
not be an insignificant annual cost. The lack of long term commitment of the 
shuttle bus service means the financial burden and community impacts may 
ultimately fall to Council to manage.  

95. Consistent with Council’s resolution on 26 February 2018, it is recommended 
that the Lord Mayor write urgently to the NSW Minister for Transport seeking a 
commitment to fund and improve public bus services to Wentworth Point (both 
in financial terms and service frequency terms) which may include the ongoing 
operation of the Baylink Shuttle Bus Service. Furthermore, that the DCP 
amendment not be finalised until this commitment is received from the Minister 
in writing. 

 
Child Care Centre 

96. The revised VPA offer provides a broad description and criteria for the design 
of a proposed 75 place child care centre. The child care centre component of 
the VPA is strongly supported by Council officers for the following reasons. It is 
recommended that the child care centre be dedicated to Council’s ownership. 

97. The details provided are largely consistent with Council’s standards and include 
a warm-shell fit-out. Identified functional areas and size specifications indicated 
in the Planning Agreement Offer document appear adequate. 

98. The projected population for Wentworth Point indicates a high proportion of 
young workforce (25-34 years) and parents and home builders (35 - 49 years). 
Given this trend, it is reasonable to assume that the future population of young 
children will be correspondingly high. The proposed centre will provide space 
for 25 children across the three age cohorts of 0-2, 2-3 and 3-5. This is 
supported. 

99. The peninsula-like nature of the suburb increases the need for social 
infrastructure to be located within the suburb itself. 

100. It is recommended that the following requirement be added to Section 4 
Standard of the Appendix B scope of works for the child care facility (included 
in the revised offer) to include that the centre fit out will comply with 6-star 
Green Star interior certification and zero net energy operation through the 
addition of sufficient renewable energy to meet annual operating energy 
requirements on a net annual basis. 
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Wentworth Point Infrastructure Fund 

101. The VPA offer proposes to provide payment to Council of $9.5 million “for the 
public purpose of general transport and social infrastructure within and serving 
Wentworth Point.” The provision of an additional $9.5 million of general social 
infrastructure funds is supported. Such an allocation allows Council the 
flexibility to direct these funds to address issues as needed.  

 
Affordable housing 

102. The original VPA offer by the applicant included an affordable housing 
component of 12 affordable housing units to be dedicated to Council and be 
managed by a community housing provider. This component of the VPA offer 
was supported by Council staff with the recommendation that the proportion of 
affordable housing be increased to reflect Council’s draft Affordable Housing 
Policy 2017, and be dedicated to Council to be managed by a community 
housing provider. The revised VPA offer by the applicant removed this 
component. This is not supported by Council officers, for the following reasons. 

103. The level of housing stress experienced across the City of Parramatta has 
increased, with Wentworth Point having a higher rate than LGA average. It is 
adjacent to Sydney Olympic Park, the suburb with the highest rate of mortgage 
stress in the local government area, at 22%. 

104. It is proposed that the VPA be negotiated to include a component of affordable 
housing contribution, dedicated as dwellings in Council’s ownership to be 
managed by a community housing provider in accordance with the previously 
provided advice as follows: 

a. That the number of affordable housing units be increased to reflect a 
minimum of 5 - 10% of the total dwelling yield.    

b. That any offer of affordable housing as part of a VPA reflects the 
following:  

 That the affordable housing units be dedicated to Council’s 
ownership for this purpose in perpetuity. 

 That the affordable housing units be indistinguishable from all private 
market dwellings in the development.  

 That the affordable housing units be clearly marked on floor plans. 

 That the dwelling mix of affordable housing units mirrors the overall 
dwelling mix of the development, to meet the varying needs of 
prospective affordable housing tenants.   

105. Council could consider reallocating the $21M fund initially directed to a shuttle 
bus, to some or all of the following works:  

a. Affordable housing; 

b. Increased provision and increased overall quality of green open space; 

c. Upgrade of the Wentworth Point to Rhodes bus and pedestrian bridge 
(i.e. “Bennelong Bridge”) to include a covered walkway to enable 
pedestrian movements during rain and significant heat impacts in more 
comfort; or  

d. Support the proposed Wentworth Point Infrastructure Fund 
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S94 Exemption 

106. The current s94 Auburn Contributions Plan aims to: 
“continue levying for the construction of a multi purpose community centre within 
Homebush Bay West to determine the scale, location and detailed specifications 
for the construction of this centre.” 

107. This is further described as follows: 
“Council has been levying for the acquisition of a site and construction of a new 
Community Centre in Homebush Bay West to cater for new residents. A 600m2 
facility is required to cater for a population of 12,000 people and is likely to 
include childcare, meeting rooms, library outlet and recreation facilities.” 

108. The VPA offer includes an exemption of Section 94/94A and 94EF for 
contributions towards “any public amenities and services for the same purpose 
as the Development Contributions required to be made under the VPA”. This is 
not supported by Council officers as the proposed increase in density is 
significantly above the quantum of development envisaged under the current 
s94 plan. Further, discounting of section 94 contributions in relation to 
proposals to change planning controls that significantly increase density is 
inconsistent with Council’s practice in relation to negotiating VPAs. 

109. The estimated calculations of what would be payable under the current s94 
Auburn Contribution Plan is presented for each Option below.  

 
OPTIONS 

110. Four options for moving forward with this matter have been prepared below for 
consideration by Council. In summary: 

a. Option 1 is not to proceed with the proposal on the basis of the 
objection received from RMS and TfNSW on traffic impact grounds 
(this limits the GFA to that currently permissible under the existing 
concept DA approval of 29,743sqm). 

b. Option 2 is to proceed with the exhibition of the Draft DCP, but that the 
maximum GFA be limited to be generally consistent with the height 
requirements of the Homebush Bay West DCP Amendment No. 1 and 
of the Apartment Design Guidelines, so as to achieve an optimum 
urban design outcome, being 54,356sqm*. 

c. Option 3 is to proceed with the exhibition of the Draft DCP and to limit 
the maximum GFA to the lower limit permitted by the design 
competition (being 75,000sqm*), given there is not yet any firm 
commitment to Parramatta Light Rail (Stage 2) or Metro West or other 
transport improvements to justify the higher limit (being 85,000sqm*). 

d. Option 4 is to defer the matter, pending further advice from the 
RMS/TfNSW in response to the developer’s response to their original 
objection. 

*Note: These figures are all inclusive of any design excellence bonus. 

111. Each of these options has a bearing on the associated s94 Development 
Contributions (as detailed in Table 4 below). As discussed above, an 
exemption of Section 94/94A and 94EF* under the draft VPA offer is not 
supported by Council officers as the proposed increase in density is 
significantly above the quantum of development envisaged under the current 
s94 Plan. Furthermore, it is inconsistent with Council’s practice in relation to 
negotiating VPAs. 
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1 bed dwgs 2 bed dwgs 3 bed dwgs Total
Non-Resi 

(sqm)

Non-Resi 

Construction Cost

Option 1 68 205 68 341 743 1,165,024$                     1,516,883.57$         

Option 2 121 362 121 604 2900 4,547,200$                     2,711,633.10$         

Option 3 172 515 172 859 2900 4,547,200$                     3,837,247.47$         

Option 4 Deferred Deferred Deferred Deferred Deferred Deferred Deferred

Estimated Dwgs (Residential) (S94) Non-Residential Floorspace (S94A)

Option

Estimated S94/94A 

Contributions 

Payable

 

Table 4: Estimated s94/s94A Contributions for each Option 

*Note: as a result of 1 March 2018 changes to the EP&A Act, sections 94, 94A, 94EF 
have respectively been amended to sections 7.11, 7.12, 7.24. 

112. Each of these options has a bearing on the associated VPA offer, given that 
additional FSR increases proportionally with Options 2 and 3. Further, the 
developer has submitted a land value uplift report which suggests a land value 
uplift of $1,603/sqm. Council’s Property officers have provided preliminary 
advice that suggests this is too low given that the site is on a prime waterfront 
location, and the land value uplift could be $2,343/sqm. Council officers 
suggest entering into negotiations with the developer for a VPA for the site, 
which takes into account this potential range in land uplift value, as summarised 
in Table 5 below: 

 

Option GFA 
proposed 
(sqm) 

Increase in 
GFA 

Land Value 
uplift (at 
$1603/m²) – 
Low range 

Land Value 
uplift (at 
$2343/m²) – 
High range 

Option 1 29,743m² 0m² $0 $0 

Option 2 54,356m² 24,613m² $39,454,639 $57,668,259 

Option 3 75,000m² 45,257m² $72,546,971 $106,037,151 

Option 4 Deferred Deferred Deferred Deferred 

Table 5 Summary of Options and the associated potential range of land uplift values 
 

113. Under the provisions of Council’s Draft VPA Policy (as endorsed by Council for 
exhibition on 13 June 2017), VPA negotiations should aim for 50% of the land 
value uplift. Consistent with Council’s practice, and noting the significant 
increase in density which is not accounted for in the current s94 plan, 50% of 
the value uplift would be on top of s94 contributions payable. Given this, it is 
recommended that the developer’s request to seek a discount for section 94 
contributions should be rejected and that negotiations for a VPA should be 
within the ranges provided in Table 6 below: 

 

Option Low range – 50% of 
$1603/m², being 
$801.50/m² 

High range – 50% of 
$2343/m², being 
$1171.50/m² 

Option 1 $0 $0 

Option 2 $19,727,320 $28,834,130 

Option 3 $36,273,486 $53,018,576 

Option 4 Deferred Deferred 

Table 6: Summary potential range of values for VPA negotiation for each Option 
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114. As discussed previously in this report, the developer has proposed to enter into 
a VPA valued at $44.95 million, including the following components: 

a. Shuttle Bus – $21M 

b. Child care centre (construction and fit-out) – $6.45M 

c. Community centre and library fit-out – $8M 

d. Wentworth Point Infrastructure Fund (general transport and social 
infrastructure) – $9.5M 

e. Exemption from S94 contributions payable for any public amenities and 
services for the same purpose as the contributions required to be made 
under the VPA 

115. It is noted that this offer is on the basis of the developer’s request for 85,000m² 
of GFA, which is not supported by Council officers given that there is no funding 
commitment to either the Metro West, the Parramatta Light Rail (Stage 2) 
projects or other associated public transport improvements by the State 
Government. Should Council resolve to proceed in accordance with Options 2 
or 3, which would allocate additional GFA to the developer, that negotiations for 
the VPA be generally accordance with the ranges provided in the table above. 

116. Detail of the proposed options for Council’s consideration to resolve on the 
night of the meeting are provided below. 

 
Option 1 

117. That Council resolve not to proceed with the proposed Draft Homebush Bay 
West DCP Amendment No. 2 and associated VPA offer given the objection 
raised in the submission received from the RMS and TfNSW in relation to 
adverse traffic impacts (at Attachment 3). 

118. That Council note that under the existing DA concept approval for Block H in 
Precinct B a total of 29,743sqm of GFA is still available for development on the 
subject site. 

119. Further, that Council does not support any additional density at Wentworth 
Point until: 

a. the comprehensive Transport Study being undertaken by TfNSW, RMS 
and the GSC for the Sydney Olympic Park peninsula is completed;  

b. the NSW Government has funding committed to delivery of both 
Parramatta Light Rail (Stage 2), the Sydney Metro West for Sydney 
Olympic Park and any other necessary transport infrastructure.  

 
Option 2 

120. That Council resolve to proceed with the public exhibition of the proposed Draft 
Homebush Bay West DCP Amendment No. 2 (as refined by Council officers at 
Attachment 5), so as to seek community and government agency feedback on 
the proposal, subject to the GFA for Block H in Precinct B being amended to 
limit it to be generally consistent with the height of building requirements of the 
Homebush Bay West DCP Amendment No. 1 and optimum urban design 
considerations including the Apartment Design Guidelines, being 54,356sqm 
(this is inclusive of any design excellence bonus). 
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121. That Council notes that proceeding in accordance with the above grants the 
developer an additional 24,613sqm of GFA above that permitted under the 
existing concept DA approval for Block H in Precinct B. 

122. That Council notes that proceeding in accordance with the above is contrary to 
the objection received from the RMS and TfNSW in relation to this proposal 
(refer Attachment 3), which objects to any additional density. 

123. That Council resolve to delegate authority to the Acting CEO to enter into 
negotiations for a Voluntary Planning Agreement (VPA) for the subject site, in 
accordance with the following terms: 

a. Contribution valued between $19.7M to $28.8M. 

b. The VPA include contributions towards the following: 

Child care centre (construction, fit-out and dedication)  
Community centre and library fit-out 
Wentworth Point Infrastructure Fund (community infrastructure) 
Affordable housing  

c. The VPA exclude the contribution towards a shuttle bus, as public 
transport provision is a matter for the State Government. 

d. The VPA not include any discount for Section 94 Contributions payable 
given the significant increase in density is beyond the development 
quantum envisaged under the s94 contributions plan. 

124. That consistent with Council’s resolution on 26 February 2018, that the Lord 
Mayor write urgently to the NSW Minister for Transport seeking a commitment 
to fund and improve public bus services to Wentworth Point (both in financial 
terms and service frequency terms) which may include the ongoing operation of 
the Baylink Shuttle Bus Service. Further, that the DCP amendment not be 
finalised until this commitment is received from the Minister in writing. 

125. Further, that the Acting CEO be authorised to make any minor administrative 
and technical amendments to the Draft DCP Amendment consistent with this 
resolution to enable it to proceed to public exhibition. 

 
Option 3 

126. That Council resolve to proceed with the public exhibition of the proposed Draft 
Homebush Bay West DCP Amendment No. 2 (as refined by Council officers at 
(at Attachment 5), so as to seek community and government agency feedback 
on the proposal, which limits the GFA for Block H in Precinct B to 75,000sqm 
(this is inclusive of any design excellence bonus) and building height to 35 
storeys, noting this is consistent with the outcome of the design excellence 
competition process undertaken to inform the preparation of the Draft DCP 
Amendment. 

127. That the draft DCP provision proposed by the developer to allow up to 
85,000sqm of GFA with an unspecified height limit subject to the development 
of Parramatta Light Rail (Stage 2) be rejected given the uncertainty and lack of 
commitment by the NSW Government to this infrastructure project or other 
public transport projects 

128. That Council notes that proceeding in accordance with the above grants the 
developer an additional 45,257sqm of GFA above that permitted under the 
existing concept DA approval for Block H in Precinct B. 
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129. That Council notes that proceeding in accordance with the above is contrary to 
the objection received from the RMS and TfNSW in relation to this proposal (at 
Attachment 3), which objects to any additional density. 

130. That Council resolve to delegate authority to the Acting CEO to enter into 
negotiations for a Voluntary Planning Agreement (VPA) for the subject site, in 
accordance with the following terms: 

a. Contribution valued between $36M to $53M. 

b. The VPA include contributions towards the following: 

Child care centre (construction, fit-out and dedication)  
Community centre and library fit-out 
Wentworth Point Infrastructure Fund (general community 

infrastructure) 
Affordable housing  

c. The VPA exclude the contribution towards a shuttle bus, as public 
transport provision is a matter for the State Government. 

d. The VPA not include any discount for Section 94 Contributions payable 
given the significant increase in density is beyond the development 
quantum envisaged under the s94 contributions plan. 

131. That consistent with Council’s resolution on 26 February 2018, that the Lord 
Mayor write urgently to the NSW Minister for Transport seeking a commitment 
to fund and improve public bus services to Wentworth Point (both in financial 
terms and service frequency terms) which may include the ongoing operation of 
the Baylink Shuttle Bus Service. Further, that the DCP amendment not be 
finalised until this commitment is received from the Minister in writing. 

132. Further, that the Acting CEO be authorised to make any minor administrative 
and technical amendments to the Draft DCP Amendment consistent with this 
resolution to enable it to proceed to public exhibition. 

 
Option 4 

133. That Council defer the matter pending receipt of further advice from the RMS 
and TfNSW in response to the further traffic and transport information received 
from the developer (Attachment 4) in response to the original RMS/TfNSW 
objection (at Attachment 3), so as to enable more time to consider traffic and 
transport impacts associated with this proposal. 

 
RECOMMENDATION  

134. Council officers recommend that Option 4 be resolved by Council, in light of the 
outstanding advice from TfNSW and RMS in relation to the traffic and transport 
impacts of the proposal.  

 
CONSULTATION & TIMING 

135. At the time of writing this report, 57 emails had been received from the public in 
relation to the Shuttle bus in February 2018, the majority of which (in excess of 
45) support the Baylink shuttle bus and its extended operation. 

136. Emails opposing the shuttle bus consider that the service is being used as a 
‘bargaining tool’ to justify any density uplifts. The emails also advocate for 
Council to provide convenient transportation measures where possible. 
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137. As part of Options 2 and 3 the application would be placed on public exhibition 
for a minimum period of 28 days (consistent with Planning Proposals and Draft 
DCP requirements). Results of the public exhibition would be reported to 
Council for consideration. This would also include consultation with relevant 
NSW Government agencies. 

 
FINANCIAL AND LEGAL IMPLICATIONS FOR COUNCIL 

138. The applicant has proposed to enter into a significant VPA in association with 
the proposed change to the planning controls contained in the HBW DCP 
(given the associated increase in land value and infrastructure impacts). As 
detailed in the report, Options 2 and 3, both recommend Council to enter into 
negotiations for a VPA for the subject site. 

139. Section 93F (now section 7.4) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment 
Act 1979 (EP&A Act), provides that planning agreements can be made when 
someone has sought a change to an environmental planning instrument (EPI) 
or as part of a development application.  As the key development controls for 
the site, being height and density, are contained within HBW DCP Amendment 
No. 1 and given that a DCP is not considered an ‘EPI’ under the EP&A Act 
1979, Council Officers sought legal advice in relation to this matter.  

140. Preliminary legal advice has indicated that a VPA can be entered into by 
Council with the applicant, which may be tied to the proposed amendments to 
the DCP, as Section 7.4(1) of the EP&A Act provides that a VPA can be 
entered into with a person “who has made, or proposes to make, a 
development application…”  It expected that under Option 2 or Option 3, that a 
development application would be subsequently required to realise a 
development on the subject site. Therefore, on this basis, Council is satisfied 
that it can enter into negotiations with the applicant in relation to a VPA if 
required.  

 

Sophie Le Mauff 
Senior Project Officer Land Use 
 
Roy Laria 
Service Manager Land Use Planning 
 
Sue Weatherley 
Director Strategic Outcomes and Development 
 
Jim Stefan 
Acting Director City Services 
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LEADING 

ITEM NUMBER 13.2 

SUBJECT Exhibition Outcomes of a Planning Proposal for Land at Lot 
582 DP 36692, Part of 22 Lord Avenue, Telopea 

REFERENCE RZ/18/2017 - D06085299 

REPORT OF Project Officer Land Use 

PREVIOUS ITEMS 13.8 - Planning Proposal for Land at 22 Lord Avenue, Telopea - 
Council - 11 Dec 2017 6:30pm 

 Planning Proposal for Land at 22 Lord Avenue, Telopea - Local 
Planning Panel - 21 Nov 2017 3.30pm        

 
LANDOWNER  Dundas-Strathfield Gospel Trust 
APPLICANT  Endeavour Property Advisory 
 
PURPOSE: 
 
The purpose of this report is to detail and consider submissions received during the 
public exhibition of the Planning Proposal for land at Lot 582 DP 36692, part of 22 
Lord Avenue, Telopea. The Planning Proposal seeks to rezone the subject lot from 
SP1 Special Activities (Place of Public Worship) to R2 Low Density Residential and 
amend the relevant minimum lot size map and minimum lot size for dual occupancy 
development map to be consistent with the surrounding low density zone. This report 
recommends the adoption of the Planning Proposal utilising the CEO’s plan-making 
delegations to finalise the Proposal. 
 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
(a) That Council note the outcomes of the consultation process in relation to the 

Planning Proposal for land at Lot 582 DP 36692 of 22 Lord Avenue, Telopea. 
 
(b) That Council adopt the Planning Proposal for proposed amendments to 

Parramatta Local Environmental Plan 2011 to rezone the subject site from 
SP1 Special Activities (Place of Public Worship) to R2 Low Density 
Residential and amend the minimum lot size map (LSZ_014) and minimum lot 
size for dual occupancy development map (LDO_014) to include the subject 
site and finalise the amendment using the delegation provided to the CEO on 
26 November 2012. 

 
(c) Further, that Council authorise the Acting CEO to correct any minor 

anomalies of a non-policy and administrative nature that may arise during the 
plan making process. 

 
 

BACKGROUND 
 
1. On 11 October 2017, Council received a Planning Proposal from Endeavour 

Property Advisory on behalf of the landowner, Dundas-Strathfield Gospel Trust, 
seeking to amend Parramatta Local Environmental Plan (LEP) 2011 to rezone 
the subject site from SP1 Special Activities (Place of Public Worship) to R2 Low 
Density Residential. 
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2. At its meeting of 21 November 2017, the Independent Hearing and Assessment 
Panel (IHAP) considered a report on the Planning Proposal for this site where it 
was endorsed to proceed to Council as recommended. 

3. The Planning Proposal was subsequently considered by Council at its meeting 
of 11 December 2017, where it was endorsed to proceed to the Department of 
Planning and Environment (DP&E) for Gateway Determination. 

4. The Planning Proposal (refer to Attachment 1) was submitted to the DP&E on 
9 January 2018 and Gateway Determination was issued on 25 January 2018. 

5. The Gateway Determination included a condition that required the minimum lot 
size map (LSZ_014) and minimum lot size for dual occupancy development 
map (LDO_014) be amended to include the subject site, consistent with the 
surrounding R2 Low Density Residential zone, prior to public exhibition.  

6. The Planning Proposal (as amended to address the Gateway Determination 
conditions) was publicly exhibited from 28 February 2018 to 14 March 2018 as 
required by the Gateway Determination. 

 

THE SITE 

7. The subject site is Lot 582 DP 36692, which is part of 22 Lord Avenue, Telopea 
on the corner of Lord Avenue and Evans Road (refer to Figure 1 below). This 
property comprises three lots in total with the remaining two lots not subject to 
this Planning Proposal. The entire site has an approximate area of 2,032m2 
with Lot 582 comprising of approximately 700m2. 

 

 

Figure 1.  Location of subject site in blue 
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CURRENT PLANNING CONTROLS AND USES 
 
8. The site is currently zoned SP1 Special Activities (Place of Public Worship) 

(refer to Figure 2) and is surrounded by R2 Low Density Residential to the 
north, east and south and RE1 Public Recreation zoned land to the west. The 
applicable FSR on the site is 0.5:1 and maximum building height of 9 metres. 
The subject lot is currently occupied by a single storey residential dwelling, with 
the Telopea Anglican Church occupying the other two lots that make up 22 
Lord Avenue. 

  
Figure 2. Current and proposed land use zones on the site 

9. Due to the current SP1 Special Activities (Place of Public Worship) zoning, the 
site is not subject to minimum lot size or minimum lot size for dual occupancy 
development provisions. The Planning Proposal is seeking to include provisions 
for the site in keeping with those of the adjoining R2 Low Density Residential 
zone (550m2 minimum lot size and 600m2 lot size for dual occupancy 
development). Refer to Figures 3 and 4 for current and proposed controls. 
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Figure 3. Current and proposed minimum lot size controls on the site 

Figure 4. Current and proposed minimum lot size for dual occupancy 
development controls on the site 

10. The existing dwelling on the subject lot was approved under DA435/82 when 
the land was zoned Residential 2(a). The land was subsequently rezoned to its 
current SP1 Special Activities (Place of Public Worship) as part of the 
comprehensive LEP 2011 to reflect the adjoining church use and ownership. 
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PLANNING PROPOSAL 
 
11. The Planning Proposal as exhibited seeks to: 

 Amend PLEP 2011 by rezoning Lot 582 of 22 Lord Avenue, Telopea from 
SP1 Special Activities (Places of Public Worship) to R2 Low Density 
Residential (refer to Figure 2).  

 Amend the Minimum Lot Size Map (sheet LSZ_014) and amend the 
Minimum Lot Size for Dual Occupancy Development map (sheet LDO_014) 
to be consistent with surrounding residential zone (refer to Figures 3 and 
4). 

12. The proposal does not intend to amend other planning controls such as FSR 
and maximum building height that apply to the site as these are consistent with 
those of the surrounding R2 Low Density Residential zone. 

13. The primary purpose of the Proposal is to formalise the existing use on the site 
for the purposes of a single dwelling residence. 

 
CONSULTATION 
 
14. The Planning Proposal (as amended) and supporting documents were publicly 

exhibited from Wednesday, 28 February 2018 to Wednesday, 14 March 2018, 
which was in accordance with the minimum 14-day consultation period 
stipulated in the Gateway Determination. 

15. Consultation was undertaken as per the conditions of the Gateway 
Determination and relevant sections of the Environmental Planning and 
Assessment Act (EP&A) 1979. Notification methods included: 

a) Letters to properties adjacent and opposite the site. 

b) Advertisement in the Parramatta Advertiser. 

c) Placement of the Planning Proposal and supporting documents on Council’s 
website. 

d) Hard copies of the Planning Proposal and supporting documentation made 
available for viewing at Council’s Administration Building, Central Library 
and Dundas Valley Branch Library. 

16. The Gateway Determination did not require any consultation to be undertaken 
with public authorities. 

17. A public hearing was not considered necessary nor requested for this Proposal. 

 

SUBMISSIONS AND COMMENTS RECEIVED 

18. One submission was received during the consultation period (refer to 
Attachment 2), which objects to the Proposal and raises concerns over 
minimum lot size requirements, heritage impacts and views and impacts from 
potential future development on properties adjacent to the archaeologically-
significant Acacia Park. The issues raised are detailed in the Table 1 below and 
includes Council officer’s responses.  
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Table1. Issues raised in submission 

ISSUE RESPONSE 

Minimum lot size / subdivision 

Questions the status of the subdivision of 
the site, proposed lot sizes and 
appropriateness of the amendment to the 
minimum lot size map 

The Planning Proposal does not propose any 
subdivision of the subject site and the 
proposed amendments to the minimum lot 
size and minimum lot size for dual occupancy 
development controls (550sqm and 600sqm 
respectively) are to ensure consistency with 
the surrounding residential properties. As the 
subject lot is approximately 700m2, it does not 
meet the minimum requirement for subdivision 
(1,100m2) regardless of the propsed 
amendment, and although the site could be 
redeveloped for a dual occupancy 
development, this is considered to be low 
density residential development and is 
consistent with the type of development that 
can currently occur on surrounding properties. 
These amendments are a requirement of the 
Gateway Determination and it is not 
anticipated that they will have any negative 
impacts on the site or surrounding properties 
upon finalisation. 

Heritage Impacts 

Raises concerns about the impact of future 
development surrounding the 
archaeologically significant site 
“Kishnaghur”, known as Acacia Park. 
Suggests a separate Planning Proposal be 
prepared to restrict building heights to one 
and a half storeys by way of recessing 
houses into the ground on streets 
surrounding the park in order to protect view 
lines.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The subject site has no known heritage or 
archaeological significance. The nearest 
heritage item is opposite the subject site and 
is listed as Item A6 Kishnaghur 
Archaeological Site within Schedule 5 of 
Parramatta LEP 2011 (see Figure 5 below). 
This site is commonly known as Acacia Park. 
The archaeological significance of this site is 
due to it being the location of Kishnaghur, a 
residence that was built in the mid-1880s and 
demolished prior to 1943. The site may 
contain archaeological remnants of this 
residence and is the justification for its 
heritage listing. There is no visual evidence of 
Kishnaghur remaining at surface level and 
therefore no established view lines that 
require protection. Accordingly, it is not 
considered that the Planning Proposal will 
facilitate development that will adversely 
impact on the site’s heritage/archaeological 
significance. Furthermore, it is considered that 
the existing 9m (2 storey) height control is 
appropriate within this context and that it is 
not necessary to restrict building heights on 
adjacent properties for the purposes of 
protecting the view lines to/from the park or 
archaeological significance of the site. Any 
future development on surrounding properties 
will be subject to the existing provisions of the 
Parramatta LEP 2011 and Parramatta 
Development Control Plan (DCP) 2011.  
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Concerned that the heritage item was not 
given enough consideration as part of this 
Planning Proposal. 

 

Council officers consider the proposed 
amendments to be minor in nature and are 
not expected to have any negative impacts on 
the archaeological significance of Acacia 
Park. It is therefore not considered necessary 
for the proponent to undertake a separate 
Heritage Impact Study and Council officers 
are satisfied that adequate consideration has 
been given to the heritage significance of 
Acacia Park, given that the proposed future 
built form outcome will be consistent with the 
existing low density residential character of 
the area.   

 

19. The matters raised in this submission are not considered to affect the validity of 
the Planning Proposal in its current form and therefore should not prevent the 
Proposal from being finalised. 

 

Figure 5. Location of Item A6 Kishnaghur Archeological Site 

 

USE OF DELEGATIONS 

20. Council has previously resolved to exercise the plan-making delegations for this 
Planning Proposal on 1 December 2017 as authorised by Council on 26 
November 2012. If the Proposal is endorsed by Council, Council Officers will 
deal directly with the Parliamentary Counsel Office on the legal drafting and 
mapping of the amendment. The LEP amendment is then signed by the CEO 
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before being notified on the NSW Legislation website. The amendment is 
finalised once notified in the NSW Legislation website. 

 

CONCLUSION 

21. The Planning Proposal relating to Lot 582 DP 36692 of 22 Lord Avenue, 
Telopea has been exhibited in accordance with the provisions of the Gateway 
Determination and EP&A Act 1979. 

22. One submission was received during the exhibition period. The matters raised 
have been considered and should not prevent the Planning Proposal from 
being finalised.  

23. It is recommended that Council endorse the Proposal as exhibited and finalise 
the Proposal using the delegations provided to the CEO, including legal drafting 
of the LEP instrument to give full effect to the Planning Proposal. 

 

Amberley Moore 
Project Officer Land Use 
 
Sue Weatherley 
Director Strategic Outcomes and Development 
 
Jim Stefan 
Acting Director City Services 
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LEADING 

ITEM NUMBER 13.3 

SUBJECT Response to Rezoning Review for the Planning Proposal for 
land at 1, 3, 5 and 7 Station Street West, Parramatta 

REFERENCE RZ/2/2016 - D06094174 

REPORT OF Project Officer-Land Use Planning         
 
OWNER   Greenrock Property Pty. Ltd. (Nos. 1, 3 and 5) and Greek  
    Orthodox Archdiocese of Australia (No. 7) 
 
APPLICANT  Greenrock Property Pty. Ltd. 
 
PURPOSE: 
To seek Council’s endorsement of a submission to the NSW Department of Planning 
and Environment (DPE) on a Rezoning Review request for the Planning Proposal for 
land at 1, 3, 5 and 7 Station Street, Parramatta.  The applicant has requested a 
Rezoning Review (formerly known as a Pre-Gateway Review) from the DPE on 19 
April 2018.   
 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 

(a) That Council advise the NSW Department of Planning and Environment 
that it does not support the Planning Proposal for the reasons in this report 
with the principal objections being: 

a. The Planning Proposal is inconsistent with the Parramatta CBD 
Planning Proposal and represents an overdevelopment of the site and 
will have significant impacts on the heritage item, adjoining Heritage 
Conservation Area and local streetscape character. 

b. Any Planning Proposal for the site should be consistent with Council’s 
endorsed position of the Parramatta CBD Planning Proposal at an FSR 
of 6:1 (6.9:1 with design excellence); and 

c. The Planning Proposal should incorporate a site-specific DCP to 
minimise impacts on the affected heritage item and the low-scale, fine 
grain pattern of the streetscape. 

 
(b) Further, that this report forms the submission to the Rezoning Review 

Request and be forwarded to the NSW Department of Planning and 
Environment. 

 
 

THE SITE 
 
1. The subject site is located at 1, 3, 5 and 7 Station Street West (from herein 

referred to as Station Street), Parramatta (refer Figure 1).  The site is made up 
of 4 separate parcels and has a total area of 1,825sqm.  The relevant legal 
descriptions are noted below: 

a. No. 1 Station Street – Lot 34, Section 1, DP 976  

b. No. 3 Station Street – Lot 33, Section 1, DP 976 

c. No. 5 Station Street – Lots A and B, DP 340959 
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d. No. 7 Station Street – Lot 31, Section 1, DP 976 

 
2. Nos. 3, 5 and 7 Station Street contain single storey dwellings and No. 1 

contains a two storey dwelling.  Nos. 1 and 7 contain non-residential uses and 
Nos. 3 and 5 are used as private dwellings. 

 

 
Figure 1: Location Map 

 
CURRENT PLANNING CONTROLS 

3. Under the Parramatta Local Environmental Plan 2011 (PLEP 2011) the site is 
subject to the following controls: 

a. Land use zoning is B4 Mixed use. 

b. Floor Space Ratio (FSR) is 2:1 

c. Height of Buildings is 12m. 

d. No. 1 Station Street and No. 7 Station Street are listed as items of local 
heritage significance under Schedule 5 of the PLEP 2011. 

4. The site is also located within the vicinity of several other heritage items and 
also within the vicinity of a heritage conservation area known as the Tottenham 
Street Conservation Area (refer Figure 2).   

 
5. To the rear of the site, across Raymond Lane is an item of local heritage 

significance at No. 49-51 High Street, Parramatta.  This is an attached two-
storey Victorian house and is of significance to the local area for historical and 
aesthetic reasons and as a representative example of residential architecture of 
the period.  This site is subject to a development approval (DA/406/2014) for 
the construction of a 4 storey residential flat building at the rear of the site 
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addressing Raymond Lane to the rear.  This development has yet to be 
constructed and has been approved with total Floor Space ratio of 1.6:1. 

 

 
Figure 2: Heritage items (brown shading) & the Tottenham Street Heritage Conservation Area (red 
hatching). 

 
PLANNING PROPOSAL  

6. The applicant’s planning proposal seeks to amend PLEP 2011 by: 

a. Increasing the height on the Height of Buildings Map from 12 metres (4 
storeys) to 142 metres (43 storeys);  

b. Increasing the FSR on the Floor Space Ratio Map from 2:1 to 10:1 
(11.5:1 when including Design Excellence bonus) 

c. Removing No. 7 Station Street from the heritage schedule. 

7. The proposed development concept includes: 

a. A 43 storey (135.5 metre) high tower inclusive of a 2 storey podium 
comprising: 

i. 216 residential units comprised of: 

ii. 12 commercial tenancies on the ground and first floor (including 
the existing heritage building at No. 1 Station Street West) 
providing a total of 2,110m2 in commercial floor area. 

b. Six levels of basement car parking.  

8. The site contains two items of local heritage significance listed under PLEP 
2011 being No. 1 and No. 7 Station Street West.  The Planning Proposal 
includes the demolition of the heritage listed building at No. 7 Station Street 
West and its removal from Schedule 5 of the PLEP 2011. 

9. The applicant’s Planning Proposal comprises the following documents: 

a. Planning proposal (Attachment 1); 

b. Letter of offer to enter into a Voluntary Planning Agreement; 
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c. Urban Design Report (Attachment 2); 

d. Traffic Impact Assessment 

e. Concept Landscape Drawings 

f. Heritage Impact Assessment and two peer reviews (Attachment 3) 

g. Heritage assessment (related to No. 7 Station Street West) and two 
peer reviews (Attachment 4) 

h. Conservation Management Plan (Attachment 5); 

i. Geotechnical Desktop Study; 

j. Contamination Assessment. 

10. The Planning Proposal includes a letter of offer to enter into a Voluntary 
Planning Agreement (Attachment 6).  The letter proposes the following public 
benefits: 

a. Construction of a linear park along Station Street West including 
embellishment with landscaping, street furniture, wayfinding, CCTV 
and LED lighting.  This would be made accessible to the public legally 
via an easement; 

b. Provision of car sharing spaces over and above Council’s DCP 
requirement; and 

c. Maintenance and ongoing restoration works to the heritage building at 
No. 1 Station Street West. 

11. The applicant’s reference design is shown in Figure 3, 4 and 5 below.  This 
reflects a height of 135.5m and an FSR of 11.5:1.  The proposal comprises two 
levels of commercial development and 41 levels of residential development.   

Figure 
3: Design concept (Source Urban Design Report at Attachment 2).  Note: the two buildings in grey to 
the north indicate potential development on the adjoining sites. 
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Figure 4: North-south section (Source: Applicant’s Urban Design Report at Attachment 2) 

 

 
Figure 5: Indicative Ground Level Floor Plan (Source: Applicant’s Urban Design Report at Attachment 
2) 
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BACKGROUND 

12. On 14 March 2016, Council received a Planning Proposal for the site which 
sought to increase the Height of Buildings control from 12m to 140m and to 
increase the Floor Space Ratio from 2:1 to 10:1 (11.5:1 including Design 
Excellence).  The Planning Proposal also requests to remove the local heritage 
listing from No. 7 Station Street by deleting it from Schedule 5 of the 
Parramatta Local Environmental Plan (LEP) 2011.  It also includes the retention 
of the existing two storey dwelling at No. 1 Station Street which is listed as an 
item of local heritage significance within Schedule 5 of the PLEP 2011.  This 
building is proposed to be used for commercial purposes incorporating a glazed 
link with the commercial podium of the proposed new building 

 
13. Further to the Planning Proposal submission, the applicant forwarded a letter to 

Council on 21 July 2016 requesting that their site also be considered an 
Opportunity Site in accordance with the provisions of the CBD Planning 
Proposal which a total FSR of up to 15:1 subject to meeting certain criteria. 

14. Council wrote to the applicant on 18 August 2016 advising that a preliminary 
assessment had been made and raising some issues of concern relating to 
heritage, urban design and the Parramatta CBD Planning Proposal.   

15. Council conducted discussions with the applicant in November 2016.  Council 
subsequently wrote to the applicant on 25 November 2016 further reinforcing 
previous concerns raised and noting that its previous concerns had not been 
adequately addressed. 

16. It was also noted that the applicant had submitted a heritage assessment for 
No. 7 Station Street to support the removal of the item from the PLEP 2011 
heritage schedule.  They also submitted two separate peer reviews of this 
assessment which supported their request.  Council subsequently sought the 
services of an independent heritage consultant to review the applicant’s 
heritage assessment and peer reviews.  The independent review was 
completed in June 2017 which agreed with the applicant’s consultant’s that it 
was appropriate to remove the heritage listing.  This review is discussed further 
in this report under the heading “Heritage” 

17. A meeting was held with the applicant on 27 June 2017 advising of the 
outcome of the independent heritage assessment and the Parramatta CBD 
Heritage Study of Interface Areas.  A further letter was sent to the applicant on 
17 August 2017 confirming the advice given and Council’s position on the 
preferred FSR (6:1) as reflected in the Parramatta CBD Planning Proposal.  
Amended information was requested in order to reflect the preferred FSR of 6:1 
and also address the heritage issues related to the design of the ground plane 
of the building raised in the Heritage Study of Interface Areas. 

18. The applicant subsequently responded to Council by letter dated 12 October 
2017 advising that they are not prepared to lower the FSR sought and wished 
Council to consider their original proposal seeking an FSR of 10:1 (11.5:1 
including Design Excellence).  Council replied to the applicant by way of a letter 
dated 20 October 2017 and acknowledged the applicant’s preferred FSR, 
however, it was requested that they address the heritage recommendations 
within the Heritage Interface Study and indicate a reference design that 
compares the applicant’s proposal (11.5:1 including Design Excellence) with 
the density endorsed by the CBD Planning Proposal (6.9:1 including Design 
Excellence). 



Council 28 May 2018 Item 13.3 

- 332 - 

19. The applicant submitted a Rezoning Review request with the NSW Department 
of Planning and Environment (DPE) on 19 April 2018. 

20. The DPE has consulted Council on the Rezoning Review and requested 
comments by 11 May 2018.  Due to the lead-in time for Council reports, this 
was not achievable, however, the DPE has granted Council an extension of 
time in order to report the matter to the Council Meeting of the 28 May 2018.  

Rezoning Review Request Process 

21. Under the NSW Government’s “A Guide to preparing Local Environmental 
Plans”, an applicant who has lodged a Planning Proposal with a council may 
request a Rezoning Review through the Department of Planning and 
Environment in the following circumstances: 

a. Where the council has notified the proponent that it does not support 
the proposal; 

b. Where the council has failed to indicate its support 90 days after the 
Planning proposal was lodged with the council; or 

c. Where the council has indicated its support for the Planning Proposal 
but has failed to submit the Planning proposal for a Gateway 
determination within a reasonable time frame. 

22. In this case, the applicant has requested the Rezoning Review as Council has 
not indicated support for the Planning Proposal after 90 days of lodging their 
Planning Proposal.   

23. It should be noted that a Rezoning Review differs from a Gateway review 
request which may occur later in the process after the Department of Planning 
and Environment has issued a Gateway determination. 

 
KEY ISSUES 

Applicant’s Rezoning Review Request 

24. The applicant has submitted a letter to the DPE in support of their Gateway 
request (refer Attachment 7) which raises the following issues: 

a. The Planning Proposal contributes to the objectives of the Greater Sydney 
Region Plan and Central City District Plan by increasing housing supply in 
the “Central City” adjacent to public transport.  This will assist further in 
the creation of the “30 minute city”.  

b. The NSW Government has planned upgrade works to the Harris Park 
train station as part of the Transport Access program which includes new 
lifts, weather protection, toilet facilities and improved lighting and 
surveillance.  As such, the proposal aligns with investments in 
infrastructure which is a criteria promoted for assessing urban renewal 
under the District Plan.   

c. The Proposal will provide housing within 170m of the Auto Alley precinct 
which will provide approximately 26,000 jobs. 

d. The site is within the 10 minute walking catchment of several transport 
nodes including Harris Park train station, the Parramatta transport 
interchange, the Light Rail and proposed West metro. 

e. The CBD Planning Proposal locates most of the density in proximity to the 
Parramatta train station and does not use the Harris Park Station which 
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will result in platform overcrowding at Parramatta and underutilisation of 
Harris Park. 

f. Council’s own independent heritage assessment has agreed that it is 
appropriate to remove the heritage listing from No. 7 Station Street. 

g. The Parramatta CBD Heritage Interface Study made several 
recommendations regarding the design of new buildings in the area in 
terms of heritage item curtilage, subdivision and setback patterns and 
modulation of facades.  However, these issues are best addressed at the 
design competition and development application stage and do not need to 
be addressed at the Planning Proposal stage.  

h. The recommendations of the Heritage Interface Study will result in a net 
loss of dwellings and jobs and the subject Planning Proposal has the 
potential to compensate for this loss. 

i. The subject Planning Proposal is not identified as an Opportunity Site 
under the CBD Planning Proposal, however, complies with the size 
requirements of a minimum site area of 1,800m2 and a minimum frontage 
of 40m. 

j. The Urban Design analysis submitted with the Planning Proposal 
indicates a potential building arrangement for the street block which relies 
on site amalgamation.  The applicant submits that the street block could 
be identified as an Opportunity Site allowing the mapped incentive FSR of 
6:1 to be increased to 10:1 provided the Opportunity Site criteria are met.   

k. The FSR sought is equivalent to that proposed for Auto Alley, 
notwithstanding that Auto Alley does not have proximity to the train 
station. 

l. The Planning Proposal is accompanied by a letter of intent to enter a 
Voluntary Planning Agreement with Council in accordance with the Phase 
1 value sharing principles under Council’s draft VPA Policy.  This would 
result in a contribution of $2,208,000 to be allocated to various works 
including a linear park along Station Street, a car sharing space at the 
building frontage, maintenance of the heritage item at No. 1 Station Street 
and upgrade of the facilities at Rosella Park. 

Council Officer Assessment 

Land Use Planning - Consistency with the Parramatta CBD Planning Proposal 

25. Council resolved to progress with the Parramatta CBD Planning Proposal (CBD 
PP) on 11 April 2016, providing a framework for future planning controls for the 
Parramatta CBD.   

26. Table 1 below indicates the current controls, the applicant’s proposed controls 
and the proposed controls under the Parramatta CBD Planning Proposal 
applying to the subject site. 

Control Existing 
(PLEP 2011) 

Applicant’s Planning 
Proposal  

Parramatta CBD Planning 
Proposal – draft proposed 
controls 

Height 12m 

(approximately 
4 storeys) 

142m 

(approximately 43 
storeys) 

12m (Base height) 

No height (Incentive height) 
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FSR 2:1 11.5:1 (Base FSR 
10:1 + design 
excellence 1.5:1) 

2:1 + DE (Base FSR) 

6:1 + DE (Incentive FSR) 

Table 1: Table comparing existing and proposed controls 

27. The Parramatta CBD PP is supported by several technical studies including the 
“Heritage Study – CBD Planning Controls” prepared by Urbis and the more 
recent “Parramatta CBD Heritage Study of Interface Areas” prepared by Hector 
Abrahams. 

28. The “Parramatta CBD Heritage Study of Interface Areas” (Interface Study) was 
prepared in response to concerns raised by the Department of Planning and 
Environment (DPE) and the Heritage Council of NSW during the assessment of 
several earlier site-specific Planning Proposals within the CBD interface areas.   

29. The interface areas within the Parramatta CBD defined to be located generally 
between the Parramatta CBD core and heritage conservation/lower scale 
residential areas and incorporate the subject site.  (Refer Figure 6). The main 
objective of the Interface Study was to identify potential heritage impacts 
resulting from the Parramatta CBD Planning Proposal as related to the 
Interface Areas and to make recommendations to ameliorate adverse impacts 
on heritage through modifications to the draft planning controls. 

30. The Interface Study was considered by Council at its Meeting on 10 July 2017 
with certain recommendations endorsed as a part of the CBD Planning 
Proposal. It is noted that the Interface Study resulted in no change to the 
endorsed Incentive FSR of 6:1 applying to the site. 

31. Notwithstanding, the Interface Study included a number of relevant 
recommendations relating to mitigating adverse impacts on heritage arising 
from the treatment of development in respect to lot amalgamation, corner sites, 
setbacks, subdivision patterns, overlooking and alienation.  Of particular 
relevance to the subject Planning Proposal include: 

a. In all cases, retain an area of deep soil landscape to the rear of an historic 
house large enough to plant an appropriate tree in order to retain the 
detached nature of the dwelling and the presence of a garden setting. 

b. Interpret the historic subdivision pattern of a street in new developments 
that involve amalgamation of lots through careful architectural detailing. 

c. Amalgamation alone is not the only criteria as to whether a development 
may be suitably accommodated on a site. 

d. Any development that involves amalgamation with a heritage item must 
bestow some of the benefit of that development upon the heritage item. 

e. Development that overhangs the space above a heritage item is not 
permitted. 

f. Generally, preserve existing street setbacks in new developments to 
conserve street balance and character. 

g. Give expression to historic subdivision patterns in the fabric of new 
developments. 

h. Views both to and from any adjacent heritage item must be considered as 
part of any development. 

32. An assessment of the Planning Proposal against the recommendations of the 
Interface Study is discussed further below under the heading “Heritage”. 
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Figure 6: Interface Areas (Source: Parramatta CBD Heritage Study of Interface Areas, Hector 
Abraham Architects 2017). Subject site indicated as a yellow star.  

 

Heritage Assessment 

33. As discussed above, the site contains two locally listed as items of heritage 
significance under the PLEP 2011 (Nos. 1 and 7 Station Street West). 
 

34. No. 1 Station Street West (refer Figure 7) is a two-storey Victorian dwelling 
built in approximately 1890.  The statement of heritage significance notes that 
the building is of significance for the local area for historical, aesthetic and 
representativeness reasons.  The building is readily identifiable as part of the 
historical building stock and is strongly contributing to the streetscape. 
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Figure 7 – Heritage listed dwelling at No. 1 Station Street West (Source: Applicant’s heritage impact 
assessment) 

 
35. No. 1 Station Street is proposed to be retained and included within the 

development as a standalone commercial building.  The Planning Proposal 
indicates a “glass atrium” style connection between this existing building and 
the proposed new development.   
 

36. No. 7 Station Street West (Refer Figure 8) is a single-storey Federation painted 
brick cottage built in approximately 1915.  The statement of heritage 
significance notes that the building is of significance for the local area for 
historical and representativeness reasons.  
 

37. No. 7 Station Street West (and the dwellings at Nos. 3 and 5 Station Street 
West) is proposed to be demolished to make way for the development.   
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Figure 8 – Heritage listed dwelling at No. 7 Station Street West (source: applicant’s heritage 
impact assessment). 

 
38. The applicant has submitted several documents with the Planning Proposal 

addressing the issue of heritage including the following: 

a. A Statement of Heritage Impacts prepared by NRBS & Partners; 
b. A peer review of the Statement of Heritage Impacts prepared by Weir 

Phillips; 
c. A Heritage Assessment for No. 7 Station Street prepared by NRBS & 

Partners; 
d. A peer review of the Heritage Assessment prepared by Jennifer Hill; 

and 
e. A peer review of the Heritage Assessment prepared by Graham 

Brooks. 
f. A peer review of the Heritage Assessment prepared by Urbis. 
g. A Conservation Management Plan prepared by Architectural Projects. 

 
The documents referred to above are at Attachments 3, 4 and 5. 
 

39. A summary of the main arguments mounted in the applicant’s heritage 
assessments are:  

a. The Harris Park West Heritage Conservation Area is a suitable distance 
away so as not to affect views from the Conservation Area.  The subject 
development would be a background element and would not visually 
dominate the existing streetscapes. 

b. The development will not visually dominate the Tottenham Street 
conservation area and the retention of the existing building at No. 1 
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Station Street West will provide a transition.  However, pedestrian level 
views should be tested. 

c. Development adjoining No. 49-51 High Street already has a recent 4 
storey development adjoining to the north and immediate views of the 
item from High Street are unlikely to be unreasonably affected.  View 
studies should be tested. 

d. With regard to No. 1 Station Street, the proposed development has been 
designed to maintain a two-storey context immediately adjoining the item 
and a recess provided to maintain its visual presentation to the street.  
Views to the rear of the item will be obscured but this area has less 
significance and any development connecting the new building to the item 
should be single storey and light-weight.  

e. The original heritage listing of No. 7 Station Street west was ill-informed 
and the building does not meet the threshold for heritage listing due to the 
large number of significant alterations made to the dwelling. 

f. A series of view diagrams indicate that the views towards the existing 
heritage item at No. 1 Station Street will be maintained.   

 
Council Officer response – No. 1 & 7 Station Street 
 
40. Council’s assessment of the heritage impacts of the Planning Proposal 

responds the removal of No. 7 Station Street from the schedule of heritage 
items and its proposed demolition and the impacts of the Planning Proposal on 
the remaining heritage item at No. 1 Station Street. 

 
41. With regard to the proposed removal of No. 7 Station Street from the heritage 

schedule and its proposed demolition, the applicant has submitted a Heritage 
Assessment prepared by NBRS & Partners and two peer assessments by 
Architectural Projects and Graham Brooks and Associates.  (Refer to 
Attachment 4). 
 

42. The applicant’s heritage assessment conclude that the building does not have 
sufficient heritage significance to warrant listing based largely on the extent of 
alterations to the fabric and the existence of better examples of its type in the 
local government area. 

 
43. In response, Council sought the advice of an independent consultant, City Plan, 

to conduct a heritage assessment of No. 7 Station Street to determine its level 
of heritage significance and to determine whether it is appropriate to remove it 
from the heritage schedule of the PLEP 2011. 
 

44. The report of the independent heritage consultant is included at Attachment 8 
and provides the following advice: 

a. The heritage item at No. 7 Station Street has lost its integrity due to 
alterations to the fabric and has a limited ability to demonstrate the 
detailing and configuration that it had originally. 

b. The item was originally listed as an item of heritage significance in the 
1993 City of Parramatta Heritage Study.  The current heritage significance 
assessment criteria under the Heritage Manual was published in 2001 and 
it does not meet these criteria.  Moreover, it is possible that the item was 
more intact at the time of the 1993 Study.   
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c. The existing cottage and its site fails to meet six of the seven Significance 
Assessment Criteria with the only association with the local area’s cultural 
history being its construction at the end of the Federation period. 

d. Although it is indicative of the residential growth of Harris Park during the 
early 1900s and is a common example of a modified Federation cottage, 
these values alone when comparing with the other heritage items of 
similar period do not warrant its retention on Schedule 5 of the Parramatta 
Local Environmental Plan 2011. 

e. Schedule 5 has numerous intact and culturally significant heritage items 
that meet the significance assessment criteria representing Parramatta’s 
unique cultural history regardless of their changing context.   

f. Therefore, it is concluded that loss of 7 Station Street from the heritage 
schedule of the LEP will not erode Schedule 5’s integrity, rather, it will 
increase its credibility by having items that clearly meet the threshold for 
heritage listing.   

 
45. With regard to the impacts on the heritage significance of No. 1 Station Street, 

Council’s Heritage Advisor has provided the following comments: 

a. The heritage item at No. 1 Station Street is an item of two storey scale, 
surrounded mostly with single storey houses, built of solid materials with 
slate roof and featuring tall Gothic proportions, and located on the street 
corner.  All of these allow it to readily present as the dominant visual and 
architectural element in the streetscape and to be a landmark in this part 
of Harris Park.  The current controls and the controls of Council’s 
endorsed Parramatta CBD Planning proposal (i.e. An FSR of 6:1) allow 
for development which will impact on the heritage item. 

b. Adverse impacts on the item are best managed through appropriate 
separation from the item, front setback and articulation and massing of the 
new development. 

c. An acceptable level of separation from the heritage item would be that 
which is equivalent to the height of the item (approximately 8m).  Note that 
the Planning Proposal provides for a separation of 3m from the heritage 
item. 

d. The front setback of the new development should be not less than the 
heritage item to allow for views of the item along the street. 

e. Simple building facades are preferred from the heritage perspective as 
they don’t compete visually with the item and allow its aesthetics and 
historical themes to be interpreted.  Cantilevered forms are particularly 
undesirable. 

f. The subdivision pattern carries a degree of significance and should be 
carried over into the future configuration of the site. 

g. The Planning Proposal will not provide any benefits to the heritage item 
and the overshadowing will impact on dampness, humidity and 
subsequent durability of the historic fabric. 

 
46. Council’s Heritage Advisor notes that the Planning Proposal is not supported in 

its current form as it does not comply with any of the design criteria described 
above.   
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47. The Heritage Interface Study contains recommendations for the management 

of heritage (listed previously) that accord with Council’s Heritage Advisor’s 
recommendations above.  A Council Officer’s assessment of the Planning 
Proposal against the recommendations of the Interface Study is summarised 
below: 

a. The Planning Proposal does not retain sufficient deep soil area around the 
house large enough to plant an appropriate tree to retain the detached 
nature of the dwelling and the presence of a garden setting.  In this regard, 
the proposal in its current form is 3m from the side of the heritage item and 
6m from the rear of the item. 

b. The architectural detailing of the proposed building does not adequately 
interpret the historic subdivision pattern. 

c. The proposal does not preserve the existing street setback and does not 
conserve street balance and character.  The existing setbacks are off-set at 
an angle to the front boundary and range from 6.5m to 8.5m.  The 
proposed development is also off-set at a similar angle to the front 
boundary, however, ranges in setbacks from 0.2m to 8.6m. 

d. The views of the heritage item as viewed from the north on Station Street 
will be obscured due to the podium having a minimal front setback.  In this 
regard, the applicant’s own heritage assessment notes that pedestrian level 
views should be tested. 

 
Urban Design Issues 

48. Council’s Urban Design Unit modelled the Planning Proposal at a Floor Space 
Ratio of 6.9:1 consistent with the controls endorsed under the Parramatta CBD 
Planning Proposal.  

49. The massing likely to result from these controls, combined with an FSR of 6:1 
(6.9:1 including Design Excellence as shown in the additional pale shading) is 
shown in Figure 9 & 10 below. Figure 10 indicates a hypothetical development 
of the adjoining site assuming site amalgamation occurs. This allows for a 
building separation of 12 metres from the boundary with sites to the north, 
compliant with the NSW Apartment Design Guide requirements for building 
separation between habitable rooms/balconies for buildings over nine storeys.  
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Figure 9 & 10: Subject Site modelled at 6:1, 6.9:1 in the additional pale shading (Source Council’s 
Urban Design Unit)  

50. The tower demonstrated in the massing diagram above is considered more 
appropriate than the reference design submitted by the applicant as it has the 
opportunity to better respond to the fine grain subdivision pattern and setbacks 
at the ground plane.   

51. In summary, Council’s Urban Design Unit advises that the current Planning 
Proposal will result in a tower that is too large to have a sympathetic 
relationship with the heritage item and as such is not supported and raises the 
following concerns: 

a. The applicant’s assumption regarding the likely redevelopment of the sites 
immediately to the north is flawed and does not acknowledge the 
constraints posed by existing strata titles.  
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b. The inverse street wall/podium form is not supported as it overhangs the 
implied public domain and lacks a suitable relationship with the existing fine 
grain form and subdivision pattern. 

c. The proposed height of the tower, at 142m, it will have a significant effect 
on the public domain of Station Street in terms of wind impacts. 

d. The Planning Proposal will cause overshadowing of the Tottenham Street 
Heritage Conservation Area (HCA).  These indicate that at 12 noon during 
the Winter solstice, the applicant’s proposal will overshadow the entire HCA 
and a proposal of 6:1 will overshadow approximately two-thirds of the HCA.  
The overshadowing of the HCA is shown to be minimal at 1pm and nil at 
2pm. 

e. The shadow diagrams submitted with the applicant’s Urban Design Report 
differentiate between shadows cast at an FSR of 6:1 and 10:1. These 
indicate that the lower FSR of 6:1 will cause significantly less 
overshadowing. 

f. A full utilisation of the endorsed CBD Planning Proposal FSR of 6:1 (or 
6.9:1 including Design Excellence) should only be sought in the case that 
the design provides an appropriate response to context and heritage 
impacts. 

52. It is acknowledged that the proposal has impacts on the retained heritage item 
in terms of subdivision pattern, context, grain and street edge at both the 
proposed FSR of 10:1 (11.5:1 including Design Excellence) and the Parramatta 
CBD Planning Proposal endorsed FSR of 6:1 (6.9:1 including Design 
Excellence). 

53. Notwithstanding, if the Planning Proposal is subsequently amended and 
proceeds in accordance with the endorsed Parramatta CBD PP position of 6:1, 
the building is recommended to comply with the setbacks as demonstrated in 
Figure 11 below. 

 

Figure 11: Building envelope controls recommended to be applied to a building with an FSR 
of 6:1 (6.9:1 inclusive of Design Excellence). Source: Council’s Urban Design Unit. 
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54. The recommended controls indicated in Figure 11 above are to be included in 
a site-specific Development Control Plan (DCP) and would achieve the 
following: 

a. The building would be setback 12m from the northern boundary with the 
adjacent site to comply with inter building separation requirements of the 
NSW Apartment Design Guide (ADG).  

b. One or two, two-storey buildings could be located within this setback to 
maintain a fine grain and reinforce the historic subdivision pattern. These 
buildings would not compromise the ADG setback requirements of the 
tower element.  

c. The tower is to be set back a minimum of 12m from the northern boundary 
and from the centre line of Raymond Lane. 

d. The tower is to be physically separate from the heritage items and the 
new smaller buildings in the northern portion of the site.  

e. The tower is to be located on the subdivision boundary between No. 1 and 
No. 3 Station Street.  

f. Proposed building footprints are to continue the pattern of existing 
setbacks from Station Street and Raymond Lane in terms of the angle of 
intersection with the front and rear property boundaries and are to step 
incrementally as reflected in the existing alignment. 

g. The later additions to the heritage item at No. 1 Station Street are to be 
removed so that the building does not physically join to the proposed 
tower. 

h. The architectural design of the proposal should align the two-storey 
elements with the existing eaves of the heritage item. 

i. The architectural design of the tower is to address wind mitigation. 

55. It is acknowledged that any development above the existing PLEP 2011 
controls will have significant impact on the heritage items on the site. The 
proposed Draft DCP controls provided would result in an improved relationship 
of the development to the historic subdivision pattern, fine grain at street level 
and responding to the heritage item. 

Reconciling setbacks 

56. It is noted the setbacks recommended by Council’s Heritage Advisor and Urban 
Design Unit in relation to the side setback from the heritage item at No. 1 
Station Street differ as follows: 

a. Council’s Heritage Advisor recommended that the preferred setback from 
the heritage item is that which is equivalent to the height of the heritage 
item (estimated at approximately 7-8m). 

b. The Urban Design Unit incorporates a setback of approximately 3m 
allowing the new tower building to sit on the existing subdivision boundary. 

57. Council’s urban design analysis considered an increased setback of 8 metres 
to the heritage item and found that this did not allow for a practical building 
footprint which needed to comply with the 12m side setback on the northern 
boundary as would be required by the ADG. It is therefore not possible for a 
building to comply with both the side setback recommended by Council’s 
Heritage Advisor and the side setback required by the ADG. 
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58. As such, an alternative approach has been provided which establishes a 
response that translates for the entire street rather than the one heritage item.  

59. Further as demonstrated in Figure 11, the proposed setbacks will better 
preserve the broader context of the heritage item within the street in terms of 
subdivision patterns and the fine grain that contributes to the existing character 
of the immediate locality. 

60. Any proposal that creates an ‘inverse’ street edge condition with an overhang 
over implied public domain/ front setback and detracts from the grain and 
setback conditions of the existing urban fabric is not supported. 

61. For the purposes of this Council Report (as it relates to a submission to DPE for 
a Rezoning Review) it is not necessary to put forward a detailed draft DCP 
controls.  Any draft DCP controls relating to the subject development at 6:1 
(6.9:1 with design excellence) would need further testing and refinement. 
Furthermore, any Draft DCP would be put to Council for its consideration and 
endorsement.  

 

CONCLUSION 

62. The detailed assessment of this site-specific Planning Proposal has indicated 
that the applicant’s proposed FSR (10:1 or 11.5:1 including design excellence) 
is inconsistent with the endorsed Parramatta CBD Planning Proposal and 
represents an overdevelopment of the site with significant impacts on the 
heritage item and local streetscape character. 

63. There is an assumption underlying the subject Planning Proposal and the 
supporting documentation submitted by the applicant, that all areas affected by 
the Parramatta CBD Planning Proposal are appropriate for the same density 
and scale without regard for the interface with the heritage conservation areas 
and the lower scale development at the edges of the Parramatta CBD.  This is 
inconsistent with the approach endorsed by the CBD Planning Proposal which 
reflects a more strategic approach that achieves significant growth in jobs and 
housing while still having regard for local character and heritage conservation.  

64. The site contains two heritage items, one of which is considered of lesser 
significance and is to be demolished and the other remaining item is to be 
significantly impacted by the proposal.   

65. Moreover, the assessment has provided an opportunity to conduct urban 
design testing of the FSR endorsed by Council as part of the Parramatta CBD 
Planning Proposal (6:1).  Although it is acknowledged that an FSR of 6:1 would 
have some impact on the heritage item, it is proposed that any future 
development of the site at 6:1 should meet controls in terms of setbacks, 
relationship with the heritage item and relationship historic subdivision pattern 
and with the street. These controls could be further refined and form part of any 
future site specific draft DCP for the subject site. 

66. It is recommended Council advise the DPE that it does not support the 
Planning Proposal in its current form (FSR of 10:1 or 11.5:1 incl. Design 
Excellence) and note Council’s previously endorsed position which is reflected 
in the Parramatta CBD Planning Proposal (FSR of 6:1 or 6.9:1 including design 
excellence). Any Planning Proposal for the site should reflect this Council 
endorsed position. 
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CONSULTATION & TIMING 
 
67. The DPE has consulted Council on the Rezoning Review and requested 

comments by 11 May 2018.  Due to the lead-in time for Council reports, this 
was not achievable, however, the DPE has granted Council an extension of 
time in order to report the matter to the current Meeting.   

68. Should Council resolve in accordance with the recommendation, this report will 
form the submission to the DPE.   

 

Felicity Roberts 
Project Officer Land Use 
 
 
Sue Weatherley 
Director Strategic Outcomes and Development 
 
 
Jim Stefan 
Acting Director City Services 
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LEADING 

ITEM NUMBER 13.4 

SUBJECT 34-42 East Street, Granville - DCP 

REFERENCE RZ/8/2017 - D06120474 

REPORT OF Project Officer Land Use         
 
LANDOWNER  St Vincent de Paul Society NSW  
APPLICANT  DPG Project 6 Pty Ltd 
 
PURPOSE: 
 
To report to Council a draft site specific Development Control Plan (DCP) to enable it 
to be publicly exhibited concurrently with the associated Planning Proposal at 34-42 
East Street, Granville. 
 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
(a) That the draft site specific DCP prepared for 34-42 East Street, Granville (as 

provided at Attachment 1) be endorsed for public exhibition. 
 
(b) That the draft site specific DCP be placed on public exhibition concurrently 

with the Planning Proposal for 34-42 East Street, Granville for a minimum 
period of 28 days, and the outcome of the public exhibition be reported back 
to Council. 

 
(c) Further, that Council authorise the CEO to correct any minor policy 

inconsistencies and any anomalies of an administrative nature relating to the 
draft site specific DCP prior to exhibition. 

 
 

THE SITE 
 
1. The subject site is located at 34-42 East Street, Granville and comprises Lot 1 

DP 996285, Lot 1 DP 195784 and Lot 1 DP 1009146. The total site area is 
1,577m2 and is within a 100m walk to Granville Railway Station. Under the 
Parramatta Local Environmental Plan 2011 the land is zoned B4 Mixed Use 
with a Floor Space Ratio (FSR) of 3.5:1 (but up to 6:1 subject to a sliding scale 
dependent on site area) and a maximum Building Height of up to 52m (subject 
to a sliding scale dependent on site area). 
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Figure 1: Site Location Map 

 
BACKGROUND 
 
2. Under the current controls, the site by itself could achieve a 3.5:1 FSR but only 

a 21m building height. The site was the subject of a development approval in 
conjunction with the adjoining site for a mixed use development (DA/738/2014) 
that met the site requirements for the maximum FSR (6:1) and building height 
(52m). However, the development could not achieve the maximum FSR within 
the maximum building height limit. Subsequently, a planning proposal was 
lodged with Council on 27 April 2017 seeking to amend the planning controls 
applicable to the site. 
 

3. On 13 November 2017, Council resolved to forward a Planning Proposal to the 
Department of Planning and Environment (DPE) for Gateway Determination to 
amend the Parramatta Local Environmental Plan 2011 as follows: 

 

 To increase the maximum building height from 52m to 82m 

 To increase the maximum floor space ratio from 3.5:1 to 6:1 

 To include a site specific provision to exclude ‘wintergardens’ (enclosed 
balconies) on the building façade facing the railway line from the Gross 
Floor Area calculation as part of determining the building’s floor space 
ratio 

 Requiring an appropriate design competition  
 
4. At the same meeting, Council also resolved that a site specific DCP be 

prepared and reported to Council prior to formal exhibition of the Planning 
Proposal to enable both the Planning Proposal and site specific DCP to be 
exhibited concurrently. 

 
5. A Gateway Determination was issued by the Department of Planning and 

Environment on 14 April 2018. Conditions of the Gateway Determination 
requires Council to clearly articulate and demonstrate that the floor space ratio 
over the site will not exceed 6:1 and to provide a site specific clause to 
nominate a maximum gross floor area that can be used for wintergardens 
(enclosed balconies) that would be excluded from total gross floor area 
calculations prior to public exhibition.  
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DRAFT SITE-SPECIFIC DEVELOPMENT CONTROL PLAN 
 
6. A draft site specific DCP has been prepared by the applicant and lodged with 

Council on 17 April 2018. The draft DCP has been reviewed by Council officers 
and is included in Attachment 1. The draft DCP seeks to guide the detailed 
development of the land in accordance with the Planning Proposal to deliver 
appropriate building and urban design outcomes. The Parramatta Road 
Corridor Urban Transformation Strategy (PRCUTS) and its accompanying 
Urban Design Guidelines, together with the Planning Proposal and 
accompanying reference design, have informed the preparation of the draft 
DCP. Guidance on the following building and design elements are contained in 
the draft DCP: 

 

 Desired future character  

 Built form and massing 

 Design controls (podium, ground level and public domain, communal 
open space, substations, wintergarden balconies) 

 Traffic and transport 

 Flooding 
 
7. The final endorsed site specific DCP will become a key consideration for the 

preparation of any future development application for the site, in addition to 
general controls provided in the Parramatta Local Environmental Plan (LEP) 
2011, the broader controls in the Parramatta DCP 2011, as well as any other 
relevant legislation and guidelines. 

 
Urban Design & Residential Amenity 
 
8. The draft DCP refers to building heights identified in the endorsed Planning 

Proposal and specific setback controls to inform future development (refer to 
Figure 2). These controls ensure appropriate relationship to the adjoining 
development and the wider Granville precinct.  
 

9. The proposed heights and setbacks are considered to be in accordance with 
the recommended built form guidelines of the PRCUTS. A tall, slender tower 
form is the intended outcome to reduce overshadowing impacts and to allow for 
solar access and visual privacy  
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Figure 2: Building Heights and Setbacks 

 
10. Wintergardens (enclosed balconies) are proposed but will be limited in their use 

and location to the southern side of the site adjoining the railway line to address 
acoustic amenity. One of the conditions of the Gateway requires a site-specific 
clause to nominate a maximum Gross Floor Area (GFA) that can be used for 
wintergardens to be excluded from the GFA calculations. In order to enable 
some flexibility for the design in the design competition process, Council 
officers have considered a 400m2 cap over the site as appropriate for 
wintergardens to be excluded from GFA calculations. Any wintergarden area 
that exceeds the 400m2 cap will be included in GFA calculations. 
 

11. As part of the assessment of the draft DCP, consideration was given to the 
Apartment Design Guidelines (ADG) in relation to wintergardens. In particular, 
wintergarden balconies are to be limited to the minimum balcony areas as 
noted in the ADG depending on the dwelling type (8m2 for 1 bedroom 
apartments, 10m2 for 2 bedroom apartments or 12m2 for 3 bedroom 
apartments). This was to ensure the built form complies with these 
requirements as an assessment against the ADG will form part of any future 
development application assessment. 

 
Design Excellence Competition 
 
12. The PRCUTS requires a Design Excellence process to be run for “sites with an 

inherent scale impact (greater than 1,500m2 or proposals that exceed 4 storeys 
in height)”. The area subject to the Planning Proposal is greater than 1,500m2 
and is therefore required to demonstrate design excellence. 
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13. Council at its meeting on 13 November 2017 resolved that the site require an 
appropriate design competition. A design competition will ensure a high quality 
built form outcome is delivered on the site. This is important due to the amenity 
issues resulting from the site’s close proximity to the railway line and the need 
to mitigate these issues through a design competition process.  

 
14. The Design Competition brief will require compliance with the draft site specific 

DCP and the Apartment Design Guidelines (ADG). During the preparation of 
the brief, Council Officers will also have the opportunity to propose any other 
additional design considerations required to be addressed in order to achieve 
design excellence.  

 
NEXT STEPS 
 
15. If supported by Council, the draft site specific DCP will be publicly exhibited 

concurrently with the Planning Proposal.  
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
16. It is recommended that Council endorse the draft site specific DCP for 34-42 

East Street, Granville as provided at Attachment 1 to proceed to public 
exhibition together with the associated Planning Proposal.  

 

 

Darren Caballero 
Project Officer Land Use Planning 
 
Sue Weatherley 
Director Strategic Outcomes and Development 
 
Jim Stefan  
Acting Director City Services 
 

 

ATTACHMENTS: 
1⇩   Draft DCP - 34-42 East Street Granville 7 Pages  
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DRAFT SITE SPECIFIC DEVELOPMENT CONTROL PLAN 2011 

 

34-42 EAST STREET, GRANVILLE NSW 

The subject site comprises 3 individual land parcels as follows: 

Lot 1 DP 1009146 

Lot 1 DP 195784 

Lot 1 DP 996285  

 

Land to which this applies 

 

This site specific Development Control Plan applies to land at 34-42 East Street, Granville legally 

known as Lot 1 DP 1009146, Lot 1 DP 195784 and Lot 1 DP 996285 within Granville as illustrated in 

Figure 2 below. Following the finalisation of the Planning Proposal to amend the Parramatta Local 

Environmental Plan 2011, the yield anticipated for the site comprises a floor space ratio of 6:1.  

 

This DCP sets relevant development controls for the form of the building, taking into account the 

anticipated yield in floor space.  

 
Figure 1: Site Location Map   
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Figure 2: Land covered by this Part 

 

Relationship to other planning documents 

 
This part of the DCP is to be read in conjunction with other parts of the Parramatta DCP and the 

Parramatta Local Environment Plan (LEP) 2011. 

 

If there is any inconsistency between this part of the DCP and other parts of the Parramatta DCP 

2011, this part of the DCP will prevail.  

 

This DCP establishes objectives and controls to be interpreted during preparation and assessment of 

development applications and supports the objectives of the LEP. 

 

Desired Future Character 
 

Future development at 34-42 East Street shall be designed to respond to the high density mixed use 

character developing in the precinct in its transition from light industrial uses as envisioned by the 

Parramatta Road Corridor Urban Transformation Strategy. 

 

Adjacent development is characterised by a podium and tower building typology with 4 storey street 

walls and residential towers above. The proposed mix of land uses includes retail/commercial uses 

at the ground floor with residential apartments above. 

 

Future development should establish active edges at ground level to enhance activity, movement 

and safety in the streetscape while providing opportunities for boutique retail, café and commercial 

floor space. 
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A tall slender, tower form is encouraged with a podium of above ground parking to buffer the 

adjacent rail corridor.  

 

The following design principles are to be incorporated into the future design of the building: 

 Respond to the north facing frontage with an appropriate built form that maximises solar 

access 

 Create a ground floor with presentation to the street of design excellence which contributes 

to the design quality of the public domain 

 Development is to comply with the objectives and controls set out below and any other 

relevant objectives and controls of this DCP. 

 

Site Objectives 

Objectives 

O.1 To provide a mix of uses that support the role of the Granville Town Centre 

O.2 To encourage high quality built form outcomes and achieve Design Excellence 

O.3 To create an attractive and safe activated urban environment within East St and the adjacent 

Pocket park / Future pedestrian link over railway 

O.4 To deliver housing growth directly adjacent Granville Rail Station.  

 

Built Form and Massing 

Objectives 

O.1 To ensure that the built form appropriately responds to the desired future context at street 

level and the wider precinct 

O.2 To ensure the future development adds visual interest and diversity to the local skyline 

O.3 To ensure urban design outcomes demonstrated in the Planning Proposal are achieved 

O.4 Tower form should appear as tall and slender 

O.5 Podium form should exhibit fine grain character and appropriate scale 

Controls 

C.1 Maximum building heights shall be in accordance with Figure 1 

C.2 Building Setbacks shall be in accordance with Figure 1 
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Figure 3:  Building height and setback controls 

 

Podium, Ground Level and Public Domain 

Objectives 

O.1 The podium façade should be designed as the architectural component of the building that 

defines and imparts grain and character to the street and the Pocket Park. It should be 

thought of as a separate architectural element distinct from the tower above.  

O.2 The street wall should be designed to provide a well-modulated pedestrian experience at 

street level. An appropriate scale should be used in its articulation, and the ground floor 

façade and public domain should be rich in quality and detail. 

O.3 The street facades of the podium fronting carparking should be considered in detail. Green 

walls, thin skins or screens are not appropriate – depth, scale and materiality should be aimed 

for, incorporating passive surveillance and natural ventilation. 

O.4 Maximise active street frontage to East St and the adjacent Pocket Park 

O.5 Ensure flush access between retail tenancies and outdoor spaces to encourage outdoor dining 

opportunities 

O.6 Take account of and complement the public domain of the adjacent development to the 

West 
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Controls 
 
C.1 Retail shopfronts should provide step-free transition between indoor and outdoor space 

C.2 Provide adequate space on the East St and Pocket Park frontage for outdoor dining 

C.3 Awnings facing East St are not to restrict tree growth  

C.4 Separate the commercial and residential lobbies. 

C.5 Provide minimum articulation depth of 600mm to carpark facades 

C.6 Ensure there are no direct sightlines from pedestrians to vehicles within carpark, and consider 

lighting and night views from streets into carpark areas. 

 

Communal Open Space 

Objectives 

O.1 Ensure appropriate provision of communal open space 

Controls 

C.1 Provide communal open space on the podium accessible off the lift core on the western edge. 
C.2 Accommodate an undercover communal facility within the tower footprint adjacent to the 

open to sky communal open space. 

 

Traffic 

Objectives 

O.1 Encourage use of active and public transport 

O.2 Reduce dependency on private vehicle use 

O.3 Encourage above ground parking as a buffer to rail corridor visual and acoustic impacts, and 

mitigation of flood risk 

O.4 Minimise loading area impact on retail / commercial uses 

O.5 Minimise vehicular circulation within site 

Controls 

C.1 Car Parking is to be provided at the following rates in accordance with the Parramatta Road 

Corridor Urban Transformation Strategy: 

Residential 

Use    Maximum spaces per dwelling 

Studio    0.3 space/unit 

1 bedroom   0.5 space/unit 

2 bedroom   0.9 space / unit 

3 or more bedroom  1.2 space/unit 

Visitors    0.1 space/unit 

Motorcycles   1 space per 25 car spaces 

Bicycles    0.5 space per dwelling in secure enclosure 
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Commercial / Retail 

Use    Maximum generation 

Commercial   1 space / 100m² GFA 

Retail    1 space / 70m² GFA 

Bicycles    1 space per 200m² GFA accessible to visitors 

 

C.2 Provide at least 1 car share space 

C.3 Buildings should be designed with car parking at podium levels (See ‘Podium, Ground Level 

and Public Domain’) 

C.4 Vehicular access to the site shall be via a single two way driveway with crest height in 

accordance with flood planning requirements. 

C.5 Loading space shall be provided on East St subject to consultation with council. 

 

Substations 

Objectives 

O.1 New substations should be designed within building footprints, minimising impacts on public 

domain 

O.2 Existing padmount substation (See Figure 2) located in the north eastern corner of the site 

should be relocated within a new substation enclosure to maximise the open space and 

activation of the ‘Pocket park’ subject to design consultation with Endeavour Energy 

Controls 

C.1 Substations are to be provided within buildings, not within the streets, open spaces or 

setbacks, and are to be designed to ensure protection of residents from Electro Magnetic 

Radiation (EMR) emissions. 

C.2 Development Application shall include consultation with Endeavour Energy to relocate 

existing padmount substation 

 

 

Figure 2 – Existing padmount substation at 34 East St 

 

 

 

Existing substation 
34 East St 
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Flooding 

Objectives 

O.1 Building design should minimise or eliminate risk to human life resulting from ‘high hazard 

floodwaters’ and ‘localised / overland flooding’ 

O.2 Building design shall comply with relevant flood planning requirements 

O.3 Building design should consider ‘shelter in place’ strategies for flood events 

 

Controls 

C.1 Development Application for the site shall be accompanied by a detailed flood impact study 

C.2 A ‘flood planning / shelter in place’ strategy shall be provided with any Development 

Application 

C.3 Habitable uses and vehicular parking shall be provided at a height above relevant flood 

planning levels 

 

Wintergarden Balconies 

Objectives 

O.1 Wintergarden balconies should be designed in such a way that the space is perceived as an 

external balcony that has operable glazing to enable it to be modified to control intrusive 

noise. To this end, all the elements of the space should be designed appropriately, which 

includes a drained impervious floor finish and precludes air conditioning units being located 

within the space. 

 

Controls 

C.1 Wintergarden areas able to be excluded from GFA shall be those fronting the railway corridor 

and limited to the minimum balcony areas as noted in the ADG for dwelling types: 8m2 for 1 

bedroom apartments, 10m2 for 2 bedroom units, and 12m2 for 3 bedroom units. The 

maximum wintergarden areas to be excluded from GFA is capped at 400m2. Any 

wintergarden area exceeding 400m2 will be included in the GFA calculations. 
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LEADING 

ITEM NUMBER 13.5 

SUBJECT Parramatta CBD Planning Proposal Update 

REFERENCE F2013/02004 - D06097657 

REPORT OF Service Manager Land Use Planning         
 
NOTE: This report was deferred from the 12 March 2018, 9 April 2018 and 23 
April 2018 Council Meetings.  
 
PURPOSE: 
 
The purpose of this report is to provide Council with an update on the Parramatta 
CBD Planning Proposal. 
 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
(a) That Council note the work undertaken to date to prepare a new planning 

framework for the Parramatta CBD in line with the NSW Government’s 
metropolitan planning to grow Parramatta as Sydney’s second CBD and 
“Central City”.   
 

(b) That Council authorises the Lord Mayor to correspond and meet with the NSW 
Minister for Planning, Anthony Roberts seeking an intervention to expedite the 
release of a favourable Gateway Determination for the draft Parramatta CBD 
Planning Proposal so as to facilitate public exhibition.   

 
(c) Further, that the Department of Planning and Environment be advised of this 

resolution to assist with its processing of the Gateway Determination of the 
draft Parramatta CBD Planning Proposal.   

 
 

BACKGROUND 

1. In July 2013, Council resolved to prepare a study about creating a world class 
Central Business District (CBD) for Parramatta. Since then, Council has been 
engaged in a strategic planning project to advance a new planning framework 
for the Parramatta CBD. The culmination of these efforts is the draft Parramatta 
CBD Planning Proposal (CBD PP). 

2. In April 2016, (the former) Parramatta City Council endorsed the draft CBD PP, 
which was forwarded to the Department of Planning and Environment (DPE) for 
DPE’s assessment and issuing of a Gateway Determination.  

3. Since it originally forwarded the draft CBD PP to DPE, Council has undertaken 
further work with regards to the CBD PP. Most significantly, this work has 
included: 

a. Council prepared and exhibited a Discussion Paper relating to 
Infrastructure Planning and Funding in the Parramatta CBD. This 
Discussion Paper was accompanied by the draft Parramatta CBD 
Local Infrastructure Needs Analysis as well as an Independent Peer 
Review of Council’s work in relation to the value sharing mechanism 
included in the CBD PP. This package of materials was exhibited in 
March 2017. Council resolved in April 2017 to continue to support the 
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inclusion of the value sharing mechanism in the CBD PP, and also 
resolved to prepare the draft Parramatta CBD Infrastructure Strategy 
(including a draft Development Guideline with value sharing rates) for 
exhibition alongside the CBD PP. The outcomes of this work were 
forwarded to DPE in April 2017. 

b. The Strategic Transport Study (STS) for the Parramatta CBD was 
completed. In April 2017, Council endorsed the STS, including 
maximum car parking rates for inclusion in the draft CBD PP. The 
outcomes of this work were forwarded to DPE in April 2017. 

c. Council undertook a further Heritage Study to assess at a precinct 
scale the impact of the proposed controls in the CBD PP on Heritage 
Items and Heritage Conservation Areas within and adjacent to the 
Heritage Interface Areas at the edges of the CBD PP area. Council 
endorsed this study, as well as Council officers’ response to it in July 
2017. The outcomes of this work were endorsed by Council and 
forwarded to DPE in July 2017. 

d. Council had previously resolved (in April 2016) to prepare an 
Exceptional Circumstances application in support of advancing the 
flood controls in the draft CBD PP. Council officers completed this 
application and relevant supporting studies, and the outcomes of this 
work was forwarded to DPE in November 2017. 

4. Since lodgment of the additional work described above, Council officers have 
responded to DPE officers’ requests in relation to DPE’s assessment of the 
CBD PP. The most significant of these requests have related to the proposed 
value sharing mechanism, about which DPE officers requested further 
information (particularly, comparing Council’s value sharing mechanism to 
Section 94A funding). Council officers have provided information as requested, 
and at the time of writing this report there were no outstanding requests from 
DPE in relation to their assessment of the CBD PP other than the matter of the 
proposed value sharing mechanism. 

 
CURRENT STATUS 

5. Council is currently awaiting a Gateway Determination from DPE so as to 
facilitate public exhibition. The timeframe for issuing the Gateway 
Determination is at the discretion of DPE and the Minister for Planning.   

 
RELATED WORK 

6. Alongside the CBD PP, Council officers are also undertaking preparation of the 
draft Parramatta CBD Development Control Plan (DCP) and draft Parramatta 
CBD Infrastructure Strategy (and supporting elements).  

7. It is anticipated that public exhibition of the CBD PP would occur simultaneous 
with the draft CBD DCP and Infrastructure Strategy as a holistic policy 
package.  

8. Because major components of the draft DCP and Infrastructure Strategy 
depend on outcomes of the Gateway Determination and final form of the CBD 
PP, the draft DCP and draft Infrastructure Strategy have not yet been reported 
to Council and are still “works-in-progress”.  

 
 



Council 28 May 2018 Item 13.5 

- 743 - 

EXPECTED NEXT STEPS & CONSULTATION 

9. If Council receives a Gateway Determination which supports continued 
inclusion of the value sharing mechanism, it is expected that the next steps 
would be to: 

a. finalise the draft CBD PP, in line with any Gateway conditions; 

b. finalise the draft DCP and Infrastructure Strategy in line with the 
finalised draft PP;  

c. prepare a report to Council detailing the contents of the Gateway 
Determination and seek an endorsement to place the above 
documents on public exhibition; and  

d. publicly exhibit a holistic policy package containing the draft Parramatta 
CBD PP, DCP and Infrastructure Strategy. 

10. If Council receives a Gateway Determination which does not support 
continued inclusion of the value sharing mechanism (or requires other major 
changes which differ to Council’s endorsed position), it is expected that the next 
step would be a report to Council detailing the contents of the Gateway 
Determination and outlining options for Council’s direction on further next steps. 

 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATION FOR COUNCIL 

11. If Council receives a Gateway Determination which does not support continued 
inclusion of the value sharing mechanism, there are significant financial 
implications for Council – particularly if the Gateway Determination does not 
make provision for an alternate and commensurate funding source for local 
infrastructure. 

12. The local infrastructure needs of the Parramatta CBD have been estimated at 
$1 billion over build-out of the CBD PP’s capacity. Council’s endorsed value 
sharing mechanism has the estimated potential to contribute $237m - $368m 
towards this infrastructure need. 

 
RECOMMENDATION 

13. As it has been nearly two years since Council endorsed and forwarded the draft 
CBD PP to DPE for Gateway Determination, it is considered prudent that 
Council write to the NSW Minister for Planning seeking an intervention to 
expedite the release of a favourable Gateway Determination for the draft CBD 
PP so as to facilitate public exhibition.   

Roy Laria 
Service Manager Land Use Planning 
 
Sue Weatherley 
Director Strategic Outcomes and Development 
 
Jim Stefan  
Acting Director City Services 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 
  
 
REFERENCE MATERIAL 
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LEADING 

ITEM NUMBER 13.6 

SUBJECT Review of the development controls for the South Parramatta 
Heritage Conservation Area and adjoining areas 

REFERENCE F2014/00181 - D06121085 

REPORT OF Project Officer- Land Use Planning          
 
PURPOSE: 
 
To report to Council the outcomes of the public exhibition of the Planning Proposal 
for the South Parramatta Heritage Conservation Area (HCA) and land north of 
Boundary Street, Parramatta and amendments to Parramatta Development Control 
Plan (DCP) 2011 regarding the South Parramatta HCA. This report also seeks 
Council’s endorsement of these documents for finalisation.    
 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 

a) That Council receive and note the submissions made during the public 
exhibition of the Planning Proposal for the South Parramatta Heritage 
Conservation Area (HCA) and land north of Boundary Street, Parramatta and 
amendments to Parramatta Development Control Plan 2011 regarding the 
South Parramatta HCA as summarised in Attachment 1.  

b) That Council adopt and finalise the Planning Proposal provided in 
Attachment 2 for proposed amendments to the Parramatta Local 
Environmental Plan (LEP) 2011, subject to determining an appropriate 
Maximum Building Height of 7.5m and Maximum Floor Space Ratio of 0.4:1 
for the South Parramatta HCA. 

c) That Council adopt the proposed amendments to Parramatta DCP 2011 at 
Attachment 3, subject to the following minor amendments: 

 

(i) Replace Design Control C.12 with the following:  

“Detached additions may be permitted at the rear of properties, behind 

existing buildings, and a minimum distance of 20m from the front street 

alignment. Adequate deep soil areas and tree planting are to be provided 

between the existing and new buildings”. 

(ii) 

 R
eplace the last sentence of Design Control C.14 with the following: 

“The preference is for new buildings to be detached and set further 
back towards the rear of the property. Adequate deep soil areas and 
tree planting are to be provided between the existing and new 
buildings”. 

 and place a notice in the relevant local newspaper advising of Council’s 
decision as required by the Environmental Planning and Assessment 
Regulation 2000. 

a) Further, that Council grant delegated authority to the CEO to make any 
minor amendments and corrections of a non-policy and administrative 
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nature that may arise during the LEP and DCP plan amendment finalisation 
processes. 

 
 
BACKGROUND 
 

1. Between approximately September 2014 and April 2016 a major review of the 
South Parramatta HCA and adjoining areas was undertaken in order to 
resolve the inconsistency in the planning controls contained in the Parramatta 
Local Environmental Plan 2011 (PLEP 2011) and those in the Parramatta 
Development Control Plan 2011 (PDCP 2011).  PLEP 2011 includes a R3 
Medium Density Residential zoning, a maximum Height of Buildings (HOB) of 
11m and a maximum Floor Space Ratio (FSR) of 0.8:1 allowing townhouses 
and multi-dwelling housing. Conversely, PDCP 2011 aims to maintain the 
single storey scale and the historic pattern of development. 
 

2. The major review led to a range of options and proposals for the South 
Parramatta HCA in summary providing for the following: 
 

 A reduction in the extent of the Heritage Conservation Area. See 
Figure 8, Attachment 2.  

 Increased height and floor space ratio controls for properties fronting 
the north side of Boundary Street as follows: 

o Height from 11m to 14m 

o FSR from 0.8:1 to 1.2:1. 

 The retention of existing zoning, height and floor space ratio controls 
for land bordering the reduced heritage conservation area. See 
Figures 5, 6, and 7, Attachment 2. 

 The addition of buildings and 8 and 10 Alma Street to the heritage list. 

 Five different development scenarios for the reduced Heritage 
Conservation Area including: 

o Scenario 1 (for single storey development) which proposes a R2 

Low Density Residential zoning with a HOB of 4.5m (except to the 
rear of properties north of Crimea Street which have a proposed 
HOB of 6m) and a FSR of 0.33:1; 

o Scenario 2 (for single storey development plus attic) which 

proposes a R2 Low Density Residential zoning with a HOB of 6m 
and a FSR of 0.5:1; and  

o Scenario 3 (for double storey development for the rear part of 

sites) which proposes a R2 Low Density Residential zoning with a 
HOB of 7.5m and a FSR of 0.33:1. 

o Scenario 4 (for two-storey townhouse development at rear of 

sites), which would retain the R3 Medium Density Zoning with a 
HOB of 8m (double storey, with no attics, for rear of sites) and a 
FSR of 0.4:1.   

o Scenario 5 (for attached or detached dual occupancy 

development), which proposes a R2 Low Density Residential 
zoning with a HOB of 7.5 m (double storey for rear of sites) and a 
FSR of 0.4:1.  

 
3. Council considered all the proposals detailed above and resolved on 26 April 

2016 to undertake pre-statutory consultation with landowners in the South 
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Parramatta HCA and adjoining areas. This consultation occurred from 4 
October to 7 November 2016 to obtain feedback on the proposals.  

 
4. After further review and consideration of the feedback received during pre-

statutory consultation the following proposals were recommended by Council 
officers to IHAP:  

 

 A combination of Scenarios 3 and 5 for two storey development 
which allows for dual occupancy development, at the rear of 
properties. Under these scenarios Council will seek to (for land within the 
reduced HCA); 

o amend the zoning from R3 Medium Density Residential to R2 Low 

Density Residential 

o reduce the permitted height from 11m to 7.5m and the FSR from 

0.8:1 to 0.4:1. 

o The scenarios will preclude development such as townhouses and 

multi-dwelling housing that would be out of character in the HCA 
and ensure an appropriate scale for new development. The heritage 
values of the HCA will be protected but some opportunities will be 
allowed for two storey development at the rear of properties. 

 A reduction in the extent of the HCA as it reflects a heritage 
assessment and removes land of a different character and lesser 
conservation values than the rest of the HCA.  

 The retention of the current height and FSR for land bordering the 
HCA as it will provide an appropriate buffer between low density 
development in the HCA and a high density development envisaged for 
the Parramatta CBD. 

 An increase in the maximum FSR from 0.8:1 to 1.2:1 and height from 
11m to 14m for land on the north side of Boundary Street as it will 
provide an appropriate transition to land to the south of Boundary Street 
and west of Railway Street under the Holroyd Local Environmental Plan 
2013.  

 Properties at 8 and 10 Alma Street should not be added to the 
heritage list as listing is opposed by the land owners of these properties 
and the properties are not considered to be of exceptional historical 
importance or aesthetic significance. In addition, the dwellings will still be 
retained under provisions of the HCA. 

 
5. The IHAP, having heard a submission from a landowner in the HCA that 

expressed concern at the proposal to reduce FSR in the modified HCA from 
0.8:1 to 0.4:1 recommended a proposed FSR of 0.4:1 to 0.5:1 and proposed 
permitted maximum height of 7.5m to 9m. 

6. In a report to Council in 10 April 2017 it was stated that in order to mitigate the 
potential negative aspects of development in the recommended combination of 
scenarios 3 and 5 for two storey development proposed amendments to 
Parramatta DCP 2011 would be prepared during the period when awaiting 
Gateway determination for the Planning Proposal and would then be submitted 
to Council for endorsement so that they can be exhibited with the Planning 
Proposal. Council resolved that: 
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(a) That Council considers the report that was submitted to the 
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) on 21 March 2017 
(Attachment A) and its recommendation (Attachment B) which supports 
the progression of the Planning Proposal for the South Parramatta 
HCA and adjoining areas. 

 
(b) That Council endorses the Planning Proposal (which is included as 

Attachment 1 of Attachment A) to amend the Parramatta LEP 2011 
subject to it being modified where necessary to be consistent with the 
IHAP recommendation which is for the Planning Proposal to propose 
the following amendments to the controls: 

(i) To reduce the extent of the Heritage Conservation Area (HCA) 
(see Figure 2 in Attachment A). 

(ii) That for land within the reduced HCA the Planning Proposal will 
seek to: 

 amend the zoning from R3 Medium Density Residential to 
R2 Low Density Residential 

 reduce the permitted FSR from 0.8:1 to an FSR in the 
range of between 0.4:1 and 0.5:1. 

 reduce the permitted height from 11m to a height in the 
range of between 7.5m and 9m. 

 limit Torrens title subdivision. 
(iii) That for land on the north side of Boundary Street (shown shaded 

orange in Figure  9 of Attachment A) the Planning Proposal will 
seek to: 

 increase the FSR from 0.8:1 to 1.2:1 

 increase permitted building height from 11m to 14m 
 

and forward for Gateway determination by the Department of Planning 
and Environment in accordance with section 56 of the Environmental 
Planning and Assessment Act 1979. 

(c) That upon receipt of the Gateway determination the Planning Proposal 
be placed on public exhibition for a period of 28 days subject to 
compliance with any conditions of the Gateway determination. 

(d)  That Council advises NSW Department of Planning and Environment 
that the Interim General Manager will be exercising the plan making 
delegations for the Planning Proposal as authorised by Council on 26 
November 2012. 

(e) Further, that Council authorises the Interim General Manager to correct 
any minor anomalies of a non-policy and administrative nature that may 
arise during the plan amendment process. 

 

7. On 19 July 2017, a Gateway determination was received from the Department of 
Planning and Environment allowing the Planning Proposal to proceed subject to 
a number of conditions. 

 
 8. On 4 September 2017, Council considered a report that dealt with proposed 

amendments to Parramatta DCP 2011 to address the effects of development 
allowed under the Planning Proposal and to reflect the reduction in the extent of 
the HCA. Council resolved: 
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That Council endorse proposed amendments to Parramatta DCP 2011 as 
included at Attachment 1 and that they be placed on public exhibition, 
concurrently with the Planning Proposal for the South Parramatta Heritage 
Conservation Area and adjoining areas.  

 

PUBLIC EXHIBITION 

9. The Planning Proposal and proposed amendments to Parramatta DCP 2011, 
together with supporting documents, were publicly exhibited from 13 September 
2017 to 13 October 2017 which is in compliance with the 28 day public exhibition 
requirement stipulated in the Gateway determination. Public notice of the 
exhibition was published in the Parramatta Advertiser on 13 September 2017.  
Exhibition material was placed on Council’s website, at the Parramatta Central 
Library and Council’s Administration Building. 

 

10. The exhibition material included: 

 The Planning Proposal and relevant appendices (including properties 
associated with the Planning Proposal, the heritage review of March 2014, 
the report to the Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel of 21 March 
2017 and report to Council of 10 April 2017) 

 Gateway Determination 

 Report to Council of 4 September 2017 

 Urban design data showing impact of different FSR and height controls for 
the HCA 

 Draft amendments to Parramatta DCP 2011 for South Parramatta HCA. 

 
11. In the exhibition material clarification was provided that the Planning Proposal 

was being publicly exhibited with a range of permitted FSRs and heights for the 
reduced HCA that was supported by urban design data that showed the impact 
of the different controls. It was further clarified that following public exhibition, 
submissions would be reviewed and reported to Council along with 
recommendations on the most appropriate specific FSR and permitted height to 
be included in the Planning Proposal to be sent to the Department of Planning 
and Environment for finalisation. 

 

12. Approximately 1380 notification letters of the exhibition were sent to landowners 
and residents for an area generally bound by, Glebe, Inverness Boundary and 
Railway and Pitt Streets and including properties adjoining these streets. 

 
13. The following public authorities were also consulted as instructed by the 

Gateway Determination: 
 

 Cumberland Council 

 Office of the Environment and Heritage – Heritage Division 

 Transport for NSW – Roads and Maritime Services 
 
14. A public hearing was not considered necessary nor requested for this proposal. 
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ASSESSMENT OF SUBMISSIONS RECEIVED 

 
15. In total, eleven (11) submissions were received during the public exhibition 

period of which eight (8) were from members of the general public and three (3) 
submissions were from government agencies. A summary of the submissions 
and Council officer’s responses are provided in Attachment 1.  

 

16. The key issues raised within the eight (8) submissions made by community 
members are outlined below: 

Issue Response 

Ollie Webb reserve 

The removal of Ollie Webb Reserve from the 
HCA as it will result in a loss of heritage values 
and recreational space. 

(Community Member 1) 

The zoning of the reserve as RE1 Public 
Recreation under Parramatta LEP 2011 will 
ensure its continued use for recreational 
purposes. The Park is not considered to have 
heritage significance and its inclusion in the 
HCA is not warranted 

Heritage properties at 6 Boundary and 29 
Lansdowne Streets 

The heritage listed items at 6 Boundary and 29 
Lansdowne Streets should be removed from 
Schedule 5 of Parramatta LEP 2011. 

(Community Members 2 and 8) 

The relief sought is beyond the scope of this 
Planning Proposal. 

The request to remove 6 Boundary Street from 
Schedule 5 is supported by a detailed heritage 
assessment and will be further investigated as 
part of a future housekeeping amendment to the 
LEP. 

The request to remove from 29 Lansdowne 
Street is not supported by a detailed heritage 
assessment and removal does not appear to be 
warranted.  It is not proposed to investigate the 
request in a future housekeeping amendment. If 
necessary, the community member can 
commission an independent heritage 
assessment and or pursue a private planning 
proposal change. 

Overshadowing impacts 

The proposed increase in height for properties 
on the north side of Boundary Street from 11m 
to 14m will cause over shadowing of property on 
the opposite side of the street at 45 Boundary 
Street. 

(Community Member 3) 

The increase in height, from overshadowing 
analysis, will cause a marginal increase in 
overshadowing of the property in mid-winter. 
However, any impacts should be able to be 
satisfactorily ameliorated through the 
assessment of Development Applications for 
any future developments.  

Response to FSR changes 

There should be no reduction in FSR from 0.8:1 
for the HCA and that an FSR of 0.5:1 is 
supported rather than 0.4:1. 

(Community Members 4 and 5) 

An FSR of 0.8:1 would result in a scale and 
intensity of development that would be out of 
character with the HCA. An FSR of 0 4:1 would 
result in a scale of development sympathetic to 
the character of the HCA, and allows the 
opportunity for dual occupancy development in 
the HCA. 

Side-by-side duplexes 

Seeks the allowance of duplexes side-by-side 
with side garaging 

(Community Member 4) 

Such allowance would be contrary to the 
objectives and provisions of the HCA to 
preserve the single storey character of the front 
part of lots.  Dual occupancy development to a 
two storey height limit is planned to be located 
at the rear of properties which may be able to 
include integrated covered parking. 
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Response to height changes 

The proposed 7.5m maximum height limit is 
opposed and 9m is considered appropriate. 

(Community Member 5) 

The maximum height of 7.5m is considered 
appropriate for the character of the HCA where 
typical development is single storey. A height of 
9m is considered excessive and would result in 
buildings being dominant from the street. 

Provision for family/executive living 

Inadequate provision is made for house 
additions to accommodate family/executive 
living. 

(Community Member 5) 

The controls in the DCP for the HCA provide 
opportunity for rear additions to existing 
dwellings to accommodate family living. 

Front additions 

No opportunity is provided for additions forward 
of the original footprint. 

(Community Member 5) 

The design controls for the HCA stipulate that 
additions to the front or side of an existing 
house should be avoided. 

Car parking issues 

Inadequate provision is made for on-site parking 
that will result in congested street parking. 

(Community Member 5) 

The design controls for the HCA incorporate 
provision for on-site parking. The proposed 
change in zoning and reduction in height and 
FSR will result in reduced traffic generation and 
reduced pressure on street parking compared to 
what is permitted under current controls. 

Rear Lane between Alma and Denison Streets 

The DCP does not address opportunities 
presented by the rear lane between Alma and 
Denison Streets. 

(Community Member 5) 

This lane, which is owned by Council, is 
classified as a drainage reserve and public 
recreation garden space is not available for 

private development and access purposes. 

Challenges of living in a heritage property 

Living in an older timber house means sacrifices 
and struggles with respect to sustainability and 
limits to refurbishment. 

(Community Member 5) 

It is acknowledged that ownership of the 
heritage property can be challenging but there 
are resources to assist in the form of advice and 
grants from Council’s Local Heritage Fund. 

Down-zoning and consultation 

Local landowners want a high density of 
development not a downzoning. Council’s 
proposed Planning Proposal for the area has 
been pursued without appropriate consultation. 

(Community Members 6 and 7) 

A change in zoning from R3 Medium Density 
Residential to R2 Low Density Residential is 
considered appropriate as it will ensure that 
there is consistency with the provisions of 
Parramatta DCP 2011 which aims to maintain 
the single storey character of the HCA. Council 
has undertaken appropriate and extensive 
consultation with the local community on the 
planning for the HCA and adjoining areas 
including pre-statutory consultation in October 
2016. This consultation included a survey of 
residents and drop in sessions and the 
consultation required as part of the planning 
proposal. 

 

17. The key issues raised within the three (3) submissions made by government 
agencies are outlined below: 

 

Issue Response  

Support for Planning Proposal changes 

The proposed down-zoning, including the 
proposed reduction in building height and FSR 

Support for downzoning, reduction in building 
height and FSR controls is noted.  
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controls is supported as this will encourage a 
reduced scale of development sympathetic to 
the significance of the HCA. 

 (Heritage Council of NSW) 

 

Separation distance provisions  

Suggests that DCP 2011 include suitable 
controls to ensure adequate separation distance 
between existing dwellings and new two-storey 
development at the rear, to preserve the historic 
streetscapes of the HCA. 

(Heritage Council of NSW) 

Whilst amendments to the DCP provide for 
appropriate separation between existing 
dwellings and new two-storey development at 
the rear it is proposed to strengthen the 
provisions to minimise the impact of two-storey 
development by making amendments as 
outlined in paragraph 20 of this report. 

Impact on heritage property 

Consideration should be given to the impact of 
proposed additional height and FSR on the 
heritage listed property at 6 Boundary Street. 

(Heritage Council of NSW) 

It is not considered that the proposed planning 
changes should have significant effect on this 
heritage item, which from a heritage 
assessment does not have high heritage values. 
Any impact will also be considered in detail 
during assessment of Development Applications 
that may be lodged in the future. 

Historic archaeology 

Land the subject of the planning proposal is of 
moderate archaeological research potential and 
an archaeological assessment will be required 
with any future Development Applications. 

(Heritage Council of NSW) 

Will be considered in detail as part of the 
Development Application process. 

Traffic impact 

Traffic impact assessment of the development 
uplift may be considered in the assessment of 
any future development applications for sites 
located on the northern side of Boundary Street. 

(Roads and Maritime Services) 

Traffic impact assessment will be considered in 
detail as part of the Development Application 
process. 

Electricity supply 

Provides information for the supply of electricity 
to sites that may be developed in the future. 

(Endeavour Energy) 

Will be considered in detail as part of the 
Development Application process. 

 

18. After considering the submissions received (refer to Attachment 1) it is 
recommended that the most appropriate specific FSR and permitted height to 
be included in the finalised Planning Proposal is a FSR of 0.4:1 and permitted 
height of 7.5m for the following reasons: 

 The FSR of 0.4:1 was determined after extensive urban design testing 
and provides flexibility for new developments whilst conserving the 
setting of heritage items in the study area and the character of the 
HCA. 

 The maximum height of 7.5m has also been determined after extensive 
urban design testing and is appropriate for the character of the HCA, 
where the typical house is single storey. This height allows the second 
storey to be built partly within the roof space while keeping new 
development sufficiently low so as to reduce its visual impact. 
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 An FSR of 0.4:1 and a permitted height of 7.5m is considered to be in 
line with good practice heritage conservation to ensure that new 
development in heritage conservation areas is compatible in scale with 
existing development. 

 The reduced permitted FSR and height is in line with the support from 
the NSW Heritage Council. 

 An FSR of 0.5:1 and a height of 9m could result in bulkier buildings 
being developed to the rear of properties with reduced opportunity for 
building separation distances and setbacks and that could be more 
dominant when viewed from the street.  The impact of development to 
these controls is illustrated in Figure 1 over which shows an urban 
design comparison of development to an FSR of 0.5:1 and permitted 
height of 9m compared to development to an FSR of 0.4:1 and 
permitted height of 7.5m. 
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Detached Two-Storey Dual Occupancy: FSR 0.4:1, height of 7.5m 

 

 

Detached Two-Storey Dual Occupancy: FSR 0.5:1, height of 9m 

 

 

 

Figure 1: Urban design comparison of different FSR and height controls 
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19. In addition, in response to the submission received from the NSW Heritage 
Council it is recommended that the following minor changes be made to the 
DCP amendments as publicly exhibited: 

 

a) Replace Design Control C.12 which states, Detached additions may be 
permitted at the rear of properties.  

With 

Detached additions may be permitted at the rear of properties, behind 

existing buildings, and a minimum distance of 20m from the front street 

alignment. Adequate deep soil areas and tree planting are to be 

provided between the existing and new buildings. 

 

b) Replace the last sentence of Design Control C.14 which states, “Where 
possible new buildings should be set further back with tree planting 
between the existing and new buildings”. 

With 

“The preference is for new buildings to be detached and set further 
back towards the rear of the property. Adequate deep soil areas and 
tree planting are to be provided between the existing and new 
buildings”. 

20. No other changes are recommended to be made to the exhibited Planning 
Proposal and the exhibited amendments to Parramatta DCP 2011. 

 

COUNCILLOR WORKSHOP 

21. At a Councillor workshop held on 16 April 2018 on the outcomes of the public 
exhibition of the Planning Proposal and DCP amendments, Councillors sought 
confirmation that there is a sufficient proportion of properties in the reduced 
South Parramatta HCA that would allow new two-storey development at the 
rear of properties. 

 22. Urban design testing has been undertaken to review the development 
potential for secondary dwellings in the reduced South Parramatta HCA. The 
testing was based on an ideal developable minimal site proportioned at least 
12m in width, 40m in depth and at least 480m² in site area. It was noted that 
the minimum allotment size under the Parramatta DCP 2011 to accommodate 
a secondary dwelling 60m² in floor area is 450m². 

23. Within the reduced South Parramatta HCA there is a total of 159 residential 
allotments; 3 lots are strata managed and unlikely to accommodate additional 
development. The following table and mapping (Figure 2) illustrates the 
number of sites which have unencumbered potential to accommodate 
development, i.e. lots in excess of 450m² with a minimum width of 12m.  
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Table: Number of Sites Which Have Potential to Accommodate Additional 
Development 

 

 LOTS WITH A MIN 
WIDTH OF 12M 

LOTS WITH A 
WIDTH LESS THAN 

12M 

STRATA  

480m2 + 108 3 3  

450m2 - 480m2  5 - -  

400m2 – 450m2 2 9 -  

Less than 400m2 8 21 -  

Total 123 33 3 159 

Note: Black font shows potentially developable lots and red font shows lots that are not considered to 
have development potential 

 

 

 

Figure 2: Testing of development potential of secondary dwellings in the reduced HCA 
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24. The testing shows that 113 lots or 71% of the lots in the reduced HCA have a 
reasonable expectation of accommodating two-storey development at the rear 
of properties.  

 
NEXT STEPS 
 
25. Should Council resolve as recommended to endorse the Planning Proposal 

provided in Attachment 2, Council officers will deal directly with the 
Parliamentary Counsel on the legal drafting and mapping of the amendment, 
as Council has been authorised to exercise the delegation in the making of 
this Planning Proposal. When finalised, the LEP amendment will be signed by 
the Chief Executive Officer and formally notified and come into effect when 
published on the NSW legislation website. 

 
26. Should Council adopt the amendments to Parramatta DCP 2011 they will be 

notified in a local newspaper with the DCP amendments to come into effect 
when the LEP amendment comes into effect. 

 
CONCLUSION 
 
27. Having considered the submissions received and matters relevant to this 

proposal it is recommended that Council should endorse and finalise the 
Planning Proposal at Attachment 2, with an FSR of 0.4:1 and permitted 
height of 7.5m and amendments to Parramatta DCP 2011 at Attachment 3, 
subject to minor amendments outlined in this report. 

 
 
Paul Kennedy  
Project Officer – Land Use Planning 
 
Robert Cologna 
Service Manager Land Use Planning  
 
Sue Weatherley 
Director Strategic Outcomes and Development 
 
Jim Stefan 
Acting Director City Services 
 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS: 
1⇩   Summary of Submissions and Responses 11 Pages  
2⇩   Planning proposal 30 Pages  
3⇩   Draft amendments to Parramatta DCP 2011 14 Pages  
  
 
REFERENCE MATERIAL 
 



Item 13.6 - Attachment 1 Summary of Submissions and Responses 
 

 

Attachment 1 Page 757 
 

Attachment 1: Summary of Submissions and Responses 

 

Submitters Summary of submissions Staff response 

Community Member 1   

 Opposes the removal of Ollie Webb Reserve from 
the HCA. The reserve is a Parramatta icon for 
both the history of the area and recognition and 
dedication of Mr Horace Webb. In addition, the 
HCA should be retained to ensure it remains as a 
park that provides a perfect green space for 
families and activities. 

The Reserve is zoned RE1 Public Recreation in 
Parramatta LEP 2011 ensuring its continued use 
for recreational purposes.  The Park is not 
considered to be of heritage significance and its 
inclusion in the HCA is not warranted. The Park is 
outside the historic core of the HCA represented 
by the rectangular blocks between Crimea Street 
to the north, Rosehill Street to the south, 
Carrington Street to the west and Inkerman Street 
to the east. Furthermore, the Park is not 
referenced in the Statement of Significance or 
Significant Characteristics of the HCA in the DCP.  

Community Member 2   

 Seeks as part of the planning proposal for the 
area, that the heritage listed item at 6 Boundary 
Street be removed from Schedule 5 of the LEP. 
 
The submission is supported by a detailed 
heritage assessment. The assessment states that 
the dwelling on the site has undergone 
substantial change over time as and is in a poor 
state of repair. The dwelling is not considered to 
demonstrate strong significance in any of the 
NSW Heritage Council criteria.  
 
The conclusion of the assessment states that the 
removal of 6 Boundary Street from the LEP as a 
heritage item will have an acceptable impact 
because it is a building of few architectural 
pretentions or merit, that has been altered over 
time to a point where restoration would involve a 
considerable degree of conjecture as evidenced 

The property is listed as Chadwick Guest House 
6 Boundary Street (former Amwell) and of local 
significance in Parramatta LEP. The heritage 
inventory for the property includes the following in 
the Statement of Significance: - - Early house in 
subdivision. Larger house than those in locality 
possibly associated with a notable person. 
 
The relief sought is considered to be outside the 
scope of this planning proposal and cannot be 
pursued through this process. The validity of the 
assessment can be tested in a future 
housekeeping amendment to the LEP. If 
necessary Council can decide to remove this item 
from the Schedule. 
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by this assessment.  

Community Members 3   

 Objects to the increase in allowable height on the 
north side of Boundary Street from 11m to 14m 
as it will reduce natural light and create 
overshadowing of property at 45 Boundary Street, 
which is of heritage value. 

45 Boundary Street is heritage listed as a 
Victorian Cottage and of local significance in 
Holroyd Local Environmental Plan 2013.   
 
In response to the submission, an overshadowing 
analysis has been undertaken to show the impact 
of increased height on the subject property. The 
analysis shows that development to a height of 
the current height control of 11m will cause some 
overshadowing of the front part of the subject 
property in mid- winter. A building to a height of 
14m would increase marginally the extent of 
overshadowing on the property. 
 
It is considered that mitigation measures to 
minimise the extent of overshadowing can be 
dealt with at the time a development application is 
lodged having regard to existing DCP and LEP 
provisions. 
 
 Section 3.3.5 of the DCP provides that dwellings 
within the development site and adjoining 
properties are to receive a minimum of 3 hours 
sunlight in habitable rooms and in at least 50% of 
the private open space between 9 a.m. and 3 
p.m. on 21 June. Where existing development 
currently receives less sunlight than this 
requirement, this should not be unreasonably 
reduced. 
 
Clause 5.10 of Parramatta LEP 2011 also 
requires consideration to be given to the effect of 
proposed development on the heritage 
significance of an item. This could include 
overshadowing effects and measures to 
ameliorate impacts. 
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Community Members 4   

 Supports an FSR of 0.5:1 rather than 0. 4:1.  An FSR of 0.5: 1 is not supported as it would 
result in a scale of development not in sympathy 
with the character of the HCA. At this FSR it may 
be difficult to achieve compliance with separation 
distance guidelines and requirements. If this FSR 
is combined with a height of 9m resulting 
buildings could be bulky and dominant when 
viewed from the street. The FSR of 0. 4:1 is the 
result of extensive urban design testing and will 
result in building forms and scale that are in 
character with the HCA.  

 Seeks the allowance of duplexes to be side by 
side with side garages to save land space and 
allow easier access especially with young 
children 

The objectives and provisions of the HCA seek to 
preserve the single storey character of the front 
part of allotments. It is also important that there is 
only one driveway. These measures would retain 
the predominant historic scale of the 
conservation area, as well as the pattern of a 
single driveway for each allotment. Two 
driveways are not acceptable due to the loss of 
front garden area as the driveways would take up 
a large portion of the front garden, thereby 
adversely affecting the setting of the heritage 
items and the character of the HCA streetscape. 
Dual occupancy development with a two storey 
height has been planned to be located at the rear 
of properties so as not to be detrimental to the 
character of the HCA. Integrated covered parking 
may be able to be incorporated into the design of 
a dual occupancy development however it is very 
important that a deep soil area able to 
accommodate a tree is not compromised by car 
parking. In some situations, the incorporation of 
covered car parking may mean that the allowable 
floor space is not able to be maximised. 
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Community Member 5   

 Objects to the focus on providing for dual 
occupancy development and not on encouraging 
sensitive rebuilds or extensions to a main house 
which would meet the objective of providing much 
needed family/executive homes in Parramatta 

The design controls for the South Parramatta 
HCA in the DCP retain provisions to allow 
additions to houses to increase accommodation – 
providing they are modest. Linked pavilions or 
skillions at the back of a house are supported as 
the form of additions. In addition, proposed 
amendments to the DCP to allow detached two-
storey additions at the rear of properties offer 
property owners additional flexibility to meet their 
accommodation needs. These provisions together 
with the controls of Parramatta LEP 2011 should 
allow the establishment of family/executive 
homes that would meet the needs of 
family/executive living. There are many examples 
of heritage properties in Parramatta that had been 
extended to meet the needs of 21st-century 
accommodation whilst retaining their heritage 
features. 

 Strongly objects to decreasing the FSR within the 
HCA.  Space within/out of buildings is a flexibity 
that must be conceded to the owner or occupier 
particularly when there are ample other controls 
to be complied with to maintain the heritage look 
and feel within this precinct. 

The proposed reduction in FSR from 0.8:1 to 
0.4:1 was the result of extensive planning and 
urban design testing. An FSR of 0.8:1 is designed 
to allow townhouses and multi-unit dwellings 
under an R3 Medium Density Zone. Furthermore, 
this FSR would result in a scale and intensity of 
development that would be out of character with 
the HCA. An FSR of 0. 4:1 is still designed to 
allow opportunities for development in the HCA in 
the form of dual occupancies. 

 Strongly objects to the 7.5m maximum height and 
considers 9m appropriate. A second storey 
extension at the rear of the house which is on 
piers (off the ground by 2 feet or so) has both 
floors with 10 feet or 11ft ceilings and attic/pitched 
roof to match the frontage, need not contend with 
meeting 7.5m height restrictions. 

The maximum height of 7.5m, envisaged for two 
storey detached additions and dual occupancy 
development at the rear of the property, was 
determined after extensive testing and has been 
proposed as this is appropriate for the character 
of the HCA, where the typical house is single 
storey. This height allows the second storey to be 
built partly within the roof space. This enables a 
second storey while keeping new development 
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sufficiently low so as to reduce its visual impact.  
It is considered that a height of 9m is excessive 
and would result in buildings at the rear of 
properties being dominant viewed from the street. 
 
A second storey extension at the rear of an 
existing heritage dwelling would generally not be 
appropriate and would be out of sympathy with 
the character of single storey heritage buildings.  
However, as indicated above the proposed 
amendments to the DCP allow for detached two-
storey additions to be developed at the rear of a 
property.  

 There is no mention whether constructing a new 
facade or additions, forward of the original 
footprint is acceptable if it brings a house in line 
with all other bungalows on the street 

The design controls for the HCA stipulate that 
additions to the front or side of an existing house 
should be avoided.  Front additions would not be 
acceptable and would likely be out of character 
with the HCA 

 The provision for separate accommodation at the 
rear will lead insufficient space for on-site parking 
which will result in cars being parked on the street 
and overcrowding on lots. 

The design controls for the HCA are designed to 
make provision for the required on-site parking. In 
addition, the proposed down-zoning and 
reduction in height and FSR will result in reduced 
traffic generation and reduced pressure on street 
parking. 

 The DCP does not address opportunities 
presented to some properties along Alma and 
Denison Streets by virtue of their being a rear 
lane– to date not agreed to be annexed by 
residential lots or formalised as a lane to serve 
rear entries to properties to help accommodate 
cars on sites in rear garages of each property 
(described above). It may be acceptable to have 
zero offset along the boundaries along a lane and 
some options for discussions are worthwhile and 
well overdue. 

The grassed ‘rear lane’ concerned is owned by 
Council and is identified as the Crimea Street 
Reserve on Council’s GIS database. The land 
has a classification of drainage reserve and public 
recreation garden space and is currently zoned 
R3 Medium Density Residential in Parramatta 
LEP 2011. Because of the status of this land strip 
it is not available for purchase by adjoining 
owners to facilitate development proposals or to 
allow access. 

 Outlines the issues, sacrifices and struggles of 
living in an older timber house with respect to 
sustainability and limits to refurbishment. 

The difficulties of the submitter are appreciated 
and it is acknowledged that ownership of a 
heritage property can have its challenges. 
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Nevertheless, there are resources available to 
assist heritage owners such as the submitter. 
Council’s Heritage Advisor may be able to offer 
practical advice regarding maintenance. It is 
noted that NSW Heritage Council expert 
committees gives free technical advice on 
sustainably upgrading heritage buildings for 
contemporary needs. Conserving a heritage 
property is also an important means of 
sustainability reducing consumption of ecological 
resources and ecological footprint. Council also 
operates a local heritage fund to provide financial 
assistance for appropriate conservation work to 
heritage properties. Finally, whilst Council’s DCP 
states that applications for demolition will be 
considered very cautiously within conservation 
areas this may be the only viable alternative if it 
can be shown that a property has lost its heritage 
significance and economic maintenance is no 
longer possible. 

Community Member 6   

 Local landowners want a higher density of 
development not a de-zoning that will reduce 
property values. Council has rushed this process 
without appropriate consultation on what the local 
community wants in this locality. Properties 
located at 9 and 10 Denison Street, Parramatta 
33 and 33A Crimea Street are to be excluded 
from Council’s planning proposal and subject to 
the submitter’s own separate planning proposal. 
Council will be receiving a petition confirming that 
the majority of the land owners object to Council’s 
proposed planning proposal for the area without 
appropriate consultation. 

A downzoning from RE3 Medium Density 
Residential to R2 Low Density Residential is 
considered appropriate as it will ensure 
consistency with the provisions of Parramatta 
DCP 2011 for the HCA which aims to maintain 
the single storey character of the HCA. 
Townhouses and multi-story development 
allowed in the RE3 Medium Density Residential 
Zone would be out of character with the HCA. 
 
Council has undertaken appropriate and 
extensive consultation with the local community 
on the planning for the HCA and adjoining area. 
In particular pre-statutory consultation was 
undertaken in October 2016. Landowners were 
notified and invited to provide feedback on a 
number of development scenarios. Two drop in 
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sessions were held to enable people to obtain 
further explanation and clarification of the 
proposals. Responses were received from 58 
residents with a high proportion seeking to allow 
some form of development and in particular two-
storey development at the rear to meet housing 
and family needs. 
 
After further review and consideration of feedback 
Council staff recommended support for scenarios 
which allows for detached additions and dual 
occupancy development at the rear of properties. 
 
It is noted that 9 and 10 Denison Street are 
identified in the DCP as bungalows of the 1920s 
and 1930s which must be retained. 33A Crimea 
Street is identified as a Federation houses of the 
1900s – circa 1920 which must be retained. 
No.33 Crimea Street is identified as an intact 
house of the late 1940s and 1950s whose 
conservation is to be encouraged. 

Community Member 7   

 The owners of a property in Carrington Street 
opposes the change in zoning from R3 Medium 
Density Residential to R2 Low Density 
Residential as it will decrease the value of land 
and it is believed that this area is best developed 
due to its close proximity to the City’s public 
facilities.  

A change in zoning of land from RE3 Medium 
Density Residential to R2 Low Density 
Residential is considered appropriate as it will 
ensure consistency with the provisions of 
Parramatta DCP 2011 for the HCA which aims to 
maintain the single storey character of the HCA. 
Townhouses and multi-story development 
allowed in the RE3 Medium Density Residential 
Zone would be out of character with the HCA. 
 
Because of the heritage values of the HCA 
development opportunities within this area should 
be limited. Nevertheless, under the planning 
proposal and proposed DCP amendments it will 
be possible to establish two-storey additions and 
dual occupancy development at the rear of 



Item 13.6 - Attachment 1 Summary of Submissions and Responses 
 

 

Attachment 1 Page 764 
 

properties. 
 
 In addition, there are extensive opportunities for 
housing development in the Parramatta CBD and 
adjoining areas that will meet the demand for 
dwelling units. 
 
 
 

Community Member 8   

 Seeks that the heritage listed item at 29 
Lansdowne Street be removed from Schedule 5 
of the LEP. It is stated that the item is in poor 
condition and too old to repair with rotten interior 
walls. Item should be removed from the Schedule 
to allow the site to be re-developed in line other 
development occurring in the vicinity.  

The property is listed as cottage and of local 
significance in Parramatta LEP. The heritage 
inventory for the property includes the following in 
the statement of significance: The house is of 
significance for the local area for historical 
reasons, and as a representative example of 
residential architecture of the Victorian period in 
this area. Built c. 1895, the house is readily 
identifiable as part of historical building stock and 
contributes to the streetscape. 
 
The relief sought is considered to be outside the 
scope of this planning proposal and cannot be 
pursued through this process. It is noted that the 
submission is not supported by a detailed 
heritage assessment for the removal of the item 
from Schedule 5. The item is considered to be of 
heritage significance, and despite being in fair 
condition, delisting is not considered warranted. It 
is not proposed to add this request to a future 
housekeeping amendment to the LEP. If 
necessary, the submitter can commission an 
independent heritage assessment and or pursue 
a private planning proposal change. 

Heritage Council of NSW   

` The proposed downzoning, including the 
proposed reduction in building height and FSR 
controls, is supported as this will encourage a 

Support for downzoning, reduction in building 
height and FSR controls and DCP amendments is 
noted. 
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reduced scale of development sympathetic to the 
significance of the HCA. The proposed 
strengthening of the DCP controls to align with 
the amended zoning, height and FSR are also 
supported as this will this assist in achieving good 
heritage planning outcomes for future 
development within the HCA. 

 The proposal provides opportunities for new two-
storey development to be accommodated at the 
rear of existing single storey and two storey 
dwellings. Whilst this may be acceptable in 
principle, the indicative potential massing 
scenarios and streetscape views indicate that the 
predominant single storey character of the HCA 
could be diminished over time. It is suggested 
that DCP 2011 includes suitable controls to 
ensure adequate separation distance between 
existing dwellings and new two-storey 
development at the rear, to preserve the historic 
streetscapes of the HCA. Adequate separation 
distance should also provide for deep soil 
landscaping and tree planting, as this will assist in 
softening the appearance of new two-storey 
development, thereby mitigating impacts to 
historic streetscapes. 

Proposed height and FSR limits are designed to 
minimise the impact of two-storey development at 
the rear of properties. It is considered as shown in 
the urban design comparison that two-storey 
development built to comply with an FSR of 0.4:1 
and a height of 7.5 m should not be dominant 
from the street. This will help to preserve the 
historic single storey streetscapes of the HCA. 
However, conversely development built to an 
FSR of 0.5:1 and a height of 9m would result in a 
bulky building to the rear of properties that would 
be dominant from the street. 
 
In addition, the proposed changes to the DCP for 
the HCA are designed to minimise the impact of 
two-storey development at the rear of properties. 
They provide at C.14 that new buildings 
associated with dual occupancy development are 
to be located at the rear of properties behind 
existing buildings and a minimum distance of 20m 
from the front street alignment. Where possible 
new buildings should be set further back with tree 
planting between the existing and new buildings. 
 
Nevertheless, it is considered that the proposed 
DCP amendments could be strengthened to 
minimise the impact of two-storey development. 
 
Design Control C.12 should be replaced with the 
following: 
 
Detached additions may be permitted at the rear 
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of properties, behind existing buildings, and a 
minimum distance of 20m from the front street 
alignment. Adequate deep soil areas and tree 
planting are to be provided between the existing 
and new buildings. 
 
The last sentence of Design Control C.14 should 
be replaced with the following: 
 
The preference is for new buildings to be 
detached and set further back towards the rear of 
the property. Adequate deep soil areas and tree 
planting are to be provided between the existing 
and new buildings.  

 Properties to the northern side of Boundary Street 
includes the property at 6 Boundary Street which 
is identified as a local item in Schedule 5 of 
Parramatta LEP 2011.  Suggests that 
consideration be given to the impact of the 
proposed additional height and FSR on the 
setting of the single storey local item at 6 
Boundary Street. There may be design 
implications for new development on adjoining 
properties which could impede the ability of new 
development from achieving the proposed 
increases and permissible height and floor space. 

It is noted that the property at 6 Boundary Street 
is also the subject of a submission by Community 
Member 2 seeking the removal of this property 
from Schedule 5 of Parramatta LEP 2011.  It is 
not considered that the proposed minor increases 
in permitted FSR and height should have any 
significant effect on this heritage item, which from 
a detailed heritage assessment is not considered 
to have high heritage values. Furthermore, any 
impact can be considered during assessment of 
Development Applications that may be lodged in 
the future. This information will be provided to the 
Development and Traffic Services Unit for 
consideration. 

 In relation to historic archaeology, the subject 
land is located within Archaeological 
Management Unit 3081 which is identified to be of 
local significance with moderate archaeological 
research potential. As there is potential for relics 
to be present at the site, and archaeological 
assessment will be required with any future 
Development Application.  The removal of 
archaeological resources from the site may not be 
supported, and this may have implications for 
proposed future excavation, basement car 

The statement of significance for the AMU states: 
 

This area was marginal to the early 
township. It was the site of the first 
racecourse in Parramatta (1825-1847). The 
land was subdivided in 1856 and 
developed as a residential area throughout 
the late nineteenth and twentieth centuries.  
The physical archaeological evidence 
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parking and the achievement of the proposed 
maximum FSR as part of future development 
proposals. 

within this area may include structural 
features, intact subfloor deposits, open 
deposits and scatters, ecological samples 
and individual artefacts which have 
potential to yield information relating to 
major historic themes Agriculture, Cultural 
Sites, Housing, Land Tenure, Leisure, 
Sport and Townships. 
 
These are matters for consideration of future 
Development Applications. This information has 
been referred to the Development and Traffic 
Services Unit for its consideration. 

Roads and Maritime Services   

 Raises no objection to the planning proposal. 
However, traffic impact assessment of the 
development uplift may be considered in the 
assessment of any future development 
applications on the sites located on the northern 
side of Boundary Street, Parramatta. In support of 
the planning proposal, Roads and Maritime 
request Council to give consideration to a funding 
mechanism towards regional road and transport 
infrastructure. 

Noted. The need for a traffic impact assessment 
of future development applications for sites on the 
northern side of Boundary Street is a matter for 
consideration during assessment of Development 
Applications that may be lodged in the future. 
This information will be provided to the 
Development and Traffic Services Unit for 
consideration.  

Endeavour Energy   

 Has no objection to the planning proposal and 
provides information for electricity supply to sites 
within the area that are proposed to be 
developed.  

These are matters for consideration during 
assessment of Development Applications that 
may be lodged in the future. This information will 
be provided to the Development and Traffic 
Services Unit for consideration. 
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LEADING 

ITEM NUMBER 13.7 

SUBJECT Precinct Support Scheme Funding Agreement for 
Embellishment and Upgrades to Sturt and Acacia Parks, 
Telopea 

REFERENCE F2015/02009 - D06030751 

REPORT OF Project Officer         
 
PURPOSE: 
 
For Council to consider a draft funding agreement with the Department of Planning 
and Environment (DPE) regarding embellishment and upgrades to Sturt and Acacia 
Parks in the Telopea Planned Precinct. 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
(a) That Council authorise the Acting Chief Executive Officer to execute the 

proposed funding agreement (Attachment 1) on behalf of Council. 
 
(b) Further, that Council authorise the Acting Chief Executive Officer to negotiate 

the final project milestones (including timing and staging of funding) prior to 
execution of the agreement, and to make minor edits and corrections to the 
funding agreement of a non-policy and administrative nature. 

 

INTRODUCTION – PRECINCT SUPPORT SCHEME FUNDING 
 
1. A key pathway for rezoning precincts in Greater Sydney is the designation of 

certain areas as “Planned Precincts” by the Department of Planning and 
Environment (DPE). Planned Precincts have also formerly been called “Priority 
Precincts” or “Urban Activation Precincts”. 
 

2. There are several such past and current precincts within the City of Parramatta, 
including Epping, Wentworth Point, Carter Street, Westmead, Wentworthville, 
and Telopea. 
 

3. The NSW Government has established the Precinct Support Scheme (PSS) to 
assist councils to upgrade local infrastructure and provide high-quality urban 
environments in and around Planned Precincts. The scheme is administered by 
DPE, which disburses funding to Councils to deliver infrastructure associated 
with Planned Precincts. Generally, DPE makes available $5 million for one or 
more projects within each Planned Precinct.  

 
4. This report puts forward for Council’s consideration a draft funding agreement 

relating to embellishment and upgrades to Sturt and Acacia Parks within the 
Telopea Planned Precinct. 

 
BACKGROUND – TELOPEA PLANNED PRECINCT TIMELINE 

 
5. July 2015 - March 2017: Council and NSW Land and Housing Corporation 

(LAHC) undertook a master planning process for a 64-hectare area in Telopea. 
This process involved two separate public consultation phases (March-April 
2016 and August-September 2016) and concluded with publication of the 
Telopea Master Plan in March 2017. The Master Plan identified infrastructure 
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upgrades associated with growth in the precinct, which included upgrades to 
Sturt and Acacia Parks. 
 

6. March 2017: Council (the Administrator) resolved to endorse ‘in principle’ the 
Telopea Master Plan prepared by LAHC in collaboration with Council, 
acknowledging that further refinement and analysis was required with respect 
to the: 

 Future detailed Local Environmental Plan (LEP) and Development 
Control Plan (DCP) provisions and controls 

 Nature and scale of intersection upgrades 

 Costing and funding mechanisms of identified infrastructure to support 
the anticipated population increases. 

 
7. 1 June 2017: DPE formally designated Telopea a Priority Precinct (now called 

Planned Precinct). The Planned Precinct boundary covers a larger area than 
the boundary of the Council/LAHC Telopea Master Plan area, as it includes a 
larger area spread across both sides of the existing rail line. 
 

8. 13 October 2017: The Minister for Planning released the Telopea Precinct 
Proposal Stage 1 for consultation. DPE decided to progress the Planned 
Precinct in two stages, with Stage 1 involving rezoning of land within 
Council/LAHC Master Plan area. Consistent with the Council/LAHC Master 
Plan, DPE’s Stage 1 Precinct Proposal identified upgrades to Sturt and Acacia 
Parks. The Stage 1 Precinct Proposal also referenced that the NSW 
Government had allocated up to $5 million of additional funds through a PSS 
grant for local infrastructure upgrades in Telopea. 

 
9. November 2017 – April 2018: Council and DPE officers resolved the contents 

of a draft PSS funding agreement in relation to upgrades to public open space 
in Telopea. The draft agreement relating to these upgrades is now put forward 
for Council’s consideration. 

 
SUMMARY OF DRAFT FUNDING AGREEMENT AND PROPOSED WORKS 
 
10. The draft funding agreement is attached to this report at Attachment 1. The 

upgrade project is to take place between June 2018 – March 2021, with key 
milestones proposed as follows. 
 

Milestone Description Date 
completed 

Funding 
required 

to achieve 
milestone 

Project 
commencement 

Project Commencement 
 
Next actions: Strategic concept 
designs and indicative cost plans 

June 2018 $0 

Milestone 1 Completion of strategic concept 
designs, confirmation of scope and 
indicative cost plan 
 
Next actions: Concept designs, 
community consultation and planning 

February 
2019 

$225,000 
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approval 
Milestone 2 Completion of concept designs, 

community consultation and planning 
approvals 
 
Next actions: Detailed design and 
construction tender 

August 
2019 

$525,000 

Milestone 3 Construction commencement 
 
Next action: Delivery 

December 
2019 

$10,000 

Milestone 4 Construction completion  
 
Next action: Commissioning 

December 
2020 

$4,230,000 

Project 
completion 

Public opening March 
2021 

$10,000 

 
11. The disbursement of the total funding amount under the agreement ($5 million 

incl. GST) is to be made as soon as practicable after project commencement in 
June 2018. 
 

12. Council officers are reviewing the proposed project milestones (including timing 
and staging of funding) in order to align with Council’s operational 
programming. Therefore, it is recommended that Council authorises the Acting 
Chief Executive Officer to negotiate the final project milestones (including 
timing and staging of funding) prior to execution of the agreement. 
 

13. The embellishment and upgrade works to the parks would encompass the 
following elements, pending the outcomes of concept design and consultation:  

 Minor earthworks 

 Improved drainage 

 Works around creek at Sturt Park (i.e. flood mitigation, bush regeneration, 
bioswales, etc.) 

 Landscaping and turf 

 New and upgraded park furniture elements such as seating, bike racks, 
bins, BBQs, bubblers, shade structures, etc. 

 Playground and fitness equipment 

 New, relocated toilet facilities 

 Improved play courts 

 Improved cricket pitch at Sturt Park 

 Skate park upgrade at Sturt Park 

 Improving park entrances and pathways 

 Works to improve legibility and safety throughout the park  
 
CONSULTATION 
 
14. As is Council’s standard practice with open space upgrades, the community will 

be consulted as part of this upgrade project. For a project with the potential 
scope of works identified here, Council would typically conduct an onsite 
community workshop (potentially in partnership with another Council 
community event) in each of the two parks to inform the development of a 
concept design. This concept design would then be placed on public exhibition 
for comment by those who attended the workshop/event and the wider public. 
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15. As noted above, the draft funding agreement proposes that consultation will 
occur between February 2019 and August 2019. 

 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS FOR COUNCIL 
 
16. If executed, DPE will provide PSS funds to Council under the attached 

agreement to progress meeting open space needs in Telopea. As described 

previously in this report, the funding agreement with DPE is structured on 

completion of agreed milestones however, disbursement of funds is proposed 

in a lump sum upon project commencement. 

 

17. Council is currently working with LAHC and DPE to review the current 

contributions framework as part of the Telopea Planned Precinct process, in 

order to ensure that the infrastructure needs of the precinct – including for open 

space - are met.  

 

18. The receipt of the PSS funds relatively early in the precinct planning process 

will help maximise the infrastructure that is delivered alongside rezoning and 

redevelopment (rather than later, after significant growth has already occurred). 

 
19. At a recent ward Councillor briefing session, the issue of alternative 

infrastructure in Telopea towards which the PSS funds could be directed was 

raised. If, while considering the draft agreement, Council decides that 

alternative infrastructure items in Telopea should be explored for PSS funding, 

then Council could resolve to: 
 

a. not authorise the CEO to execute the proposed funding agreement on 

behalf of Council (as per the recommendation); 

b. nominate alternative infrastructure projects within Telopea which could be 

the subject of an amended application for PSS funding; 

c. direct Council officers to continue negotiations with DPE on these 

nominated items; and 

d. request a further report be brought to Council relating to the outcomes of 

these further negotiations. 

 
INTERNAL LEGAL REVIEW 
 
20. Council’s legal team has advised that the draft agreement is acceptable from a 

legal perspective. 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
21. Open space upgrades in Telopea are considered an appropriate item for the 

PSS funding program, as upgrades to the parks have been consistently 

identified throughout the precinct planning process, and public open space 

upgrades are able to be delivered relatively early in the redevelopment process 

(as Council already owns the land). It is therefore recommended that Council 

authorise the CEO to execute the proposed funding agreement on Council’s 

behalf. 
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22. Council officers are reviewing the proposed project milestones (including timing 
and staging of funding) in order to align with Council’s operational 
programming. Therefore, it is recommended that Council authorises the Acting 
Chief Executive Officer to negotiate the final project milestones (including 
timing and staging of funding) prior to execution of the agreement, as well as to 
make minor edits and corrections of a non-policy and administrative nature. 

 
 
Sarah Baker 
Project Officer Land Use Planning 
 
Robert Cologna 
A/Service Manager Land Use Planning 
 
Sue Weatherley 
Director Strategic Outcomes and Development 
 
Jim Stefan 
Acting Director City Services 
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LEADING 

ITEM NUMBER 13.8 

SUBJECT Epping Town Centre Traffic Study and other Epping Planning 
Review Matters 

REFERENCE F2017/00210 - D06023116 

REPORT OF Snr Project Officer 

PREVIOUS ITEMS 11.3 - Epping Planning Review - Completion of Stage 1 and 
Commencement of Stage 2 - Council - 14 Aug 2017 6:00pm 
12.5 - Update on Epping Planning Review and Related Matters 
- Council - 12 Feb 2018 6.30pm
13.4 - Outcomes of Public Exhibition - Draft Amendments to
Hornsby Development Control Plan 2013 - Tree and Vegetation
Preservation - Council - 26 Feb 2018 6.30pm

PURPOSE: 

This report details the progress of the Epping Town Centre Traffic Study and 
updates Council on the implications for the findings of the Epping Planning Review, 
as well as several related planning matters relevant to the Epping Town Centre.  

RECOMMENDATION 

(a) That Council note this update on the Epping Planning Review and related
matters.

(b) That Council exhibits the Epping Town Centre Traffic Study and
supporting documentation to enable comment from major stakeholders in
accordance with the consultation plan described in the body of this report.

(c) That despite recommendation (b) above, that Council adopts the position
that it does not support any:

i. Planning proposal or preliminary planning proposal that applies to
sites situated within the Epping Planning Review Study Area which
seek to deliver extra housing in addition to what can be achieved
under the current planning controls, unless the planning proposal is
seeking to address a planning issue identified in Council’s Epping
Planning Review process related to heritage interface controls,
commercial floor space or resolving open space issues at Forest
Park.

ii. Development applications seeking an increase in residential density
via clause 4.6 of the PLEP 2011

and that Council write to the Department of Planning and Environment 
(DP&E) advising them of this position. 

(d) That in relation to the Austino Planning Proposal that Council write to the
DP&E to:-

i. Object to the Planning Proposal in its current form and density
proceeding; and

ii. Request that Council be re-instated as the RPA so that Council can
pursue a Planning Proposal that would retain the current controls that
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apply to the site with the exception of the former Bowling Club portion 
of the site which would be rezoned from RE1 Public Recreation to R4 
High Density Residential with a maximum Height of Building control of 
17.5m and FSR of 1.5:1. 

(e) That should Council be re-instated as the RPA (on the basis that it will 
pursue a Planning Proposal as per (d)(ii) above) Council officers be 
authorized to commence discussions with the Austino PP applicant about 
the form of the Planning Proposal and whether there are any opportunities 
for some contribution to additional open space as part of the Planning 
Proposal. The outcome of these discussions should be reported to 
Council.  

(f) That Council write to the Minster for Planning and the Greater Sydney 
Commission and request the State Significant Development currently 
being progressed for 240-244 Beecroft Road be placed on hold until: 

i. the supplementary work on a new road link has been completed; and 

ii. that the relevant approval authority agrees to the provision of 
commercial floor space equivalent to a 1:1 FSR. 

(g) That a further report is brought to Council on the options for the Rawson 
Street carpark site as a site for future civic space and community facilities 
and analysis on whether any EOI process should be commenced to seek 
partners to redevelop the site and realise the FSR available on the site.  

(h) That a further report is brought to Council on the outcome of the 
consultation on the Epping Town Centre Traffic Study and the results of 
the supplementary traffic analysis discussed in this report on:- 

i. Reopening of the former M2 bus tunnel link; and 

ii. A new east west road link through 240-244 Beecroft Road 

(i) That a Planning Proposal including all necessary background studies and 
analysis be prepared to progress the recommended LEP amendments 
detailed in this report relating to:- 

i. Rosebank Avenue HCA, Precinct; 

ii. 1, 3, 3A, 5, 7, and 7A Norfolk Road and 25 Pembroke Street; 

iii. Essex Street HCA Precinct; 

iv. Rose Street Precinct; and 

v. Rockleigh Park Precinct; 

and that the Planning Proposal and associated material be reported to 
Council for endorsement before it is forwarded to the Department of 
Planning and Environment seeking any Gateway Determination for the 
planning proposal. 

(j) Further, that a Planning Proposal including all necessary background 
studies and analysis be prepared to progress the recommended LEP 
amendments detailed in this report relating to new controls to require the 
provision of commercial floor space in the centre and that the Planning 
Proposal and associated material be reported to Council for endorsement 
before it is forwarded to the Department of Planning and Environment 
seeking any Gateway Determination for the planning proposal. 
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BACKGROUND 

1. This report is a progression of a Council report deferred from the 12 February 
2018 Council meeting (Item 12.5) provided at Attachment 1. This report also 
relates to a Council assessment of the Austino planning proposal. 

2. As noted above, Item 12.5 from the 12 February 2018 Council meeting which 
sought to provide an update on the status of the Epping Planning Review and 
associated matters was deferred. It resolved as follows: 

That consideration of this matter be deferred for the following reasons: 

1. Consultation with Ward Councillors.  

2. That Council write to the Department of Planning seeking clarification 
around the decision of 1 December 2017 to appoint the Sydney Central 
Planning Panel as the relevant Planning Authority, meaning that 
Council no longer has relevant planning Authority Status for this 
proposal. Council is seeking this clarification particularly around the fact 
that the Department of Planning and Environment will be referring the 
outcome of the Traffic Study to make their determination which is the 
reason for our Council delaying a recommendation to the Council.    

3. Upon receipt of the valuation for the former Epping Bowling Club 
site, the formal valuation be the subject of a Briefing to Ward 
Councillors and any other interested Councillors prior to the Austino 
Planning Proposal or any update on the Epping Planning Review being 
reported back to Council. 

3. In response to the resolution of 12 February 2018: 

a. A Workshop was held with Councillors on 16 February 2018 so that the 
applicants of two preliminary planning proposals – Oakstand 
consortium and Lyon Group – could present their respective 
preliminary planning proposals. These preliminary planning proposals 
are detailed later in this report. 

b. A Councillor briefing session was held with Ward Councillors on 
Wednesday, 28th March 2018 which provided an update on the Epping 
Planning review including the draft findings on the Epping Town Centre 
Traffic Study and valuation report on 725 Blaxland Road. 

c. A meeting was held with the Member for Epping, Damien Tudehope on 
Thursday, 29th March 2018 which also provided an update on the 
Epping Planning review and included a discussion on the draft findings 
on the Epping Town Centre Traffic Study and valuation report on 725 
Blaxland Road. 

4. Consistent with resolution 2 above, on 1 March 2018, Council Officers wrote to 
the Department of Planning and Environment (DP&E) seeking clarification on 
the removal of the relevant planning authority role from City of Parramatta 
council. The DP&E’s response is attached to this report at Attachment 2. 

OVERVIEW OF EPPING PLANNING REVIEW AND STRUCTURE OF THIS 
REPORT 

5. The Epping Planning Review (EPR) was initiated as a review of planning 
controls for the Epping Town Centre and immediate surrounds (refer to the 
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area delineated orange in the figure below) to address the issues of land use 
conflicts. These conflicts were raised by the Epping Community following from 
the DP&E’s Priority Precinct process which increased the density controls in 
March 2014. The EPR Study Area is shown in Figure 1. 

 

Figure 1 - Epping Planning Review study area showing the town centre and immediate 
surrounds 

6. The EPR has also followed the Council boundary changes occurring in May 
2016 under which the Epping Town Centre came to be entirely contained within 
the City of Parramatta (having previously been split between Parramatta City 
and Hornsby Shire Councils). 

7. One objective of the EPR has been to create a unified planning framework for 
the Epping Town Centre and its immediate surrounds, including one set of LEP 
and DCP controls, a unified development contributions framework and one 
public domain plan. Council has already developed a single development 
contributions framework for the Epping Town Centre and Council’s formal LGA-
wide Harmonization Process will have a role in bringing some further 
consistency to the planning controls. 

8. The EPR has two stages. The first stage has involved undertaking technical 
studies and community consultation to inform planning control amendments to 
resolve land use conflicts or issues. The last remaining element of this stage is 
the completion of traffic analysis and the major element of this is the Epping 
Town Centre Traffic Study. 

9. The Epping Town Centre Traffic Study (ETCTS) is the key component of this 
report, as its findings have major implications for the Epping Town Centre in the 



Council 28 May 2018 Item 13.8 

- 848 - 

short to mid-term. The implications of the ETCTS are also discussed with 
regards to: 

a. Updates on the status of LEP and DCP amendments affecting land 
within the Town Centre with a small section of the report discussing the 
release of the final Central City District Plan in March 2018 and 
relationship with the EPR. 

b. the State Significant Development proposal affecting NSW 
Government owned land at 240-244 Beecroft Road, Epping. 

c. The Austino Planning Proposal and Preliminary planning 
proposals affecting land within the Town Centre. 

10. This report makes recommendations on: 

a. the interface areas at Rosebank Avenue, Rockleigh Park, Pembroke 
Street/Norfolk Rd, Essex Street and the Rose Street Precinct;  

b. commercial floorspace within the centre; and 

c. potential social infrastructure provision on the Rawson Street Car 
Parking site. 

RELATED PLANNING POLICY MATTERS 

11. A series of recent policy amendments (LEP, DCP and development 
contributions plans) are complete which apply to land within the EPR study 
area and relate to: 

a. Housekeeping Amendment to Hornsby LEP 2013 recently coming into 
effect. 

b. Fast Tracked Amendments to Parramatta DCP 2011 involving footpath 
widening recently coming into effect. 

c. Amendment to Hornsby DCP 2013 - Tree Preservation and associated 
matters raised by Council in its resolution from the 26 February 2018 
Council meeting pertaining to tree removal in Forest Park and the 
potential impact of Austino planning proposal on trees in the north of 
Forest Park are detailed in Attachment 3 to this report. 

d. Section 94 and 94A Developer Contributions Plans applying to the 
EPR area recently coming into effect. 

12. These matters are further detailed in Attachment 3. 

Greater Sydney Region Plan and Central City District Plan 

13. In March 2018, the Greater Sydney Commission (GSC) released the final 
Central City District Plan (CCDP) and its metro-wide level plan Greater Sydney 
Region Plan - A Metropolis of Three Cities. 

14. In both plans, Epping is identified as a ‘Strategic Centre’ for 2036. However, in 
the earlier iterations of the District Plan and Metro Plan, Epping was identified 
as a “Town Centre” or “Local Centre”. Thus the role of the Epping Town Centre 
has been elevated to a higher-order centre without any corresponding dialogue 
or justification. Also, the ‘Strategic Centre’ category is still not clearly defined in 
the Final Plans. The change has also occurred ahead of completion of the 
Epping Town Centre Traffic Study. 

15. The CCDP establishes dwelling targets for the five year period from 2016 to 
2021 for the Parramatta LGA and jobs targets for lower and higher scenarios 
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for 2036 for Epping, specifically. In the context of the Epping Planning Review 
and recent development forecast, these are discussed below: 

a. With regards to dwelling targets for that period, the CCDP sees 
21,650 additional dwellings for the 2016-2021 period for the Parramatta 
LGA. Analysis contained in this report on recent dwelling growth within 
the Epping Town Centre demonstrates that recent growth patterns 
mean this centre can meet a substantial proportion of this target. 

b. With regards to the jobs targets, the Epping Town Centre is identified 
as a Strategic Centre for 2036 with a jobs target of 1,900 additional 
jobs (2036 baseline) to 2,400 additional job (2036 higher target). These 
are on top of the 5,100 jobs that the CCDP sees as the baseline for 
2016. Further discussion about the provision of commercial floorspace 
is provided further in this report. 

16. Furthermore, a series of actions (both direct or indirect) across a number of the 
CCDP’s Planning Priorities apply to the Epping Town Centre and largely 
involve collaboration with the DP&E and GSC. 

EPPING PLANNING REVIEW - STAGE 1 

17. The major elements of Stage 1 of the EPR were spelled out in the 12 February 
2018 report (Item 12.5) which noted that Stage 1 of the Epping Planning 
Review was largely completed with the exception of a Final Traffic Study. This 
was precluded by a report of Council at its meeting on 14 August 2017 which 
reported the Discussion Paper and its supporting technical studies. 

18. An Interim Traffic Modelling Report (dated June 2017) was prepared by 
EMM for the purposes of the Epping Planning Review Discussion Paper which 
was exhibited in June/July 2017. The Interim Report formed preliminary 
analysis in order to consult the Epping community on traffic and access in and 
around the Town Centre. 

19. At the 14 August 2017 Council meeting, Council endorsed a suite of principles 
to guide Stage 2 of the Epping Planning Review. The issues discussed in this 
report directly affect many of the principles. 

Epping Planning Review Steering Group 

20. To ensure delivery of the Epping Planning Review, in February 2017, Council 
established the Epping Planning Review State Agency Steering Group which 
has representation from the Greater Sydney Commission, the Department of 
Planning and Environment, Transport for NSW and Roads and Maritime 
Services.  

21. The Steering Group is also consistent with the Central City District Plan where: 

Parramatta City Council is leading the review of planning controls and the 
Commission is collaborating with Council and other State agencies to 
address social infrastructure, traffic, heritage and commercial land issues 
(p.21). 

22. Given the recommendations within this report, the role of the Steering Group in 
providing further direction on the Epping Planning Review process is 
paramount. 

BACKGROUND TO EPPING TOWN CENTRE TRAFFIC STUDY 

23. The principal traffic study underpinning the existing planning controls which is 
now outdated is the Halcrow Study of 2011 commissioned by Hornsby 
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Council, the then Parramatta City Council and the DP&E prior to the Priority 
Precinct process formally commencing. The Epping Town Centre Traffic Study 
(ETCTS) replaces this analysis. 

24. The Halcrow Study tested the short term and long term land use scenarios: 

a. The short term (2016) land use scenario was based on a forecast of 
additional 900 dwellings and additional 3,000sqm of retail uses; and 

b. The long term (2026) land use forecast a further 2,100 dwellings and 
another 3,000sqm of retail uses. 

25. In total, this tested the impact of 3,000 additional dwellings and 6,000sqm of 
additional retail within the Town Centre by 2026. As is discussed further in this 
report, the Halcrow assumptions on residential land use have substantially 
underestimated the development trends. 

EMM’s Interim Traffic Study (2017)  

26. The preliminary analysis carried out by EMM in 2017 as part of the Interim 
Traffic Modelling report for the purposes of the EPR Discussion Paper allowed 
discussion of the issues as part of the Discussion Paper process. Specifically, 
the preliminary study identified the following key issues: 

a. The east west Carlingford Road/Epping Road and north south Beecroft 
Road/Blaxland Road are sub-regional routes that converge at the Town 
Centre mixing with local traffic. 

b. Approximately 89% of trips that cross the bridge are through traffic trips 
where the origin and destination of the trip is outside the Epping Town 
Centre. 

c. The through trips are a significant barrier to improving the traffic flow 
around the Epping Town Centre. (Note: Centres are usually structured 
in a way that separates local traffic from through-traffic, but the Epping 
Town Centre is not). 

d. The widening of the rail bridge will not be a “game changer” given the 
time it will take motorists to cross the bridge. In other words, the 
expansion of the bridge will be an improvement, but will not be a 
significant improvement in providing relief to congestion. 

e. Traffic routes and intersections are currently operating at over-
saturated traffic levels for both the morning and afternoon peak hour, 
and the increased intersection traffic delays are already displacing 
some of the previous regional through traffic movements away from the 
Epping Town centre to other parallel traffic routes such as the M2 
Motorway for east-west traffic and Midson Road for north-south traffic. 

Local road upgrades 

27. The Roads and Maritime Services’ (RMS) program of main road improvements 
within the town centre have been factored into the ETCTS. They are: 

a. Widening of Epping Road from two lanes to three lanes involving: 

i. Removal of the right turn movement from Langston Place into 
Epping Road, 

ii. Removal of the right turn movement from Epping Road into 
Smith Street and Forest Gove; 
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iii. New dedicated right turn lanes from Essex Street into Epping 
Road; and 

iv. New traffic light controlled pedestrian crossing for Epping Road 
and Essex Street. 

b. Upgrading the Beecroft Road and Carlingford Road intersection in 
Epping involving: 

i. New traffic light controlled pedestrian crossing for Carlingford 
and Beecroft Roads; 

ii. Additional right-turn lane from Beecroft Road into Carlingford 
Road; and 

iii. New pedestrian path to link with the exiting path to Epping 
Station. 

28. A critical factor is that the traffic modelling undertaken since 2011 all factor in a 
widening of the rail bridge carriageway on Epping Road to accommodate an 
additional westbound lane. In a letter from the DP&E to Council dated 7 
November 2017, it notes that “Transport for NSW is investigating several 
options for widening this overpass and the Council would be informed of the 
results when the investigation concludes” but the letter did not provide a 
timeframe. Since the receipt of the letter, Council Officers have not been 
provided with an update. 

Dwelling forecasts since 2011 and actual dwelling growth 

29. In order to understand the significance of the findings from the ETCTS (covered 
in the next section), it is important to understand recent (actual) and anticipated 
dwelling growth in the context of the growth predicted by the DP&E as part of 
the former Epping Priority Precinct process completed in March 2014. This 
must be understood so that infrastructure providers (Council and the State 
government) can ensure the delivery of appropriate infrastructure at the right 
time. 

Dwelling forecasts 

30. During the progression of the DP&E’s Priority Precinct process, dwelling growth 
forecasts were reviewed from 3,000 additional dwellings for 2026 in the 
Halcrow Study to 3,750 additional dwellings for the year 2036 as per the 
Department of Planning and Environment’s (DP&E’s) Finalisation Report 
(November 2013). However, shortly after the City of Parramatta commenced 
the EPR process, in early 2017, the DP&E revised its forecast figure of 3,750 
additional dwellings to 5,500 additional dwellings by 2036 and set a maximum 
dwelling yield of 10,000 additional dwellings at a 100% take up rate. 

Actual dwelling growth 

31. The Epping Planning Review Discussion Paper (June 2017) noted that Council 
Officers had reviewed recent development applications and approvals to track 
actual growth against the dwelling forecasts undertaken by the DP&E and/or 
during the Priority Precinct process. This reviewed all of the pre-lodgments, 
DAs under assessment and determined (both under construction and not yet 
under construction) that have occurred since March 2014 when the new Priority 
Precinct controls came into effect and found that 4,735 additional dwellings 
could be delivered in the short to mid term (assumed to be as early as 2023), if 
all DAs are constructed and fully occupied in that time. This equates to an 
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additional 10,890 people within the centre assuming a household size of 2.3 
persons per household (Source: Council’s Social Outcomes Unit). 

32. Then again, for the purpose of this Council report, on 19 April 2018, Council 
Officers tracked this figure to 5,553 additional dwellings by 2023. This is 
made up of 3,940 approved dwellings and 1,613 dwellings under assessment. 
Again, applying an occupancy rate of 2.3 persons per household, this means 
an additional 12,771 people in the town centre by 2023. With no signs of the 
Town Centre’s residential market slowing down, Council Officers conclude that 
within 4 years of the new planning framework being in place, the DP&E’s 
revised 5,550 additional dwelling target for 2036 is well on its way to being met 
well before 2036. 

What does this growth mean? 

33. The tracked growth is well above what was forecast and planned for by the 
DP&E during the Priority Precinct process. In effect, the 2036 revised forecast 
of last year by the DP&E (of 5,500 dwellings) will already effectively be met 
within 4 years of the new planning controls if the development detailed in 
existing approvals and applications are realised. 

34. The rate of this growth has significant implications for the amenity and function 
of the centre including infrastructure provision in the short and mid-terms. For 
example: 

a. The widening of the rail bridge carriageway on Epping Road to 
accommodate an additional westbound lane is yet to be delivered by 
the State Government. 

b. Education infrastructure such as schools managed by the Department 
of Education (public schools) as well as private schools will be under 
more pressure. 

c. The significant loss of commercial floorspace spelled out in the SGS 
Commercial Floorspace Study and the Epping Planning Review 
Discussion Paper exhibited in mid 2017 means the future amenity and 
function of Epping as a centre is at stake. 

d. The provision of local infrastructure (libraries, community facilities, 
open space and recreational facilities) is under pressure to be 
enhanced and improved. 

Conclusions 

35. Comparing the Town Centre’s growth with the CCDP’s dwelling targets for the 
Parramatta local government area (LGA) for the 2016-2021 period which is 
(21,650 dwellings), the 5,553 additional dwellings represents a substantial 
proportion of the dwelling target although some of that growth has occurred 
post March 2014. 

36. In addition to the tracked dwelling growth since March 2014, there is substantial 
interest from developers and land owners within and around the town centre 
seeking an increase in residential yield above what the current controls allow 
via a planning proposal process.  

37. Council must ensure that the amenity of the centre as well as the long term 
social, environmental and economic aspirations of the Epping community are 
not undermined. Both the Greater Sydney Commission and the DP&E have a 
critical role in this. 

EPPING TOWN CENTRE TRAFFIC STUDY 



Council 28 May 2018 Item 13.8 

- 853 - 

38. Council Officers commissioned EMM Planning and Environmental Consultancy 
in March 2017 to revise the traffic analysis work done as part of the DP&E’s 
Precinct Planning process. 

39. The Epping Town Centre Traffic Study (ETCTS) effectively replaces the 2011 
Halcrow Study which formed the basis for the current planning controls within 
the Town Centre. It also replaces other applicant-prepared traffic analysis from 
2015. A copy of the ETCTS is provided at Attachments 4 and 5 (Attachment 4 
comprises the Traffic Report and Attachment 5 comprises the Appendices). 

The EMM Epping Town Centre model 

40. The traffic model was developed by Transport Modelling for EMM. The base 
model report was completed in December 2017 and forwarded to the RMS for 
authorisation which was received in February 2018. In its response, RMS 
stated that the consultant’s 2017 base model is suitable for traffic assignment 
analysis (traffic distribution) for the assessment of any future proposals within 
the study area. 

41. The ETCTS models the co‐ordinated operation of a chain of linked 
intersections. It does this for four existing and future traffic network model and 
land use scenarios which are: 

a. Existing actual peak hour intersection traffic volumes which were 
surveyed in March 2017; 

b. Modelled base case 2017 intersection traffic volumes from the EMME 
model; 

c. Modelled +5,000 dwellings growth scenario intersection traffic volumes 
from 2026; and 

d. Modelled +10,000 dwellings growth scenario intersection traffic 
volumes from 2026. 

42. To develop a base year for the network traffic model, in March 2017 the 
following peak hour surveys, travel time surveys and traffic queue length 
observations were undertaken: 

a. Peak hourly intersection turning movements at 17 intersections; 

b. Morning/afternoon peak hour travel time surveys across the full study 
area; 

c. Morning/afternoon peak hour maximum traffic queues for traffic signal 
operations on Beecroft Road, Carlingford, Epping and Blaxland Roads. 

43. The model then tests two future residential growth scenarios in the study area 
as follows: 

a. A 2026 land use scenario tests 5,000 additional dwellings 

b. A 2036 land use scenario tests 10,000 additional dwellings. 

These scenarios are additional dwellings realized after the new DP&E planning 
controls came into effect in March 2014. 

44. The ETCTS also includes preliminary analysis of two local road network 
options: 

a. The reopening of the former M2 bus tunnel link to Epping Station as a 
one way westbound link with left turn egress only at Beecroft Road and 
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b. A new east west road link connecting between Ray Road and Beecroft 
Road, through the NSW Government site at 240-244 Beecroft Road on 
the western side of Beecroft Road. 

45. These two road network options are only explored in a preliminary sense for the 
2026 and 2036 future traffic network models. This seeks to determine the 
potential future extent of the likely road network traffic delay benefits for locally 
based traffic accessing the major road network at Epping. Refer to Sections 7.3 
and 7.4 of the ETCTS provided at Attachment 4. 

ETCTS Findings 

46. The broad findings from the ETCTS are summarized below. 

Findings from Survey Counts 

47. For the March 2017 surveyed morning and afternoon peak hour traffic 
conditions the findings are as follows:  

a. Up to four of the six key intersections on the four major traffic routes 
(via Beecroft Road, Blaxland Road, Carlingford Road and Epping 
Road) are operating at over saturated (level of service F) traffic 
conditions respectively with an average 5 minute waiting time. 

b. During the morning peak period the combined eastbound and 
southbound traffic queues on Carlingford Road and Beecroft Road can 
reach a combined total length of approximate 1.5 km. 

c. The most widespread traffic queuing effects on all areas of the road 
network are considered to occur at approximately 8:40 am and 5:40pm, 
consistent with the Sydney regional major road traffic conditions. 

d. The increasing road traffic congestion occurring in the Town Centre 
area, is adversely affecting both the regional through traffic movements 
and local traffic accessibility to the major road network. 

Future years of 2026 and 2036 

48. The findings of the +5,000 and +10,000 dwellings growth scenario intersection 
traffic volumes for the 2026 and 2036 are as follows: 

a. Future peak hour traffic conditions continue to worsen even when the 
full programs of the identified RMS and Council road improvements 
have been implemented. 

b. In the road networks, five to six of the assessed intersections will have 
traffic conditions operating at oversaturated (level of service F) during 
both the morning and afternoon traffic peak periods. As an example, in 
2026, the Carlingford Road/Beecroft Road intersection has an average 
delay which equates to 70.5 minutes (morning peak) and 23.5 minutes 
(afternoon peak). In 2036, this increases to 77 minutes (morning peak) 
and improves to 10.5 mins in the afternoon peak. 

c. In 2036, over 3,300 vehicles cannot enter the network. 

49. The average intersection delays are predicted to improve by 2036 from the 
2026 base scenario as a result of Council proposed road improvements which 
are anticipated to be implemented during this period. However, the most crucial 
intersection – Beecroft Road – actually experiences a higher average delay in 
2036 than for the 2026 case (p.41). 
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50. The ETCTS also finds that the afternoon performance of the network for the 
base 2036 is such that it is unlikely that there will be any spare capacity for 
additional vehicles (p.41). 

Additional westbound lane on Epping Bridge 

51. The additional westbound lane on Epping Bridge would primarily benefit the 
afternoon peak hour westbound regional traffic movements travelling through 
the Town Centre. However, if the bridge were to operate with future tidal flow 
traffic conditions such as four lanes eastbound during the morning peak periods 
with two lanes westbound and three lanes in each direction during the 
afternoon peak periods, this future improvement could provide significant travel 
flow benefits during both these peak periods. 

Additional road network options 

52. The findings from preliminary testing of two additional road network options, are 
as follows: 

a. Reopening of the former M2 bus tunnel link: the envisaged number 
of vehicles that would use the tunnel would result in equivalent peak 
hourly traffic reductions for certain southbound right turning traffic and 
westbound traffic movements. These “would probably have significant 
network traffic benefits in terms of reducing the future peak hourly 
intersection traffic delays at these intersections” (ETCTS, p.45). 

b. A new east west road link through 240-244 Beecroft Road: the 
envisaged number of vehicles that would use the through link would 
result in equivalent peak hourly traffic reductions for the other traffic 
movements using the Carlingford Road intersections with Beecroft 
Road or Ray Road and Rawson Street which “could have significant 
network traffic benefits in terms of reducing the future peak hourly 
intersection traffic delays at these intersections” (ETCTS, p.45). 

53. However, further SIDRA intersection analysis is required of the above two road 
network options, this analysis is currently underway. 

Implications 

54. The findings from the ETCTS has major land use and infrastructure implications 
for town centre and surrounds. Therefore, Council Officers see that the role of 
the ETCTS is to:  

a. Inform planning policy affecting the Study Area particularly in relation 
to:  

i. Certain proposals seeking an increase in residential yield; and  

ii. State Significant Development applications. 

b. Provide a basis for Council to take to the DP&E, GSC and the Minister 
for Planning seeking support for: 

i. a position on residential development that indicates that any 
growth in residential development should only be permitted to 
resolve planning issues in Epping rather than just to permit 
additional residential development above what can be achieved 
under the current controls; and 

ii. a coordinated approach to infrastructure delivery consistent with 
actions within the CCDP. 
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c. Inform changes to the principles adopted by Council on 14 August 
2017 that relate to: 

i. Heritage interface; 

ii. Commercial floorpsace; and 

iii. Open space and community infrastructure. 

Consultation 

55. The ETCTS and any associated traffic analysis as part of the overall ETCTS 
brief should be placed on exhibition so that the major stakeholders (such as 
RMS, Transport for NSW (TfNSW), DP&E, GSC, landowners and the wider 
community) have an opportunity to comment on the documentation. 
Consultation will occur via: 

a. Formal invitation to State agencies represented on the EPR Steering 
Group which are RMS, TfNSW, DP&E and GSC. 

b. Formal invitation to major land owners formally seeking density 
residential density uplift such as Austino, Oakstand and Lyon Group. 

c. Notification e-newsletter to the 440 residents and businesses 
registered on the EPR project mailout database. This will include local 
residents and business as well as planning consultants acting for 
Epping landowners. 

d. A public notice in the Northern District Times. 

56. The ETCTS and associated supporting material will be made available on the 
EPR project website. 

IMPACT OF ETCTS ON STATE SIGNIFICANT DEVELOPMENT AT 240-244 
BEECROFT ROAD 

57. The State government owned site at 240-244 Beecroft Road (refer to Figure 2) 
once used for the Sydney Metro Northwest project is subject of a State 
Significant Development (SSD) application. 
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Figure 2 - State government owned land at 240-244 Beecroft Road, Epping 
 

58. The background to his SSD application up to January 2018 is contained within 
the deferred Council report of 12 February 2018 (Attachment 1). However, the 
role of the site in the future development of the Town Centre is key in two ways: 
from both land use and traffic/access perspectives. 

Land Use issue 

59. The SSD application applies to 10,120sqm of the 13,342sqm total site area and 
proposes 39,000sqm of GFA (450 residential units) and 15 storeys which 
equates to a 3.8:1 FSR. Of that, the SSC proposes 2,000sqm of commercial 
FSR which equates to 0.2:1 to be located at ground level on Road (could be 
general store, childcare, gymnasiun, café, small offices). 

60. The Commercial Floorspace Study by SGS prepared for the purposes of the 
EPR Discussion Paper saw that there has been a loss of commercial 
floorspace estimated at about 63%. Further internal analysis undertaken by 
Council Officers in early February 2018 has identified that that approximately 
8,200sqm retail and 35,200sqm office floorspace needs to be “replaced” 
within the Town Centre. Given its scale, this site plays an important role.  

61. From a planning perspective, the SSD process presents Council with an 
opportunity to negotiate an outcome because: 

a. The site’s current zoning (R4 High Density Residential) does not 
require any commercial floorspace however, a neighbourhood shop 
use (max. 100sqm) is permissible within the zone. 

b. The site’s previous zone (B4 Mixed Use) would still have allowed the 
commercial office building on that site to be demolished and replaced 
with a building that had retail and commercial at lower levels and 
residential on higher levels. Returning the site to its previous zoning 
would not require the owner to replace the previous commercial floor 
space that historically existed on that site.  

c. The timeframe around the SSD process is much faster, than a rezoning 
process; in the latter, Council can seek a higher amount of commercial 
floorspace on the site, but this would take some time. The SSD can 
approve commercial floorspace even it if is not permitted in the zone so 
there is a mechanism for addressing the floorspace in a timely manner 
if agreement can be reached. 

62. Therefore, a 1:1 FSR (10,120sqm) for commercial uses is a balanced 
negotiating position that maximises the chances that commercial can be 
achieved on the site and contribute to Epping’s role as a Strategic Centre as 
identified in the CCDP. 

Local Traffic/Access issue 

63. Also, as already noted in this report, a road link through the SSD site is being 
tested to determine whether it can alleviate some of the traffic pressure at the 
intersections of Carlingford Road with Ray Road and Beecroft Road. 
Preliminary testing shows it can take of some pressure of peak hour traffic. 
However, more detailed analysis is progressing with a supplementary report 
due shortly which will form supplementary analysis to the ETCTS. 

Recommendations 

64. Council Officers therefore recommend: 
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a. That Council not support the application until: 

i. A 1:1 FSR of commercial land uses can be delivered on the site; 
and 

ii. A supplementary report on an east west through link is 
completed.  

b. That Council write to the Minister seeking that he not support the 
proposal until the two criteria listed in a. immediately above are 
achieved. 

 

IMPACT OF ETCTS ON AUSTINO PLANNING PROPOSAL 

Introduction 

65. Council Officers were intending to undertake a detailed assessment of the 
Austino PP. However, on account of: 

a. The Town Centre having effectively reached the DP&E’s revised 2036 
dwelling target; and 

b. the findings from the ETCTS; 

Council Officers consider that a detailed assessment of this proposal is no 
longer required. Instead the assessment method emphasises the significance 
of the findings of the ETCTS and recognises the critical importance of the RMS 
and JRPP’s comments on traffic matters at the earlier stages of the planning 
proposal (discussed in the “Traffic” sub-section, below). In short, the traffic 
impacts associated with the faster than anticipated dwelling growth is the 
guiding principle informing the outcome of this proposal. 

Background 

66. The Austino Property Group are the applicant for a Planning Proposal affecting 
land at 2-18 Epping Road, 2-4 Forest Grove and 725 Blaxland Road (the latter 
site being the former bowling club site – refer to Figure 3). 

 

Figure 3 - Land affected by the Austino Planning Proposal denoted in solid red line (from 
applicant’s Urban Design Report) 

67. The planning proposal – resubmitted to the DP&E in January 2018 seeks to: 

a. Reconfigure the existing R4 and RE1 zones resulting in no net loss of 
open space; 
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b. Increase the building heights over the reconfigured R4 zone from 26.5 
metres to a maximum of 65.5 metres along with 5 other building 
heights; and 

c. Increase the density on the site from an equivalent 2.1:1 to a 
combination of 7.5:1, 4.6:1, and 1.75:1. 

68. The above proposed changes seek to deliver a predominantly residential 
development comprising two towers on Blaxland Road with smaller towers on 
Epping Road accommodating estimated 794* units. (Note this calculation relies 
on Council’s standard practice of applying an efficiency unit rate of 85sqm per 
unit whereby the applicant relies on a rate of 100sqm). Under the current 
controls (ie R4 zoning, maximum height of 26.5 metres) on the sites fronting 
Epping Road), the Austino landholdings would realise a total of approximately 
308 units according to Council Officer analysis. 

69. A VPA dated 4 December 2015 accompanies the planning proposal which 
proposes a public urban plaza through the proposed development providing a 
pedestrian connection between Epping Road and Forest Park, with an area 
equivalent to the area of land currently zoned RE1 Public Recreation 
(6,665sqm), so there will be no net loss in open space. However, much of the 
area proposed to be zoned public open space contains underground car 
parking below it which is generally not acceptable to Council. 

70. This PP has a complex history. Details of the process and the proposal are 
provided at Attachment 6. 

Petition 

71. Between February and March 2017, Council Officers received a petition which 
containing nearly 600 signatures. The petition requested a number of actions 
including that Council purchase the site at 725 Blaxland Road. Other actions 
related to concerns on the impacts of the planning proposal on Forest Park in 
terms of traffic and urban design. 

72. The petitions were tabled at the Council meeting held on 13 February 2017 
where Council resolved: 

That the petition be received and referred to the appropriate Council 
officer for report.  

73. In response to the resolution, the appropriate time for the consideration of the 
petition was always intended to be undertaken as part of the assessment of the 
Austino planning proposal. This section in this report forms that assessment. 

Traffic Analysis 

74. The applicant’s Traffic Impact Study prepared by GTA in 2015 tested the traffic 
impacts of the proposal based on the Halcrow Study’s 3,000 additional 
dwellings for 2026. However, as identified in the Halcrow Study, the 3,000 
dwellings for 2026 falls well short of the likely growth of 2025 (5,553 dwellings) 
based on current and expected development activity. 

75. In March 2016 having reviewed the applicant’s traffic analysis the RMS wrote to 
Hornsby Shire Council when it was the RPA noting the following:  

Should Council support a recommendation for gateway determination, the 
exhibited proposal must also ensure that the Transport Impact 
Assessment traffic includes detailed Network modelling results (ie. 
phasing, queue lengths/delays for all movements, intersection details) for 
[six] key intersections for all modelled scenarios. 
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76. At that time, RMS also noted that the total Residential Parking requirements 
being restricted to no greater than the minimum parking rates applicable for a 
total of 327 apartments* on the entire site (ie. Limited to approximately half the 
amount being sought under this proposal). (Note: it is not clear what 
assumptions the RMS has relied to determine this number of units. Council’s 
assessment suggests the figure is closer to 308 units). 

77. In February 2018, the brief for the Epping Traffic Study was extended so that 
an impact assessment of the Austino planning proposal on traffic and access 
around the site could be undertaken. This was decided given the findings from 
the modelled base case 2017 intersection traffic volumes from EMME software 
based counts. 

78. The Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) prepared by EMM (provided at 
Attachment 6) concludes that the proposal would generate an additional 768 
daily vehicle movements on Forest Grove. It also sees that because the 
impacts of the 2026 and 2036 additional dwellings on the network are so 
severe, that the actual intersection performance deterioration due to the 
Austino development either with or without the planning proposal is relatively 
small. 

79. The ETCTS and recent TIA by EMM updates the Austino TIA because the TIA 
findings were based on a slightly lower future baseline year 2026 additional 
dwelling forecast than the forecast which has been used in the ETCTS. That 
said, the general findings within the EMM TIA are still valid. All the same, with 
regards to the Austino planning proposal impacts, the ETCTS concludes the:  

…significant intersection performance deterioration from the 2017 base to 
the 2026 future base traffic situation renders any further traffic generating 
development in this location unacceptable without further capacity 
improvements to the locality major road and local road network capacity, 
in particular at the Epping Road/Blaxland Road intersection, and to a 
lesser extent at the Epping Road/Essex Street intersection. (p.42) 

80. When the (then) Sydney East Joint Regional Planning Panel (JRPP) assessed 
the planning proposal as part of its initial review, it stated, as one of the seven 
(7) actions, that: 

The proposal on this site should be part of the current Council traffic 
review of the whole of Epping Town Centre and the outcomes that review 
shall inform the final decision on Floor Space Ratio for the site. 

81. Because of this, a detailed assessment of the planning proposal is considered 
unnecessary as the fundamental determinant for deciding whether the Epping 
Planning Review Study Area can take any more residential development is the 
ETCTS.  

82. It is also worth noting that in March 2014, the zoning and density controls for 
the parcels fronting Epping Road and Forest Grove were amended enabling 
higher residential yields as part of the DP&E’s Priority Precinct process. With 
the controls having only been in place for 18 months, the applicant seeks 
further uplift through this planning proposal process. As noted elsewhere in this 
report, this planning proposal for additional residential development represents 
housing development simply to increase housing. 

Purchase of 725 Blaxland Road (former bowling club) site 

83. Part of the site (the former Bowling Club site) is zoned RE1 Public Recreation. 
The City of Parramatta became responsible for the Planning Controls that apply 
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to the subject site when the amalgamation occurred in May 2016. Therefore, 
the City of Parramatta became the acquisition authority for this public recreation 
land.    

84. However, Hornsby Council did not have a funding strategy to acquire the site at 
725 Blaxland Road. When the bowling club site became available for sale ( ie 
the transaction that resulted in the current land owner acquiring it). The then 
Hornsby Council, had the opportunity to purchase it but made a decision not to 
yet still retained both the RE1 Public Open Space zoning on the Land Zoning 
Map, and the “Local Open Space Reservation” on the Land Reservation 
Acquisition Map, over the site. 

85. Currently, there is no City of Parramatta Council funding strategy for its 
acquisition. The revised Section 7.11 and 7.12 (formerly 94/94A) Contributions 
Plans for Epping which came into effect in November 2017 does include 
collection for some open space provision. However, the advice in the Epping 
Planning Review was that Council would be better served by acquiring open 
space in different parts of Epping where growth is occurring rather than 
spending a substantial proportion of any funding available (via Section 94 or 
from other sources) on this portion of land which adjoins an existing substantial 
piece of open space. This recognises that spending funds to acquire this site 
would reduce Council’s capacity to invest in other open space to meet the 
needs of growth in other parts of Epping as well as other community needs. 

86. An initial internal valuation of the site was undertaken in mid 2017. The ERP 
Discussion Paper concluded that for the reasons described above the purchase 
of the site did not represent value for money and this position informed the 
subsequent adopted principle which was that Council not purchase the site and 
instead: 

That Council should seek to progress the planning proposal with Council 
as the RPA subject to the Traffic Study being completed before FSRs for 
the site can be finalised. That Council also negotiate with the developer 
for the provision of public open space in a way that ensures there is a 
suitable area of open space which is appropriately sized and located. 

87. Council Officers have subsequently commissioned an independent valuation for 
peer review purposes. The valuations remain Commercial in Confidence and 
confirms that the purchase of the site by Council is not a viable financial option. 

88. With regards to the adopted principle above, Council Officers suggest that the 
opportunity to negotiate with the landowner to have them provide an equivalent 
amount of open space has changed because of the result of the ETCTS and is 
in part depended upon the decision made by the current RPA for the Austino 
Planning Proposal. 

89. As already detailed above in this report the DP&E has chosen to remove the 
Council as the Relevant Planning Authority (RPA) for the Austino Planning 
Proposal and so it will need to make the next key decision. If despite the 
ETCTS the RPA now in place for the Austino PP (ie the Central Sydney 
Planning Panel) decide to proceed with the Planning Proposal then the Council 
should seek to enter into further discussions with the applicant and the RPA to 
seek to achieve some dedication of an equivalent amount of open space at no 
cost to Council as part of the Planning Proposal. If the DP&E allows the further 
growth despite the problems with the road network they should also be seeking 
to broker appropriate open space outcomes to help deal with the growth 
proposed. 
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90. However, if the RPA decides not to proceed with the Planning Proposal then 
Council and the applicant will still need to resolve what will happen to the 
former bowling club site as it will remain zoned RE1 Public Recreation. Whilst 
this zoning is retained Council remains the acquisition authority. 

91. Council options for the former bowling club site in this case will be:- 

a. To commit to the acquisition by retaining the RE1 zoning. As detailed 
above this option is not recommended by Council Officers as is not 
considered to be an efficient use of Council funds. 

b. Alternatively, rezone the site so Council is no longer the acquisition 
authority. In this case the appropriate zoning would be R4 High Density 
Residential with a maximum height of 17.5m (which permits 5-6 
storeys) (Note the Hornsby LEP does not include FSR controls for sites 
zoned R4 High Density Residential but Council’s Urban Designers 
indicate that this would allow approximately 162 units to be built on this 
site under the controls that would apply under the Hornsby DCP with 
an FSR equivalent to 1.5:1). 

92. It is acknowledged that allowing the site to be rezoned to allow more residential 
development will be inconsistent with the ETCTS conclusions but Council has 
two conflicting issues that need to be managed. Council will need to balance 
two potential negative impacts:- 

a. the traffic impact 

versus  

b. the sub-optimal financial and open space outcomes if it commits to 
remaining as the acquisition authority for the former bowling club site. 

93. Council Officer consider that rezoning the former bowling club site to R4 High 
Density Residential with a height of 17.5m and FSR of 1.5:1 is the preferred 
approach because:- 

a. The density that would be permitted is much less than that proposed in 
the applicants PP so the traffic impact would be mitigated by 
comparison. 

b. Council will not be forced to expend resources acquiring the former 
bowling club site in a location Council Officers consider is not optimal 
use of available funds. 

c. The building height is consistent with the height applied by the DP&E to 
transition areas when it put in place the existing planning controls in 
Epping. It will see a stepping down of permitted height as you move 
away from Epping Road and down to Forrest Park. 

94. It is acknowledged that the density permitted on the former bowling club site is 
the most significant factor driving its valuation and as the density decreases so 
will the cost of acquiring the site. If Council and the DP&E accept that a R4 
High Density Residential Zoning with a height of 17.5m and FSR of 1.5:1 are 
the appropriate alternate controls to the current RE1 zoning then it maybe 
possible to have further discussions with the owner about the implications of 
this for the redevelopment of the site and the delivery of open space outcomes. 

Recommendation 

95. That Council object to the Planning Proposal in its current form and density 
proceeding and request that Council be re-instated as the RPA so that Council 
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can pursue a Planning Proposal that would retain the current controls that apply 
to the site with the exception of the Bowling Club portion of the site which would 
be rezoned from RE1 Public Recreation to R4 High Density Residential with a 
maximum Height of Building control of 17.5m and FSR of 1.5:1. 

IMPACT OF ETCTS ON PRELIMINARY PLANNING PROPOSALS 

96. As has been noted during Stage 1 of the Epping Planning Review process, two 
preliminary planning proposals were lodged with Council in late 2014 which 
affect land within the town centre (western side). Refer to Figure 4. Both 
proposals have been on hold on account of the ETCTS being completed as per 
adopted principles of 14 August 2017. When combined, the preliminary 
planning proposals seek more than 2,000 dwellings. This equates to an 
additional 1,000 dwellings above what can currently be achieved across both 
sites. 

97. Each proposal seeks a partnership with Council to develop their sites in 
conjunction with the Council car park. Figure 4 below shows both the Oakstand 
and Lyon Group land holdings as well as Council’s land holdings. The details of 
each proposal are provided in Attachment 7. 

 

Figure 4 – Applicant owned land for preliminary planning proposals as well as Council’s 
Rawson Car Park sites 

 

Recommendations 

98. Given the current growth rate from tracked DAs and the findings from the 
ETCTS, Council Officers conclude that in the short to mid term, there is no 
justification for further residential development simply to increase housing. That 
said, there is an opportunity for an expression of interest (EOI) process with 
landowners within the Town Centre to transfer some of the floorspace on 
Council’s car park sites to another land owner/s site/s. The EOI process would, 
at the minimum, stipulate public benefits around a community hub facility, 
underground car parking, an east-west connection between community hub 
and the Epping Rail Station, and the like.  

99. The outcome of this approach would mean that there is there no net increase in 
residential floorspace above what can currently be achieved. Effectively Council 
would be “trading” off the FSR from the carpark site to other sites to generate 
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funding to provide community facilities on the site of the current car park. It 
should be noted that any redevelopment would also include retention of 
carparking on site as it is recognised that this is critical to the operation of 
western part of the Epping Town Centre.  

100. This process would be the subject of a further Council report before any further 
action is taken explaining the process and potential outcomes. The alternative 
is to retain the current carpark site and seek to redevelop it independent of 
other landowners sites. In this case Council would find it difficult to realise the 
full FSR that currently applies on the site and at the same time provide a 
significant piece of civic space within current height limits. The viability of 
achieving the FSR of 4:1 and community facilities and a civic space on the site 
as a stand alone redevelopment would also be covered in the report should 
Council request a further report be provided. 

IMPACT OF ETCTS ON AREAS WITH INTERFACE ISSUES 

101. With regards to the heritage interface areas at Rosebank Avenue HCA, part of 
the Essex Street HCA, land parcels and Pembroke Road and Norfolk Street 
and the Rose Street Precinct, the principles adopted at the 14 August 2017 
Council meeting recommend further planning analysis that tests higher 
residential densities such as manor homes or 3 storey residential flat 
buildings which would replace existing detached dwelling development. 

102. The interface issues are a result of land use conflicts occurring as a result of 
the DP&E’s Priority Precinct process and require resolution where possible. It is 
acknowledged that the ETCTS identifies significant traffic impacts on the EPR 
study area and increasing densities at interface areas will have an increase on 
the traffic impacts. However, the interfaces put in place where 5-6 storey 
building look onto the backyards of sites zoned for single dwelling development 
and covered by a Heritage Conservation Area designation are unacceptable 
and need to be addressed in some format. This issue was discussed in detail in 
the Epping Planning Review documents. 

103. A copy of the EPR Discussion Paper and the report considered by the Council 
on 14 August 2017 have been attached (refer to Attachments 8 and 9). The 
details on each HCA and background on the recommendations for these areas 
is available in this background material. The report below details just the 
recommendations made previously and options discussed with Councillors at 
Ward Councillor Briefings to allow Council to determine whether it should 
proceed with the previous recommendations.   

104. Council officers are of the opinion that if growth is to be permitted which will 
impact on the road network that it should be to resolve these types of planning 
problems rather than to just increase density on a site for the sake of additional 
housing numbers. It is for these reasons that Council Officers recommend that 
changes to the planning controls proceed despite the findings of the ETCTS.  

105. Furthermore, in March this year, the DP&E released its Low Rise Medium 
Density Housing Code which comes into effect in July 2018. This establishes 
planning controls on some forms of medium density housing and provide 
further guidance on the recommended outcomes in this section. 

Rosebank Avenue HCA 

106. With regards to Rosebank Avenue HCA, in the 14 August 2018 Council report, 
Council Officers recommended: 

a. Removing the HCA notation but keeping heritage items. 

https://www.planningportal.nsw.gov.au/building-or-renovating/low-rise-medium-density-housing-code
https://www.planningportal.nsw.gov.au/building-or-renovating/low-rise-medium-density-housing-code
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b. For the area south of the heritage items: allow 3 storey residential flat 
buildings (RFBs). 

c. For the area north of the heritage items: no change. 

d. That the changes occur ahead of completion of ETCTS. 

107. Council subsequently resolved that it pursue 2 storey manor homes along full 
length of Rosebank Ave but test benefits of 3 storey RFBs.  

Recommendation 

108. Council Officers recommend proceeding with the original recommendations to 
remove the HCA notation, enable 3 storey RFBs south of the heritage items 
with no change north of the heritage items. Refer to Figure 5. 

  

Figures 5 – Council Officer recommendation for Rosebank Avenue HCA 

1, 3, 3A, 5, 7, and 7A Norfolk Road and 25 Pembroke Street 

109. With regards to properties at 1, 3, 3A, 5, 7, and 7A Norfolk Road and 25 
Pembroke Street, in the 14 August 2018 Council report, Council Officers 
recommended: 

a. Remove HCA notation but keep heritage items. 

b. R3 zone of area edged black but limit No.s 7 & 7A Norfolk Rd to manor 
homes (current zoning is shown in Figure 6). 

c. Enable 3 storey RFB on No.s 1, 3, 3A and 5 Norfolk Rd and 25 
Pembroke St. 

d. Changes occur ahead of completion of ETCTS. 
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Figure 6 – Current zoning of 1, 3, 3A, 5, 7, and 7A Norfolk Road and 23, 23A and 25 
Pembroke Street 

110. Council subsequently resolved that it pursue 2 storey manor homes but test 
benefits of 3 storey residential flat buildings. 

111. At the Ward Councillor Briefings discussed above the option of making no 
change to the controls in this area was discussed. Should Councillors wish to 
proceed with this option then Council should resolve to take no further action to 
change the planning controls for this precinct. 

Recommendation 

112. To ensure consistency with new Complying Code and subsequent analysis as 
part of the LEP Harmonisation process, Council Officers propose a new 
recommendation - Part ‘no change’, part RFB:  

a. No changes to battle-axe blocks at No.s 7 & 7A (ie. maintain controls 
for detached dwellings) because this conflicts with the DP&E’s 
Complying Code on battle-axe blocks. 

b. Rezone No.s 1, 3, 3A & 5 to R3 zone to enable 3 storey RFB subject to 
amalgamation controls being put in place to create 1 super lot. 

c. No.25 Pembroke cannot develop of itself and should retain its existing 
zoning.  

Refer to the Figure 7. 
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Figure 7 – Council Officer recommendation for 1, 3, 3A, 5, 7, and 7A Norfolk Road 
and 23, 23A and 25 Pembroke Street 

Essex Street HCA 

113. With regards to the Essex Street HCA, in the 14 August 2018 Council report, 
Council Officers recommended: 

a. Remove HCA notation but keep heritage items. 

b. Allow manor homes on western side between Epping Road and Maida 
Road only with no change on eastern side. 

c. That the changes occur ahead of completion of ETCTS. 

114. The above recommendations were supported by the Council in August 2017. 

Recommendation 

115. Council Officers recommend maintaining the above recommendations and 
develop DCP controls that protect larger setbacks to ensure the protection of 
the tree canopy at rear setbacks. 

Rose Street Precinct 

116. With regards to the Rose Street Precinct, in the 14 August 2018 Council report, 
Council Officers recommended: 

a. Allow residential flat buildings development (R3 zone) with urban 
design analysis to step down height to Brigg Rd to 2 storeys. 

b. That the changes occur ahead of completion of ETCTS. 

117. Council subsequently resolved that it pursue 2 storey manor homes but test 
benefits of 3 storey residential flat buildings. 

118. At the Ward Councillor Briefing Councillors the issue of the topography of this 
area and the drainage implications of allowing more density were raised. 
Council Officers consider that this issue could be investigated as part of the 
redevelopment options but if Councillors are of the opinion that this should be 
investigated upfront the recommendation should be amended accordingly. 

Recommendation 

119. Council Officers recommend allowing residential flat buildings with 
associated urban design analysis and DCP controls that enable the stepping 
down of the building height to 2 storeys at the Brigg Road/Rose Street 
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frontages and that the four (4) sites fronting Blaxland Road also be included in 
the precinct. Refer to Figure 8. 
 

 

Figure 8 – Council Officer recommendation for Rose Street Precinct but include the 4 
properties fronting Blaxland Road 

Rockleigh Park 

120. With regards to the Rockleigh Park, in the 14 August 2018 Council report, 
Council Officers recommended: 

a. The area zoned R4 (edged with yellow line) be down-zoned to R3 to be 
consistent with R3 zone boundary to north and east. 

b. That further urban design analysis to determine best height and FSR 
controls. 

121. The above recommendations were supported by the Council. 

Recommendation 

122. Council Officers recommend reinstate original recommendations. But ensure 
that residential flat buildings are prohibited from this area (R3 zone in HLEP 
permits 4 storey RFBs). Refer to Figure 9. 

 

Figure 9 – Council Officer recommendation for Rockleigh Park 

IMPACTS OF ETCTS ON COMMERCIAL FLOORSPACE 

123. Recent pre-lodgments and development applications within the centre continue 
to erode the volume of commercial floorspace within the centre as developers 
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are ‘opting out’ of applying the existing DCP provisions that require delivery of 
2, 3 and 4 storey podiums of commercial floorspace in mixed use proposals. 
This is because of the weak ‘statutory weight’ that DCP controls have over an 
environmental planning instrument such as a LEP. 

124. As discussed in the section entitled “Impact of ETCTS on State Significant 
Development at 240-244 Beecroft Road”, Council Officers have identified that 
approximately 8,200sqm of retail floorspace and 35,200sqm of office 
floorspace needs to be “replaced”. To deliver this, Council’s Urban Designers 
determine that three storey commercial podiums (comprising one floor of retail 
and two floors of office premises) on remaining sites can deliver the required 
floorspace. 

125. With regards to traffic, the associated traffic impacts from commercial land uses 
(retail and office premises) may well be greater than those associated with 
residential development. This is because commercial uses tend to generate a 
greater number of trips per square metre of floor area. This is another area 
where Council Officers consider that it may be necessary to allow additional 
development to resolve a planning issue not related solely to housing delivery. 
In this case allowing additional density that may detrimentally impact on traffic 
outcomes should be considered. 

126. Given this conflict around the need for more commercial floorspace within the 
centre to protect its economic viability and amenity, with its associated traffic 
impacts, a delicate balancing exercise is required that meets the  of commercial 
floorspace needs of the centre whilst acknowledging the potential traffic 
impacts.  

127. In light of the above, Council Officers have identified the following potential 
options: 

a. Option 1 – No change: This option involves no change to the current 
controls. Because the market favours residential development and the 
pace of that development recently, this option is highly likely to 
encourage DAs that deliver only ground floor commercial that will 
undermine centre’s amenity and economic viability. This has no traffic 
impact compared to current controls. 

b. Option 2 – Require minimum level of commercial FSR provision to 
be provided without amending the maximum FSR or Building 
Heights: This option involves increasing the commercial FSR 
requirements but this occurs at the cost of residential FSR. It means 
that the heights or densities of buildings will not change, but there will 
be a higher proportion of commercial floorpsace within any 
development and less residential than would currently be permitted. In 
other words, it equates to a net decrease in residential FSR but will 
improve centre’s amenity and economic viability. This will potentially 
result in a detrimental impact on the local traffic network. 

c. Option 3 – Require minimum level of commercial FSR provision to 
be provided but amend the maximum FSR or Building Heights to 
seek to retain where possible an FSR for residential equivalent to 
existing levels This will mean increases in overall density and building 
heights but it makes delivery of more commercial (retail/office) uses 
more viable which will improve the centre’s amenity and economic 
viability. The detrimental impact on the local traffic network will be 
greatest with this option. 
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Recommendation 

128. Of the above options, Council Officers recommend Option 3 - Increase 
Commercial FSR and density/building heights because of the strong 
residential market and the way the planning system operates, if Option 2 was 
pursued, Council would receive a flood of DAs seeking mixed use development 
with only the ground floor allocated to commercial uses. These would all have 
to be considered and potentially approved under the current planning rules and 
the opportunity to provide the commercial floorspace Epping needs will be lost 
forever. Without sufficient commercial/retail floorspace the future function and 
amenity of the Town Centre is significantly impacted. 

129. Whilst Option 3 is the Council Officer preference at this point in time this 
scenario needs to be run through the traffic modelling and if the outcome is 
unacceptable it may be necessary to fall back to Option 2. A further analysis 
and report to Council will allow Council to determine which option it will 
ultimately pursue via a Planning Proposal. 

CONCLUSION 

130. The reported rate of growth compared to the growth envisaged by the DP&E in 
2013 demonstrates the Epping Town Centre has been doing a lot of the “heavy 
lifting” for dwelling growth and that the impact on infrastructure means that 
further housing growth for the sake of increasing house supply in Epping is not 
necessary. 

131. This report provides a basis for Council to take to the DP&E, the Minister for 
Planning and the GSC seeking support for a strategic approach to future 
planning in Epping where any growth seeks to solve existing planning problems 
rather than just increasing density for the sole purpose of providing additional 
housing supply. 

NEXT STEPS 

132. The next steps are: 

a. Progressing supplementary traffic analysis on new through link through 
240-244 Beecroft Rd; and re-opening of former M2 bus tunnel link. 

b. Exhibiting the ETCTS documentation for major stakeholder comment. 

c. Council Officers to arrange EPR Steering Group meeting with State 
agencies about proposed policy change and revisiting infrastructure 
delivery. 

d. Council Officers prepare further Council reports that seek to: 

i. Provide advice on provision of community facilities on the 
Councils Rawson Street Car park land and whether an EOI 
process should be pursued to enter into partnerships with other 
landowners. 

ii. Report on the outcome of the consultation on the Epping Town 
Centre Traffic Study and the results of the supplementary traffic 
analysis discussed in this report on:- 

1. Reopening of the former M2 bus tunnel link; and 

2. A new east west road link through 240-244 Beecroft 
Road. 
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e. Planning Proposal processes inclusive of background and technical 
study preparation commence on: 

i. The heritage interface areas; and 

ii. The provision of commercial floor space in the centre. 

 
Jacky Wilkes 
Senior Project Officer Land Use Planning 
 
Robert Cologna 
A/Service Manager Land Use Planning 
 
Sue Weatherley 
Director Strategic Outcomes and Development 
 
Jim Stefan 
A/Director City Services 
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LEADING 

ITEM NUMBER 11.5 

SUBJECT Update on Epping Planning Review and Related Matters 
 

REFERENCE F2017/00210 - D05739808 

REPORT OF Project Officer         
 
PURPOSE: 
 
The purpose of this report is to update Council on the Epping Planning Review, as 
well as several related planning matters relevant to the Epping Town Centre.  

 

RECOMMENDATION 
 

(a) That Council note this update on the Epping Planning Review and related 
matters. 
 

(b) That, with regards to the Planning Proposal at 2-18 Epping Road, 2-4 
Forest Grove and 725 Blaxland Road, Epping, Council endorse the 
following principles to be applied when assessing and preparing a future 
formal submission to the Central City Planning Panel on this matter: 

i. No more than 50% of Forest Park should be overshadowed in 
midwinter between the hours of 10am-2pm. 

ii. In the case that there are open space dedications to Council, these 
should be at grade, contain deep soil zones and should be 
unencumbered with basement car parking. 

iii. The proposal shall step down across the site from Epping Road to 
Forest Park, both in levels and in scale to demonstrate a respect for 
the interface between the site and Forest Park. 

iv. Building heights should better respond to the surrounding residential 
zoned land context and respect proximity to Forest Park. 

v. Linked residential towers with large floor plates shall be avoided to 
minimize cumulative bulk and scale impacts. 

vi. The design efficiencies of residential Gross Floor Area (GFA) should 
be based on a Gross Building Area (GBA) x 75%. 

vii. A design excellence competition process should be put in place 
in addition to the site specific DCP. 

viii. Any roads/pedestrian links provided through the site should: 
- Provide public address and surveillance; 
- If they relate or link to Forest Park, they should resolve levels and 

scale along the park interface; 
- Be embellished with paving, bollards, furniture and street lighting; 

and 
- Be dedicated to Council and delivered via VPA with the relevant 

public domain guidelines to inform the quality of the finishes. 
ix. VPA contribution/effort could also be directed to upgrading existing 

degraded facilities in the park (amenities, playground equipment, 
furniture, paving etc).  

x. No net loss of public open space. 
xi. The proposal should provide a suitable area of public open space 

which is appropriately sized and located. 
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xii. The proposal should not be finalized until the Epping Traffic 
Study is completed. 
 

(c) That Council objects to progression of the proposed State Significant 
Development at 240-244 Beecroft Road until: 

i. There is a significant increase in the quantum of commercial floor 
space provided on this site; and 

ii. The Epping Traffic Study is complete. 
 

(d) Further, that, following completion of the Epping Traffic Study, a further 
report to commence Stage 2 of the Epping Planning Review be prepared 
for Council’s consideration. 

 

OVERVIEW OF EPPING PLANNING REVIEW AND STRUCTURE OF THIS 
REPORT 
 
1. The Epping Planning Review involves undertaking a review of planning for the 

Epping Town Centre and immediate surrounds. The review follows on from new 
planning controls introduced in March 2014 through the Department of Planning 
and Environment’s (DPE) Urban Activation Precinct (UAP) Process, as well as 
Council boundary changes occurring in May 2016 under which Epping Town 
Centre came to be contained within the City of Parramatta (having previously 
been split between Parramatta City and Hornsby Shire Councils).  

 
2. The intended outcome of the Epping Planning Review is to create a unified 

planning framework for the Epping Town Centre and its immediate surrounds, 
including one set of LEP and DCP controls, a unified development contributions 
framework and one public domain plan. 
 

3. The Epping Planning Review has two stages. Stage 1 has involved undertaking 
technical studies and community consultation to inform Stage 2, which will 
involve preparing the aforementioned unified planning framework. 

 
4. Following two briefings with the Epping Ward Councillors in October 2017 in 

relation to the Epping Planning Review, it is considered timely to present to 
Council an update on the Epping Planning Review project, as well as several 
interrelated planning matters happening concurrently in Epping Town Centre. 
This includes: 

a. Current development activity in Epping Town Centre; 

b. Regional/District planning matters; 

c. LEP matters; 

d. DCP matters; and 

e. Developer Contributions framework matters. 
 
EPPING PLANNING REVIEW - STAGE 1  
 
5. Stage 1 of the Epping Planning Review involved: 

a. A public launch in mid-December 2016; 

b. Preparation of four technical studies on Heritage, Social Infrastructure, 
Commercial Floorspace and Traffic (Interim) by consultants; 



Item 13.8 - Attachment 1 ATTACHMENT 1 - Council Report of 12 February 2018 
 

 

Attachment 1 Page 874 
 

c. Urban design and planning analysis undertaken by Council;  

d. Community consultation in December 2016 and Council Officer 
attendance at various community events such as Australia Day and 
Lunar New Year in early 2017 to inform the community of the review 
being undertaken; 

e. Community consultation in March and April 2017 which informed the 
technical studies and Discussion Paper; 

f. Preparation and public exhibition (21 June 2017 – 19 July 2017) of the 
Epping Planning Review Discussion Paper, informed by the steps 
described above; and 

g. Additional community consultation (workshop series) during public 
exhibition of the Discussion Paper. 

 
6. Stage 1 of the Epping Planning Review was largely completed (with the 

exception of a Final Traffic Study, as discussed further in this report) by way of 
a report to Council at its meeting of 14 August 2017 (Item 11.3). At this 
meeting, Council endorsed a suite of principles to guide Stage 2 of the Epping 
Planning Review; the endorsed principles are included at Attachment 1 and 
are discussed in more detail in the next section of this report.  
 

7. Council’s full resolution from 14 August 2017 in relation to the Epping Planning 
Review is included at Attachment 2 of this report. An update on the action 
items from this resolution is provided below. 

a. Consistent with part (c)1 of the resolution, the Epping Ward Councillors 
were briefed on the Epping Planning Review via two briefing sessions 
held on 17 and 23 October 2017. At these briefing sessions, there was 
discussion relating to the traffic implications of some of the endorsed 
principles and additional information being provided regarding this. In 
response to discussion at these briefing sessions, and to provide 
further information in relation to traffic and other matters, this update 
report is provided for Council’s consideration. 

b. Part (c)2 of the resolution requires that a report to Council be prepared 
to commence Stage 2 of the Epping Planning Review once the 
Councillors have been briefed. This future report is discussed in further 
detail in the “Next Steps” section of this report. 

c. Consistent with Part (e) of the resolution, Council wrote to the 
community thanking them for their feedback and advising them on the 
outcome of Stage 1 and next steps.  

d. Consistent with Part (f) of the resolution, Council wrote to the Minister 
for Planning, Greater Sydney Commission, Department of Planning 
and Environment, Transport for NSW and Roads and Maritime 
Services to provide an update on the project and next steps. 

 
EPPING PLANNING REVIEW - ENDORSED PRINCIPLES TO GUIDE STAGE 2 
 
8. As discussed above, an extensive suite of principles to guide Stage 2 of the 

Epping Planning Review were endorsed by Council at its meeting of 14 August 
2017. The endorsed principles are included in full at Attachment 1 of this 
report, and are summarised in the following subsections. Status updates on 
actions currently being undertaken are also provided. 
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Heritage Interface Issues 

9. The principles endorse for two (2) of the heritage areas in question (being 
Rosebank Avenue and certain properties at Norfolk Road/Pembroke Street) 
and for the Rose Street precinct (located adjacent to the Essex Street Heritage 
Conservation Area) that facilitating development of 2 storey manor homes be 
pursued in response to existing heritage interface issues, but that 3 storey 
residential flat buildings with appropriate DCP controls also be tested through 
further work. The principles also endorse removal of the Heritage Conservation 
Area (HCA) notation at Rosebank Avenue and at No.s 1, 3 and 3A Norfolk 
Road and 25 Pembroke Street. 

 
10. For the Essex Street area, the endorsed principles envision that the HCA 

notation be removed, that planning controls on the western side of Essex Street 
be amended to permit redevelopment to 2 storey manor homes, and that 
planning controls on the eastern side of Essex Street remain unchanged. 

 
11. For Rockleigh Park, the endorsed principles envision that the component of 

Rockleigh Park zoned R4 be rezoned to the R3 zone, and that further urban 
design work be undertaken to determine other appropriate controls. 

 
12. For all of the abovementioned areas (excluding Rockleigh Park) the principles 

state that the recommendations contained in the principles could proceed prior 
to completion of the Traffic Study, as they seek to urgently deal with existing 
unintended heritage interface issues.  

 
Status update: This work has progressed and taken into account the 
following: 

 
a. The need to brief Ward Councillors who have requested further 

information be provided these options; and 
b. It is acknowledged that the principles relating to these heritage 

precincts endorsed proceeding with these changes ahead of the 
Traffic Study. However, Council has statutory obligations when 
preparing any new planning controls to consider the 
traffic/transport impacts of any proposed changes, therefore, 
Council is not able to formally advance a Planning Proposal to 
change these planning controls without consideration of a traffic 
assessment. Once the Traffic Study is complete, Council may 
wish to prioritise advancing these amendments based on the 
further design work that Council officers have undertaken. 
Council does have the discretion to prioritise these changes 
ahead of others based on potential traffic impacts, but it must 
provide an assessment of the traffic implications. 

 
The progress on this work has been limited by the need to advance 
competing priorities for resourcing arising to assist new Councillors 
upon their election to Council.  

 
13. The principles also endorse recommendations of the Hornsby Heritage Review 

Stage 6 relating to altering various heritage listings as well as preparation of a 
Planning Proposal to reflect these recommendations. 
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Commercial Floor Space 

14. The principles endorse further work being undertaken to ensure that minimum 3 
storey commercial podiums are delivered on all land zoned B2 (except at 240-
244 Beecroft Road, as discussed further in this report), and acknowledge that 
this work may include investigation through the Traffic Study of additional 
residential floorspace and height to facilitate delivery of this commercial 
floorspace. The principles also endorse use of the technical study on 
commercial floorspace (which informed the Discussion Paper) to be used as an 
interim assessment measure for future Development Applications until more 
formal controls are in place.  
 
Status Update: Council’s Land Use Planning officers have been attending 
DA pre-lodgment meetings with Council’s DA assessment officers and 
applicants in order to advise them of the need to provide appropriate 
levels of commercial floor space within the town centre in accordance 
with the Commercial Floorspace Needs Study. 
 

15. The endorsed principles envision rezoning of the site at 240-244 Beecroft back 
to the B2 Local Centre zone (as was in place prior to DPE changing the zoning 
to the R4 High Density Residential Zone) to ensure an appropriate commercial 
floorspace contribution is made. This site is discussed in further detail later in 
this report. The principles also call for Council Officers to meet with Transport 
for NSW to discuss opportunities for the Epping rail station site to provide 
commercial floorspace. 
 

16. The endorsed principles call for investigation of Council-owned sites in relation 
to both their potential capacity for commercial floorspace and their potential 
social/community role. 

 
Status Update: The delivery of commercial floorspace and community 
facilities on Council-owned sites is still being investigated and Council 
officers will continue to work to better understand the community needs 
and commercial opportunities of these sites, as well as work with the 
proponents of any future Public-Private Partnerships to determine 
whether the Planning Proposal process can deliver an appropriate 
development outcome. Regardless, any future development scenarios for 
Council-owned sites (whether this is Council-led or through a 
partnership) will need to ensure that the traffic impact is tested as part of 
the Traffic Study. 
 

Social Infrastructure 

17. The endorsed principles call for Council to investigate multiple detailed options 
to ensure that open space needs in the area are met, and that various other 
Council planning activities relating to open space consider the community’s 
feedback provided during the Epping Planning Review. 
 

18. With regards to the Austino Planning Proposal, which includes the former 
bowling club site, the principles endorse progressing the Planning Proposal 
with Council as the Relevant Planning Authority (RPA), subject to the Traffic 
Study being completed prior to finalising densities. The principles also state that 
Council will negotiate with the developer to ensure that a suitable area of open 
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space is provided. An update on this Planning Proposal is provided elsewhere 
in this report. 

 
19. The principles state that there will be no net loss of community facility 

floorspace overall. Providing community infrastructure and civic focal points on 
both sides of the town centre is endorsed, with a community hub on one side, 
with adjunct uses on the other. Further feasibility testing should be undertaken 
to develop options for funding and delivering community facilities. 

 
Status Update: Council’s Social Outcomes unit will do this in conjunction 
with other relevant business units as part of the annual Operational 
Plan/Delivery Plan review process; this process would determine 
prioritisation and budget for future community facilities in Epping. 

 
20. The endorsed principles call for preparation of a master plan for Dence Park in 

2018/2019, and that this include a base assumption of an aquatic facility with 
50m pool, consideration of multiple options for the Epping Aquatic Leisure 
Centre, as well as increasing the overall recreation uses of the site and 
adjoining sensitive bushland. 
 
Status Update: Council’s Place Services Unit has commenced the master 
plan process, beginning with preparing a brief for consultants. 
 

Public Domain 

21. The principles endorse preparation of appropriate DCP controls and a public 
domain plan that delivers through-block links and wider footpaths.  
 
Status Update: Please refer to a later section of this report relating to a 
fast-tracked DCP amendment to provide wider footpaths. 

 
Traffic 

22. Several of the endorsed principles relating to traffic provided direction in 
relation to progressing current development proposals, as follows: 

a. The principles endorse completion of the Traffic Study prior to 
finalization of proposals seeking development uplift, so that traffic 
impacts can be properly understood. Furthermore, the principles state 
that unless innovative solutions or initiatives are found to significantly 
curb or restrict car ownership/traffic movements, that proposals from 
parties seeking uplift will not be able to progress. These solutions 
should be assessed once the Traffic Study is complete. 

b. The principles endorse completion of the Traffic Study prior to 
finalization of current preliminary Planning Proposals and any future 
Planning Proposals, and also state that landowners seeking to pursue 
additional development uplift need to proceed through a formal 
Planning Proposal process (rather than as part of the Epping Planning 
Review Process) 

c. With regards to the Austino Planning Proposal, the principles state that 
Council will seek to retain its RPA status for this proposal on the basis 
that the proposal cannot be finalized until the traffic study is complete. 
(Please refer to a later section of the report where the current status of 
this proposal is discussed in more detail.) 
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d. The endorsed principles call for a Councillor briefing in relation to the 
Rawson Street Car Park, in order to progress preliminary Planning 
Proposals involving this site (refer to later section of this report). 

 
23. The other endorsed principles regarding traffic relate to parking and congestion 

issues. These principles endorsed the following: 

a. a review of the car parking rates across the relevant Hornsby and 
Parramatta DCPs in order to determine appropriate lower parking 
rates, which are to be tested via the Traffic Study.  

b. a further report to Council in relation to amending the Hornsby DCP 
(which relies on minimum parking rates) to be consistent with the 
Parramatta DCP (which relies on maximum rates).  

Status update: This DCP amendment process has not 
commenced due to the potential for the Traffic Study to 
recommend changes to the parking rates in order to better 
encourage public transport usage. Changes to Council’s parking 
DCP are subject to completion of the Traffic Study. 

c. to not proceed with a policy of providing an enhanced commuter car 
parking facility in the town centre. 

d. to further investigate the potential for a resident parking scheme. 

e. introduction of a car share scheme, and the potential for similar 
schemes to be provided form part of Stage 2 of the Planning Review.  

Status Update: Council installed six (6) car share spaces in the 
Epping Town Centre between 15-25 November 2017. Further car 
share policy and implementation options can be considered 
following completion of the Traffic Study. 

f. that Council trial a “stop/go” traffic controller at the pedestrian crossing 
of Rawson Street.  

Status Update: Planning for the trial has progressed, and the trial 
will proceed once school resumes in Term 1 (as it was considered 
that undertaking the trial during holidays when traffic patterns 
and pedestrian volumes are different would not provide reliable 
information upon which to evaluate the trial).  

 
24. As noted above, several of the endorsed principles relate to finalisation of the 

Traffic Study, as discussed in more detail in the next section of this report. 
 
EPPING PLANNING REVIEW - FINALISATION OF TRAFFIC STUDY 
 
25. The remaining element of Stage 1 of the Epping Planning Review to be 

completed is the Traffic Study. It is acknowledged that the timelines for the 
completion of the Traffic Study have been amended to reflect delays in 
finalising the base traffic network model, which Roads and Maritime Services 
(RMS) needs to authorize before testing of the land use scenarios identified in 
the Epping Planning Review are carried out (i.e. Heritage Interface areas, 
additional commercial FSR, etc.) The major milestones and expected 
timeframes in relation to finalising the Traffic Study are now as follows: 

a. February 2018: RMS validation of final component of base model. 

b. February 2018: Scenario testing completed. 
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c. March 2018: Draft Final Traffic Study to Council and RMS for review. 

d. April 2018: Final Traffic Study completed. 

e. May 2018: Council report on Final Traffic Study with recommendations. 
 

26. As confirmed in the Ward-based Councillor briefing sessions, the Traffic Study 
must be completed before Council Officers progress any Planning Proposal – 
whether Applicant-led, site-specific Planning Proposals or a Council-led 
Planning Proposal to amend controls in the Epping Town Centre (i.e. Stage 2 of 
the Epping Planning Review). It is acknowledged that the principles relating to 
heritage precincts endorsed proceeding with some changes ahead of the 
Traffic Study. However, as noted above, Council has statutory obligations when 
preparing any new planning controls to consider the traffic/transport impacts of 
any proposed changes, therefore Council is not able to formally advance a 
Planning Proposal to change these planning controls without consideration of a 
traffic assessment. Once the Traffic Study is complete, Council may wish to 
prioritise advancing these amendments based on the further design work that 
Council officers have undertaken. Council does have the discretion to prioritise 
these changes ahead of others based on potential traffic impacts, but it must 
provide an assessment of the traffic implications. 

 
CURRENT DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY IN EPPING 
 
27. Simultaneous to the Epping Planning Review project, there has been significant 

development activity via Planning Proposals (PPs), Development Applications 
(DAs) and construction of approved DAs underway in Epping Town Centre and 
surrounds since late 2014. The following subsections provide updates on this 
activity. 

 
Austino Planning Proposal 

28. A Planning Proposal for land at 2-18 Epping Road, 2-4 Forest Grove and 725 
Blaxland Road (former bowling club site) was initially lodged with Hornsby Shire 
Council in 2015, but came to be located within City of Parramatta Council 
following the May 2016 Council boundary changes. Figure 1 shows the land 
affected by this PP. 

 

Figure 1: Land affected by the Austino Planning Proposal denoted in solid red line  
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(from applicant’s Urban Design Report) 

 
29. This PP has a complex history, which is summarised as follows: 

a. December 2015: The original PP was lodged with Hornsby Shire 
Council (HSC). 

b. January 2016: Parramatta City Council (PCC) was formally invited to 
prepare a submission which HSC would have regard to in making a 
decision to support or refuse the application. 

c. March 2016: PCC endorsed a submission to HSC (refer Attachment 
3) which established seven planning principles that this PP should 
address; these principles are discussed in further detail below. 

d. April 2016: HSC refused the PP. The applicant subsequently sought a 
pre-Gateway review process through DPE. 

e. May 2016: Council boundary changes occurred, and the site came to 
be located in City of Parramatta. DPE also formally notified Council that 
the applicant had sought a pre-Gateway review. 

f. November 2016: DPE wrote to Council to advise that the PP could 
proceed to Gateway determination “subject to further consideration as 
indicated in the advice provided by the [Joint Regional Planning] Panel” 
as part of its pre-Gateway review. This advice included that the 
proposal “be part of the current Council traffic review of the whole of 
Epping Town Centre and that the outcomes of that review shall inform 
the final decision of the Floor Space Ratio for the site”. 

g. December 2016: In response to letter from DPE, Council wrote to DPE 
requesting to be the Relevant Planning Authority (RPA) for this PP. 
This request was on the basis that the Gateway would be issued after 
the exhibition of the Epping Planning Review Stage 1 materials (Stage 
1 had just commenced at that time). 

h. March 2017: DPE appointed Council as the RPA on the basis 
described above. 

i. June-July 2017: The Epping Planning Review Discussion Paper and 
associated technical studies (including interim traffic study) were 
exhibited for a four-week period. 

j. August 2017: Principles to guide Stage 2 of the Epping Planning 
Review were endorsed by the Administrator. 

k. September 2017: Following a request from the applicant, DPE wrote 
to Council requesting Council to provide its reasoning as to why an 
alternate RPA should not be appointed, or to advise that it would 
submit the proposal for Gateway based on the information available at 
that time. 

l. October 2017: Council responded to the above letter, stating its 
reasoning for remaining the RPA, as summarised below: 

i. RMS’s support for the density sought in this PP was only on 
account of amendments being made to the PP regarding the 
number of car parking spaces on the site and additional traffic 
modelling being carried out; 
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ii. The progression of the PP is dependent on the outcomes of the 
Epping Traffic Study (consistent with the JRPP’s 
recommendation). 

iii. The Epping community expects that traffic matters will be well 
understood before any decision is made on proposals seeking 
uplift within and immediately around the town centre. 

iv. The issue of precedent that would be created should the RPA 
role be removed from this planning proposal. 

 
30. On 1 December 2017, Council received a letter from DPE advising that it had 

appointed the Sydney Central City Planning Panel as RPA, meaning that 
Council no longer has RPA status for this proposal. This is not consistent with 
the endorsed principles discussed in this report, which sought to retain 
Council’s RPA status.  
 

31. DPE has advised Council that it anticipates that any Gateway determination for 
this proposal would require completion of the Traffic Study and any necessary 
amendments to the Planning Proposal prior to exhibition.  

 
32. DPE has also advised Council that there will be formal consultation with 

Council on this Planning Proposal as it proceeds. Therefore, this report seeks 
Council’s endorsement of principles to guide assessment and preparation of a 
future formal submission on this matter. Council officers have prepared 
principles for Council’s consideration as follows; these principles align with 
PCC’s original submission to HSC on this Planning Proposal (refer Attachment 
3), as well as relevant principles established through Stage 1 of the Epping 
Planning Review: 

a. No more than 50% of Forest Park should be overshadowed in 
midwinter between the hours of 10am-2pm. 

b. In the case that there are open space dedications to Council, these 
should be at grade, contain deep soil zones and should be 
unencumbered with basement car parking. 

c. The proposal shall step down across the site from Epping Road to 
Forest Park, both in levels and in scale to demonstrate a respect for 
the interface between the site and Forest Park. 

d. Building heights should better respond to the surrounding residential 
zoned land context and respect proximity to Forest Park. 

e. Linked residential towers with large floor plates shall be avoided to 
minimize cumulative bulk and scale impacts. 

f. The design efficiencies of residential Gross Floor Area (GFA) should 
be based on a Gross Building Area (GBA) x 75%. 

g. A design excellence competition process should be put in place in 
addition to the site specific DCP. 

h. Any roads/pedestrian links provided through the site should: 

i. Provide public address and surveillance; 

ii. If they relate or link to Forest Park, they should resolve levels 
and scale along the park interface; 
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iii. Be embellished with paving, bollards, furniture and street 
lighting; and 

iv. Be dedicated to Council and delivered via VPA with the 
relevant public domain guidelines to inform the quality of the 
finishes. 

i. VPA contribution/effort could also be directed to upgrading existing 
degraded facilities in the park (amenities, playground equipment, 
furniture, paving etc).  

j. No net loss of public open space. 

k. The proposal should provide a suitable area of public open space 
which is appropriately sized and located. 

l. The proposal should not be finalized until the Epping Traffic Study is 
completed. 

33. Council is mindful that applying the above principles is likely to bring a 
reduction of built form, yield, height and density when compared to the proposal 
considered by Hornsby Shire Council. 
 

34. Council officers are also progressing a formal valuation of the former Epping 
Bowling Club site, which forms part of this Planning Proposal. 

 
State Significant Development at 240-244 Beecroft Road 

35. There is a large site at 240-244 Beecroft Road which, until recently, was used 
as a tunneling and works site for the Sydney Metro Northwest project. The 
endorsed principles call for an appropriate amount of commercial floorspace to 
be provided as part of redevelopment of this site (whilst retaining current 
residential floorspace capacity). 

 

Figure 4: UrbanGrowth site at 240-244 Beecroft Road 
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36. On 27 September 2017, a State Significant Development (SSD) application for 
a predominantly residential development at this site was lodged with DPE. The 
application contains an indicative development yield of 450 units. 

 
37. On 9 October 2017, Council endorsed a Lord Mayoral minute outlining 

Council’s objection to the progression of the SSD application until: 

a. “There is a significant increase in the quantum of commercial floors 
space provided on this site; and 

b. The traffic study currently underway for the Epping Town Centre is 
complete.” 

Council also resolved to write to the Local MP, Minister for Planning and DPE 
requesting support for Council’s position on this matter. 

 
38. On 24 October 2017, Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements 

(SEARs) were issued for this project. Council was given the opportunity to 
comment on the SEARs, and raised three in-principle issues with the project, 
summarised as follows: 

a. The Traffic Study is not yet complete, and will likely include a proposal 
that will make use of part of this site to improve traffic conditions and 
the public domain. The proposed development of the site could make 
this impossible to achieve. Furthermore, the potential for confusion 
arising from the concurrent public release of the Traffic Study and the 
SSD would be a poor outcome. 

b. Future controls from Stage 1 of the Epping Planning Review would 
require that this site provide significantly more commercial floor space 
than is currently proposed in the SSD application. 

c. Council welcomed further discussion with DPE regarding the validity of 
the SSD pathway for this project. 

Council also provided feedback on the SEARs, requesting that several of these 
were strengthened to achieve improved outcomes in matters such as social 
and environmental sustainability, public domain and design excellence. On 8 
December 2017, revised SEARs were issued with minor changes.   

 
39. On 1 December 2017, Landcom (the body responsible for the site disposal 

process) wrote to the Lord Mayor after having conducted a stakeholder 
engagement with Council, Mr Damien Tudehope MP, the Epping Chamber of 
Commerce and Epping residents to advise that Landcom will defer the release 
of the Expressions of Interest (EOI) for the site from early December 2017 to 
early 2018. The letter advised that this will allow Landcom and Transport for 
NSW to investigate the possibility of increasing the proposed commercial 
floorspace on this site from 700sqm to 2,000sqm. 

 
40. As stated previously, the Epping Planning Review Stage 1 principles call for an 

appropriate amount of commercial floorspace to be provided as part of 
redevelopment of this site. It is Council officers’ view that 2,000sqm is not an 
appropriate amount, and that additional commercial floor space should be 
provided. This is based on the following: 

a. the site was previously zoned B2 and had commercial uses on site; 
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b. the Epping Planning Review Stage 1 principles endorse a minimum 3-
storey podium for other land zoned B2 in the Epping Town Centre; and 

c. the site area is approximately 13,342sqm, meaning that the proposed 
2,000sqm constitutes only about 0.15:1 FSR for commercial uses.  

 
41. It is recommended that Council reiterate its resolution of 9 October 2017 on this 

matter, specifically, that Council objects to the progression of this SSD 
application until: 

a. There is a significant increase in the quantum of commercial floor 
space provided on this site; and 

b. The Epping Traffic Study is complete. 
 
Other planning and development activities in Epping Town Centre 

42. Development Applications (DAs) in Epping Town Centre continue to be 
processed.  
 

43. There are also two preliminary Planning Proposals involving Council-owned 
sites (inclusive of Council car park) at 51A and 51B Rawson Street. Consistent 
with the endorsed principles, Council has advised these applicants that current 
preliminary proposals will not be finalised prior to completion of the Traffic 
Study. 

 
REGIONAL/DISTRICT PLANNING MATTERS 
 
44. The Greater Sydney Commission (GSC) released new draft Region and District 

Plans in late 2017 for public consultation. In the draft Central City District Plan, 
Epping is identified as a ‘Strategic Centre’ for 2036, with a jobs target of 1,900 
to 2,400 additional jobs for 2036. 
 

45. Epping was not identified as a higher-order centre in either of the two previous 
draft subregional/district plans (the draft West Central Subregion Draft 
Subregional Strategy 2007 and the draft West Central District Plan 2016). 
These plans identified Epping as a “Town Centre” and “Local Centre”, 
respectively. Thus the role of Epping appears to have been recently elevated 
from a lower-order to a higher-order centre. However, the ‘Strategic Centre’ 
category is not clearly defined in the 2017 draft plans, and no explanation or 
justification has been provided for this change. The change has also occurred 
ahead of completion of the Epping Traffic Study, which will guide the centre’s 
capacity for further growth. 

 
46. Council’s submission to the GSC on the draft Region and District Plans 

supported the relevant Action identified in the draft District Plan, which was to 
“continue the review of planning controls for Epping in collaboration with State 
agencies”. Council’s submission also offered feedback on the vision expressed 
for Epping, as summarised in the following points: 

a. Council considers that Epping is less advanced in terms of its 
development as a strategic centre, and requests stronger guidance 
from GSC relating to the role of strategic centres (and Epping in 
particular); 

b. Council notes that the vision for the centre expressed in the draft 
District Plan requires a genuine commitment from State government in 
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all its respective areas of responsibility (including evidence-based 
policy making, policy implementation, infrastructure investment and 
governance) to ensure that any expanded role of the centre is a 
successful one;  

c. Council strongly believes that with the support of improved transport, 
social and recreational infrastructure and public domain investments, 
the role of Epping as an important business precinct could be 
heightened; and 

d. Any review of the planning controls for Epping must closely involve the 
community likely to be affected by the outcomes of the review. 
 

47. Council’s submission made the following recommendations relating to Epping:  

 That the final plans provide stronger guidance on the role of strategic 
centres, and Epping in particular. 

 That the GSC, DPE and UrbanGrowth NSW work with Council to 
ensure that any review of planning controls for Epping closely involves 
the community. 

 
48. Council officers also note that the draft District Plans work to a timeframe of 

2036, and the Region Plan presents a vision to 2056. These longer-term 
timeframes suggest that strategic centres could develop incrementally over the 
medium- to longer-term. This contrasts with the intense level of development 
that Epping has experienced in the past few years, and which is forecast for the 
next few years (as discussed previously in this report). 

 
LEP MATTERS (HORNSBY LEP 2013 – HOUSEKEEPING AMENDMENT) 
 
49. A Housekeeping Amendment to Hornsby LEP 2013 (which was commenced by 

Hornsby Shire Council prior to council boundary changes in May 2016) was 
notified on 29 September 2017. This Amendment included some minor 
changes applying to land in and around Epping Town Centre, as follows: 

a. Minor boundary adjustments to the zoning map to align with land parcel 
boundaries; 

b.  A change of attribution for the 72m height limit from “AA” to “AA2” (the 
72m height remains as is); and 

c. Amendment of some minimum lot size requirements at land zoned R3 
and R4 (generally around Hazelwood Pl, Essex St, Derby St and Maida 
Rd) to correspond with previous changes to related planning controls. 

This Housekeeping Amendment was administrative in nature, and does not 
impact the Epping Planning Review. 
 

DCP MATTERS (FAST TRACKED AMENDMENTS TO PARRAMATTA DCP 2011 
– PUBLIC DOMAIN) 
 
50. The Epping Planning Review Discussion Paper undertook preliminary analysis 

identifying the need for amendments for ground floor setbacks in parts of the 
Town Centre. As part of the suite of principles endorsed on 14 August 2017, 
Council endorsed the following relevant principle: 
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That as part of Stage 2 of the Epping Planning Review, that Council 
prepare appropriate DCP controls and a public domain plan that deliver 
through-block links and wider footpaths. 

 
51. Since the new planning controls were introduced in March 2014, most DAs in 

Epping’s B4 Mixed Use zone have affected sites on the eastern side of the 
Town Centre (formerly Hornsby Shire Council area). However, during late 
2017, several major land owners on the western side of the Town Centre 
commenced development proposals (or discussion about potential proposals). 
Whilst wider footpaths on the eastern side of the Town Centre have largely 
been delivered through the planning framework and DA processes, widening 
the footpath on the western side of the Town Centre is now of critical 
importance in light of significant developer interest and expected increases in 
pedestrian volumes.  
 

52. The current DCP controls contained within Parramatta DCP 2011 are not 
considered adequate to deliver the desired outcome of wider footpaths. Council 
considered a report on this matter on 18 December 2017 which proposed to 
increase the full building setback from 0m to 1.5m along Beecroft Road (as well 
as parts of High and Bridge streets). In relation to this matter, Council resolved: 

(a) That the Council resolves the proposed changes to amend the 
Parramatta DCP 2011 by preparing a public exhibition as outlined in this 
report. 

(c) That the CEO be given delegation to authorise the DCP exhibition 
material prior to proceeding to public exhibition in early 2018. 

(d) Further, that a report be considered by Council on outcomes of the 
public exhibition of the DCP amendment. 

 
53. Exhibition of these amendments commenced on 24 January 2018, and the 

exhibition outcomes will be reported back to Council in March/April 2018. 
 
DCP MATTERS (AMENDMENTS TO HORNSBY DCP 2013 RELATING TO TREE 
PRESERVATION) 
 
54. On 10 July 2017, Council resolved to prepare draft amendments to Hornsby 

DCP 2013 for public exhibition that have the effect of applying the tree 
preservation controls in Section 5.4 of Parramatta DCP 2011 to land now 
contained within City of Parramatta which was previously within Hornsby LGA. 
The draft amendments also update the controls so they are consistent with the 
new Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016 and State Environmental Planning 
Policy (vegetation in non-rural areas) 2017. These draft amendments were 
exhibited from 18 October – 17 November 2017. Council officers are currently 
preparing a briefing session for Councilors and subsequent report to Council 
regarding the outcomes of this exhibition; this report is planned for 
February/March 2018, once a Councillor briefing session has taken place.  

 
DEVELOPER CONTRIBUTIONS MATTERS (NEW CONTRIBUTIONS PLANS 
RELATING TO EPPING TOWN CENTRE) 
 
55. At its meeting of 13 November 2017 (Item 11.6), Council adopted new Section 

94/94A Plans for the area transferred from Hornsby to City of Parramatta as 
part of council boundary changes in May 2016. These plans were 
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predominantly required to support infrastructure demand resulting from the 
growth occurring in Epping Town Centre and will ensure that funds collected 
within the area now located in City of Parramatta are spent in that area. These 
plans came into effect on 6 December 2017. 

 
EXPECTED NEXT STEPS 
 
56. Expected timeframes for the individual matters discussed in this report have 

been provided where possible. It is expected that the outcomes of Council’s 
consideration of a future report to begin Stage 2 of the Epping Planning Review 
(consistent with part (c)2 of the resolution outlined earlier in this report) will 
provide more clarity as to the direction for Stage 2 of the Epping Planning 
Review, as well as other related matters. The timing of this future report 
depends on the finalisation of the Traffic Study which, as noted previously, is 
currently expected in May 2018. 

 
CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 
 
57. As evidenced in this report, there continues to be a significant number of 

interrelated planning and development matters underway at Epping Town 
Centre, affecting the formal completion of Stage 1 and commencement of 
Stage 2 of the Epping Planning Review. 
 

58. It is recommended that Council note the updates on various matters provided in 
this report and that, following completion of the Traffic Study, a further report to 
commence Stage 2 of the Epping Planning Review process is prepared for 
Council’s consideration. 

 
Sarah Baker 
Project Officer Land Use Planning 
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Director Strategic Outcomes and Development 
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LEADING 

ITEM NUMBER 11.3 

SUBJECT Epping Planning Review - Completion of Stage 1 and 
Commencement of Stage 2 

REFERENCE F2017/00210 - D05111630 

REPORT OF Snr Project Officer         
 
PURPOSE: 
 
The purpose of this report is twofold: to detail the feedback received from 
submissions on the Epping Planning Review Discussion Paper exhibited from 21 
June and 19 July 2017; and to recommend principles to guide Stage 2 of the Epping 
Planning Review. 
 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
(a) That Council receive and note the submissions made on the Epping Planning 

Review Discussion Paper. 
 
(b) That the recommended principles, as identified within this report and 

contained within Attachment 6 be endorsed for the purposes of guiding 
Stage 2 of the Epping Planning Review. 

 
(c) That Council Officers: 
 

1 Brief the incoming Councillors on the Epping Planning Review process to 
date including the endorsed principles to confirm the future planning 
direction for Epping as part of progressing Stage 2 of the project, and 

2 That following the above briefing, a further report be submitted to Council 
recommending the commencement of Stage 2 of the Epping Planning 
Review which will involve preparing new planning controls including: 

2.1  A planning proposal to amend both the PLEP 2011 and HLEP 
2013 

2.2 A development control plan amendment to amend PDCP 2011 
and HDCP 2013 

2.3 Amendments to relevant Contributions Plans and public domain 
plans where relevant. 

 
(d) That the recommendations contained within Attachment 5 detailing the 

outcomes of the Stage 6 Heritage Review be endorsed. 
 
(e) That Council write to the community thanking them for their feedback and 

advising them on the outcome of Stage 1 Review and next steps 
 
(f) Further, that Council write to the Minister for Planning, Greater Sydney 

Commission, Department of Planning and Environment, Transport for NSW 
and the Roads and Maritime Services to provide an update on the project and 
outline of next steps. 
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BACKGROUND 
 
1. In March 2014, new planning controls for the Epping Town Centre and 

surrounds came into effect as a result of the Department of Planning and 
Environment’s (DPE) Priority Precinct process. This process resulted in 
increased building heights and density controls within Epping Town Centre and 
surrounds which at the time was split between the former Parramatta City 
Council (western side of the train line) and former Hornsby Shire Council 
(eastern side of the train line). This process also saw the creation of three new 
Heritage Conservation Areas (on the former Hornsby Council side) – Rosebank 
Avenue, East Epping and Essex Street HCA.  

2. On 12 May 2016, Council amalgamations saw the Epping Town Centre and 
immediate surrounds fall wholly within a new jurisdiction - the City of 
Parramatta Council. Prior to this, the Epping Town Centre had been split 
between the former Parramatta City Council (PCC) to the west and the former 
Hornsby Shire Council to the north and east. This historic dual structure has 
resulted in a complex planning control framework comprising of: 

a. two local environmental plans (Parramatta Local Environmental Plan 
2011 and Hornsby Local Environmental Plan 2013);  

b. two development control plans (Parramatta Development Control Plan 
2011 and Hornsby Development Control Plan 2013); 

c. three development contributions plans with different contributions rates 
across each development type (a Section 94A plan applying to the 
former PCC area, and a Section 94 plan and Section 94A Plan 
applying to the former Hornsby Shire area); and 

d. one public domain plan for the former Hornsby Shire Council area and 
public domain guidelines for the former PCC side. 

3. The amalgamation has not changed or unified the planning controls, thus an 
exercise of bringing all of the controls into a single framework is required to 
deliver consistency. The objective of unifying the controls is to have one LEP, 
one DCP, one development contributions plan and one public domain plan 
applying to the entire town centre and immediate surrounds. 

4. The Epping Planning Review project is identified in Council’s Operational Plan 
2016/2017 under Action 2.4 “Review of Epping Town Centre Planning 
Controls”. The Action involves undertaking a review of the planning for the 
Epping Town Centre, in conjunction with the Department of Planning and 
Environment (DP&E). Council’s Operational Plan 2017/2018 sees Council 
continuing to work with stakeholders on key precincts such as Epping. The 
Draft West Central District Plan also foresees that Council will progress the 
delivery of the Epping Town Centre urban renewal with the Greater Sydney 
Commission and the DP&E to ensure that the centre is considered as an 
integrated whole. 

5. The study area for the Epping Planning Review is based on the DP&E’s Urban 
Activation Precinct boundary and is illustrated in Figure 1. However, in the 
case of social infrastructure, the study boundary extends beyond the boundary 
in Figure 1 so as to incorporate all the social infrastructure that Epping Town 
Centre residents rely on, which generally, is the Epping suburb. 
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Figure 1 - Epping Planning Review Study area 

6. The Epping Planning Review project involves two stages, the scope of which 
has been to address the unintended consequences of the planning control 
amendments brought into effect in March 2014 as well as allowing Council to 
manage current (formal and preliminary) Planning Proposals seeking growth 
within the Town Centre. It is also intended to allow the City of Parramatta 
Council to progress resolutions made by the former Hornsby Shire Council on 
specific heritage matters. Stage 1 of the Epping Planning Review has involved: 

a. A public launch in mid December 2016. 

b. Preparation of technical studies on Heritage, Social Infrastructure, 
Commercial Floorspace and Traffic (Interim) by consultants as well 
urban design and planning analysis which was undertaken by Council. 

c. Pre-Phase 1 Community Consultation commencing in December 2016; 
this consultation is summarised in Chapter 5.0 Community 
Engagement of the Discussion Paper (Attachment 1) and involved 
Council Officer attendance at various community events such as the 
Australia Day and Lunar New Year to inform the community of the 
review being undertaken. 

d. Phase 1 Community Consultation involved consultations that informed 
the technical studies and Discussion Paper and was undertaken in 
conjunction with Straight Talk who were engaged to facilitate the 
consultation events. The feedback received from the Phase 1 
consultations was contained in Straight Talk’s Phase 1 Community 
Consultation report which formed part of the supporting information to 
the Discussion Paper in Attachment 1. 

e. The preparation of the Epping Planning Review Discussion Paper 
(informed by points b, c and d, above) for public exhibition. 
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f. Phase 2 Community Consultation carried out during the public 
exhibition of the Discussion Paper with a series of Community 
Workshop Sessions. 

7. Figure 2 below illustrates the major structural components of Stage 1 of the 
Epping Planning Review. 

 

Figure 2 - Stage 1 of the Epping Planning Review 

 
8. This Council report constitutes the last major milestone of Stage 1 of the 

Epping Planning Review and reports on the feedback received from the Phase 
2 community consultations and Discussion Paper exhibition process. 

9. Stage 2 of the Epping Planning Review will involve implementing changes to 
planning controls (zoning, heights, FSRs) and unifying the planning controls to 
create a single set of controls for the town centre. This means amending the 
Parramatta LEP (PLEP) 2011 and the Hornsby LEP (HLEP) 2013, Parramatta 
DCP and Hornsby DCP, and relevant development contributions plans and 
public domain plans to create a single set of planning controls. 

10. It is noted that the principles determined in Stage 1 also impact on other policy 
areas of Council (outside of the changes to planning controls covered in Stage 
2) and that the findings and analysis carried out to date will be used to inform 
further work on these areas (ie. social infrastructure) as part of a separate 
process. 

 
PUBLIC EXHIBITION OF DISCUSSION PAPER 
 
11. The Epping Planning Review Discussion Paper (Attachment 1) and supporting 

studies were publicly exhibited from Wednesday, 21 June to Wednesday, 19 
July 2016. 

12. The Discussion Paper contained 32 questions, of which: 

a. 4 questions addressed heritage interface issues;  

b. 9 questions addressed commercial floorspace issues;  
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c. 11 questions addressed social infrastructure issues;  

d. 2 questions addressed public domain issues; and  

e. 6 questions addressed traffic and transport issues.  

13. The context around the questions are detailed in the Discussion Paper.  

14. Council has specifically sought responses to the questions to help guide the 
future direction of Stage 2 of the Epping Planning Review. As such this report 
focuses on the community feedback raised in relation to the questions. 

15. It must also be noted that comments/feedback were also provided outside of 
the questions and this is also discussed in this report. 

Phase 2 Community Engagement 

16. Phase 2 community engagement involved a series of Community Workshop 
sessions which presented the findings of the technical studies and Discussion 
Paper.  Feedback was also sought on the options and the questions. 

17. Over 750 participant entries were recorded across all engagement activities, 
which incorporated: 

a. Three evening sessions held on:  

i. Social Infrastructure and commercial floor space (3 July 2017), 

ii. Heritage (5 July 2017), and 

iii. Traffic (12 July 2017). 

These were held at the St Albans Anglican Church Main Hall in the 
Epping Town Centre.  

b. Two evening sessions for Epping’s two largest culturally and 
linguistically diverse (CALD) communities: 

i. A session for the Chinese community was held on 10 July 2017,  

ii. A session for the Korean community was held on 17 July 2017. 

These were held at the Epping Creative Centre. 

18. All sessions were facilitated by Straight Talk, a consultancy commissioned to 
independently facilitate and record the feedback from each session. 

19. These Phase 2 consultations are summarised in the Epping Town Centre 
Review: Phase two – Exhibition period consultation (provided at Attachment 
2). 

Site visits 

20. Three site visits were undertaken by Council Officers and the Administrator at 
the request of residents who raised concerns about the impacts of current 
development in their areas.  Site visits were undertaken at the following 
locations: 

a. Rosebank Avenue. 

b. Eastern side of Essex Street, within the Essex Street HCA. 

c. Norfolk Street in the vicinity of Pembroke Street. 
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21. The purpose of the site visits was to listen to the concerns raised by residents 
with regard to the findings of the Discussion Paper and assist them in informing 
their submission. 

Developer Consultation 

22. On 30 June 2017, Council Officers hosted an Information Session for the 
applicants of the Austino Planning Proposal (adjacent to Forest Park) and the 
two Preliminary planning proposals at Rawson Street and Beecroft Road. 

23. The purpose of this consultation was to provide an update to the applicants on 
the status of the Epping Planning Review project, in order to enable them to 
prepare a submission. 

 

PROJECT STEERING GROUP 

24. To ensure State agency engagement on the recommendations of the Epping 
Planning Review process, at the commencement of the project, Council 
established the Epping Planning Review State Agency Steering Group.  

25. The Steering Group comprises representation from the Greater Sydney 
Commission, the Department of Planning and Environment, Transport for NSW 
and Roads and Maritime Services and staff of City of Parramatta. 

26. To date, the Steering Group has met on three occasions to discuss issues 
relating to the review as well as oversee the progress of the Discussion Paper. 

 

COMMUNITY FEEDBACK - INTRODUCTION 

Submissions 

27. Council received over 300 individual pieces of correspondence in response to 
the exhibition. Within this correspondence, there were several submitters that 
made multi-part submissions, as well as a few submissions made on behalf of 
small groups of residents. These factors meant that the total number of 
submitters was over 260.  

28. The submissions varied broadly in scope in terms of their response to the 32 
questions posed in the Discussion Paper. The majority of submissions (about 
90%) directly answered questions posed in the Discussion Paper. Of these, 
about one third of submitters focused on one question, about one third of 
submitters discussed 2-5 questions, and about one third addressed 6 or more 
questions. About 12% of submitters addressed 20 or more questions.  

29. Figure 3 below demonstrates the frequency of response to the 32 questions. 

30. As demonstrated in Figure 3 there was a high level of response to each of the 
questions posed (minimum 24 responses; maximum 131 responses). The 
average number of responses to each question was 50, for a total of over 1,600 
individual answers across all of the questions. The four questions attracting the 
highest frequency of responses were 9b (relating to the purchase of the former 
Bowling Club site), 9k (relating to future use of the Dence Park Aquatic Centre), 
9a (relating to expanding parks ahead of creating new parks), and 11a (relating 
to delaying processing of planning proposals until the Traffic Study is 
complete); each of these four questions received over 100 responses. 
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Figure 3 - Graph showing responses to the questions 

31. Attachment 3 provides a detailed summary of the submissions received in 
response to each question, and further sections of this report respond to this 
analysis on a question-by-question basis. Many respondents provided 
commentary outside of the questions posed, but which still broadly related to 
the five themes in the Discussion Paper (Heritage, Commercial Floor Space, 
Social Infrastructure, Public Domain and Traffic/Transport). This commentary is 
also summarised in Attachment 3 on a thematic basis. Analysis of this 
feedback is also considered within this report. 

32. Many respondents provided commentary outside of the questions and themes 
of the Discussion Paper. Council officers’ analysis of this commentary is 
detailed in Attachment 4 (General Comments). Analysis of this feedback is 
also considered within this report. 

Community Workshop Sessions 

33. The Community Workshop sessions (discussed above in ‘Phase 2 Community 
Engagement’) were a major element of the Phase 2 Community Engagement 
process and have been summarised in Straight Talk’s Epping Town Centre 
Review: Phase two – Exhibition period consultation which forms Attachment 2 
to this report. 

34. Generally, there are strong similarities with the feedback from the community 
submission process. However, any differences in views between submissions 
and feedback received directly from the community workshop sessions are 
explained in each of the chapter sections below. 

 
HERITAGE CHAPTER 
 
35. Chapter 7.0 of the Discussion Paper responds to the recommendations made 

within City Plan Services’ Epping Town Centre (East) Heritage Review 
(“Heritage Review”) as well as feedback received from residents during the 
Phase 1 consultations held in May this year. 
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36. The sub-sections below summarise the responses to the Discussion Paper’s 
four questions (ie. 7a, 7b, 7c and 7d) which pertain to Rosebank Avenue and 
Essex Street Heritage Conservation Areas (HCAs), Rockleigh Way, certain 
properties at Norfolk Road and Pembroke Street and the Rose Street Precinct. 

Rosebank Avenue HCA 

37. Until March 2014, the Rosebank Avenue area and surrounds were zoned R2 
Low Density Residential Zone. However, new planning controls which came 
into effect in March 2014 by way of the Department of Planning and 
Environment’s (DP&E’s) Urban Activation Precinct process introduced the 
Rosebank Avenue HCA and introduced the R4 High Density Residential Zone 
to its south eastern, southern and eastern borders. The R4 High Density 
Residential Zone currently permits 5 storey residential flat buildings. 

38. The Rosebank HCA and surrounding land zonings in HLEP 2013 are illustrated 
in Figure 4, below.  

 

Figure 4 - Rosebank Avenue HCA (hashed) and current zoning 

 

39. Two heritage items are situated midpoint within the HCA, at No.s 9 and 10 
Rosebank Avenue (refer to Figure 5 below). These two sites mark the midpoint 
on either side of the HCA.  

40. The street runs in a north/south direction with most properties fronting the street 
in an east or west direction. These lots are relatively large. However, No.23 
Rosebank Avenue is the only property that fronts the street in a north/south 
direction. This lot is also much smaller in size and is flanked by larger lots that 
have frontage to Rosen Street. It therefore, has limited redevelopment 
opportunity on its own. 

41. The Heritage Review assessed the heritage value of the HCA and has 
recommended the retention of the Rosebank Avenue HCA. However, this study 
only looks at the heritage factors and does not address the land use conflicts 
occurring at the interface at the rear of some of the properties within the 
Rosebank Avenue HCA. 

42. A strong residential market has seen many of the R4 zoned sites be 
redeveloped for 5 storey residential flat buildings. This has created a conflict in 
land use that sees 5 storey residential flat buildings overlooking single and two 
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storey low density residential development which is significantly impacting on 
the privacy and amenity of the Rosebank Avenue residents, particularly those 
at No.s 1-7, and 2-8 Rosebank Avenue. 

43. Section 7.4.1 of the Discussion Paper presents 7 options to resolve interface 
issues at the Rosebank Avenue HCA (as well as the Essex Street HCA which 
is discussed in the section below). The options range from “Maintain the HCA” 
to presenting an option that would permit “3 storey residential flat building” 
redevelopment and involve the removal of the HCA notation in the HLEP 2013. 

44. Council Officers recommend three options (Options 4, 5 and 6) for the 
Rosebank Avenue HCA all of which involve: 

a. Removal of the HCA affectation in HLEP 2013; and 

b. Planning controls that permit demolition of the existing housing and two 
storey redevelopment comprising: (1) Dual Occupancy (side by side); 
(2) Town Houses; or (3) Manor home, (with the exception of the two 
heritage items). 

45. With the adjacent creek (zoned RE1 Public Open Space) and the two heritage 
items sitting midway in the precinct, the Discussion Paper noted that further 
analysis be undertaken to assess how different options that might be applied to 
different parts of the HCA due to the fact that the interface issues primarily 
affect the couthern properties in Rosebank Avenue. 

46. The standard question 7a. asks: What is your preferred option and why? 

Community Feedback 

47. Feedback from the community on Rosebank Avenue received via the 
community information sessions and via submissions was divided.  

48. Some residents within Rosebank Avenue want to see the same planning 
controls that enable 5 storey residential development applied to their sites so 
they can maximise their economic benefit in the same way their neighbours 
have to the south and south east (refer to Figure 5 below showing the extent of 
the HCA and street numbers). 

 

Figure 5 - Rosebank Avenue HCA and heritage items with street numbers 
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49. Views received via submissions and Community Workshop sessions from
some residents who reside outside the HCA see the removal of the HCA and
allowance for redevelopment as further degradation of local character. Many
are unsympathetic to the residents experiencing the interface issues. Some
view that the new R4 zone has been in place for over 3 and a half years and
affected residents could have either sold up to a more tolerant resident who
“knew what they were buying”. Some hold the view that affected residents
could have planted trees at the time the new controls came into effect to help
mitigate the amenity and privacy impacts. There is also a perception from these
respondents that the affected residents who see redevelopment as a resolution
to the interface issues do not care about the impacts it will have on the
residents who choose to stay or who are less affected by the new development.

50. With regards the heritage items at No.s 9 and 10 Rosebank Avenue, the
predominant response from respondents was that the heritage items should be
removed if the HCA notation is recommended for removal on the basis that the
heritage items are just as affected as the properties at the sourthern portion of
the precinct. They see that these properties also have visual proximity to the
interface issues and this devalues the significance of the heritage items. There
was also a contrary view – that the preference is for Options 1 (“Maintain the
HCA”) or Option 2 (“Landscaping at interface”) across the precinct but notes
that in the instance the HCA is recommended for removal, then the entire
precinct should enable 5 storey residential flat buildings.

Conclusions and recommendations 

51. The scope of the Stage 1 analysis and recommendations has been to address
the unintended impacts resulting from the new planning controls introduced by
the State Government in March 2014.

52. Having considered the feedback from the Phase 2 consultations, Council
Officers conclude:

a. That Council Officers accept that there are severe interface issues
occurring (or, in some cases, are yet to occur) to the southern half of
the precinct; specifically, the properties at No.s 1, 3, 5 and 7 as well as
2, 4 and 6-8 are likely experience the same impacts as the remaining
adjoining R4 zoned land is redeveloped over time.

b. That a heritage item (such as the two at No.s 9 and 10 Rosebank
Avenue), as opposed to a property with just a HCA notation over it, has
a much more significant role in terms of heritage conservation and
protection. The importance of a heritage item relies less on the
surrounding character and more so on its own individual historical
attributes. As such, it is not uncommon for heritage items to sit
amongst development that is of a different typology.

c. The RE1 zoned land to the west comprising the eastern edge of Kent
Street Park – along with the two heritage items - also forms a ‘break’
and mid point within the Rosebank Avenue Precinct.

d. Council Officers see that the interface issues are less significant at the
rear of No.s 12 to 18 Rosebank Avenue, despite the R4 zoning on the
adjoining large site to the east at No.23 Ray Road. Constructed in early
2011, the development on this site incorporates 2.5 and 3 storey town
house development which faces the properties at No.s 12 to 18
Rosebank Avenue. These townhouses shield the 4 storey residential
flat building development that fronts Ray Road. Since 2011, tree
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plantings now shield views to this development from Rosebank 
Avenue. 

e. Similarly, Council Officers determine that there are no interface issues 
occurring (or anticipated to occur) at the rear of the sites at No.s 13 to 
21 Rosebank Avenue. This also includes No.23 Rosebank Avenue. 
These sites do not adjoin any R4 zoned land. As noted above, the 
property at No.23 is isolated, smaller in size than the other Rosebank 
Avenue parcels and has little chance of being redeveloped and given it 
is surrounded by the R2 zoned properties which have frontage to 
Rosen Street. Therefore, the current R2 zone is not considered to be 
inappropriate against the R2 zoned land which has a two storey height 
limit. 

f. That any change to the planning controls needs to be sensitive and 
sympathetic to the existing heritage items at No.s 9 and 10 Rosebank 
Avenue. 

g. That the removal of the HCA notation will not have any impact on the 
heritage significance of the two heritage items situated at No.s 9 and 
10 Rosebank Avenue (refer to Figure 5) as these properties are 
recognised for their significance as stand-alone sites.  

h. That the basis for any changes to the planning controls is to place as 
little pressure as possible on local traffic. 

53. Council Officers therefore, recommend the following principles: 

a. In the case of properties situated at No.s 1, 3, 5 and 7 as well as 2, 4 
and 6-8 Rosebank Avenue: 

i. That Option 7 – 3 storey residential flat building redevelopment  
be permissible; and 

ii. That further urban design work identify appropriate building 
height, density (FSR) controls, building setback and 
amalgamation controls so as to ensure an appropriate transition 
from 3 storeys to 2 storeys towards the heritage item sites to the 
north. This analysis will inform new DCP controls. 

These recommended controls: 

 enable owners to achieve economic benefit from a higher 
density solution. 

 represent a sound transition in density from the 5 storey 
residential flat building to a single storey heritage item. 

b. That the Rosebank Avenue HCA notation in HLEP 2013 (labelled 
“C11”) be removed entirely. 

c. That the existing heritage items at No.s 9 and 10 Rosebank Avenue 
remain listed in the LEP Heritage Schedule as heritage items. 

d. In the case of the properties situated north of the heritage items 
comprising No.s 13 to 21 Rosebank Aveune (western side) and 12 to 
18 Rosebank Avenue (eastern side) and of No.23 Rosebank Avenue, 
that there be no change to the LEP planning controls. 

e. That in the case of the entire Rosebank Avenue area, that the relevant 
DCP controls be amended accordingly, including any amendments to 
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Section 9.3.14 ‘Rosebank Avenue (Epping) Heritage Conservation 
Area’ section of the Hornsby DCP’. 

f. That despite the increase in residential density proposed, that the 
above recommendations could proceed ahead of the completion of the 
Traffic study as they seek to urgently deal with the unintended impacts 
arising from the new planning controls implemented in 2014 relating to 
land use interface issues. Furthermore, the potential increase in 
dwelling numbers resulting from this recommendation is likely to be 
minimal when compared against the traffic impacts arising from 
proposals detailed later in this report.   

Essex Street HCA 

54. Until March 2014, land situated on the eastern side of Forest Grove - which 
directly adjoins land on the western side of Essex Street between Epping Road 
and Maida Road - was zoned R2 Low Density Residential. However, new 
planning controls which came into effect in March 2014 via the DP&E’s Urban 
Activation Precinct process introduced the R4 zone. The R4 High Density 
Residential zone permits 5 storey residential flat buildings. 

55. The Essex Street HCA and surrounding land zonings in HLEP 2013 are 
illustrated in Figure 6, below. 

 

Figure 6 - Essex Street HCA (hashed) and current zoning 

 

56. Four heritage items are situated within the Essex Street HCA - at No.s 42, 47, 
76 and 84 Essex Street (refer to Figure 7 below). 

57. The Heritage Review assessed the heritage value of the HCA and has 
recommended retention of the Essex Street HCA. However, this study only 
looks at the heritage factors and does not address the land use conflicts 
occurring on the west side of the HCA between Epping Road and Maida Road. 

58. A strong residential market has seen most of the R4 zoned sites (between 
Epping and Maida Roads) flanking the western side of Essex Street be 
redeveloped (or have existing approvals) for 5 storey residential flat buildings. 
This has created a conflict in land uses that sees 5 storey residential flat 
buildings overlooking single and two storey low density residential which is 
significantly impacting on the privacy and amenity of the Essex Street residents 
on the western side of Epping and Maida Road. 
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59. Section 7.4.1 of the Discussion Paper presents 7 options to resolve interface 
issues at the Rosebank Avenue HCA (as well as the Essex Street HCA which 
is discussed in the section below). The options range from “Maintain the HCA” 
to “3 storey residential flat building” redevelopment. 

60. Council Officers recommend three options (Options 4, 5 and 6) for the 
Rosebank Avenue HCA all of which involve: 

a. Removal of the HCA notation in HLEP 2013; and 

b. Introduction of new planning controls that permit two storey 
redevelopment comprising: (1) Dual Occupancy (side by side); (2) 
Town Houses; or (3) Manor home (with the exception of heritage 
items). 

61. The standard question, 7a., asks: What is your preferred option and why? 

Community Feedback 

62. Feedback from the community on the Essex Street HCA received via the 
community information sessions and via submissions is divided.  

63. For residents residing on the western side of Essex Street, situated within the 
HCA, the responses were as follows: 

a. 75% of residents either supported the Council Officer recommendation 
or Option 7 (“3 Storey Residential Flat Building”).  

b. 25% of residents supported Option 1 (“No Change”). 

64. The predominant view from residents on the eastern side of Essex Street within 
the HCA also support the removal of the HCA notation to enable 
redevelopment that enables a transition to the adjoining R4 zone. Views from 
the eastern side of Essex Street held the strong view that if there was any 
change to the building form on the western side of the street, that the same 
type of development should permissible on the eastern side of the street. 

65. Views of residents that reside outside the HCA see the removal of the HCA and 
allowance for redevelopment as further degradation of local character. 
Furthermore these views have strong similarities with those of the residents 
situated outside the Rosebank Avenue HCA, in that: 

a. Some residents are not sympathetic to the residents experiencing the 
interface issues:  

i. Some view that affected residents could have addressed 
interface issues early by tree planting at the time the new 
controls came into effect to help mitigate the amenity and 
privacy impacts  

ii. Some view that affected residents could have either sold up and 
moved out by selling to a more tolerant resident who “knew what 
they were buying” and appreciates what special character is left.  

iii. Some have the perception that the affected residents who are 
fed up and want to sell to maximise their economic benefit do 
not care about the impacts it will have on the residents who 
choose to stay or who are less affected by the new 
development. 
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Figure 7 - Essex Street HCA and heritage items in HLEP 2013 

 

Conclusions and recommendations 

66. The scope of the Stage 1 analysis and recommendations has been to address 
the unintended impacts resulting from the new planning controls that came into 
effect by the State Government in March 2014. 

67. Having considered the feedback from the Phase 2 consultations, Council 
Officers conclude: 

a. That there are significant interface issues that properties are 
experiencing on the western side of Essex Street HCA; specifically, 
those situated between Epping Road and No.86 Essex Street.  

b. That there are no interface issues being experienced on the eastern 
side of the Essex Street HCA despite the numerous views of the 
residents residing on the eastern side. The role of the Essex Street 
road reserve is critical in establishing a demarcation between land 
uses. The road reserve which is approximately 21 metres wide when 
measured between the front boundaries of the western and eastern 
side of the street acts as a clear demarcation for any change in land 
use and becomes the ideal “line in the sand”. If Council was to enable 
redevelopment uplift of the eastern side of Essex, this only pushes and 
extends the interface issue further east. 

c. Essex Street stretches from Oxford Street in the north to Abuklea Road 
in the south with the Essex Street HCA section occupying a little more 
than 25% of its full length. Therefore, any recommendations to change 
the eastern side of Essex Street within the HCA section is likely to 
result in the Essex Street residents situated outside of the HCA that 
own land zoned R2 Low Density Residential to also seek uplift because 
the rezoning of the eastern side will establish a precedent. 

d. Terry’s Creek forms a natural geographical boundary rather than a 
boundary for land use change. Relying on Terry’s Creek as a land use 
boundary would introduce a significant number of dwellings which 
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would not only have significant traffic implications but also result in 
significant additional land being up-zoned further away from the station. 

e. Of the 3 recommended re-development options within the Discussion 
Paper (which were: Option 4 Dual Occupancy (side by side), Option 5 
Town house re-development and Option 6 Manor home, that Council 
Officers recommend Option 6 Manor home because this option: 

i. Represents a sound transition in density from the 5 storey 
residential flat building to 2 a storey medium-density, to the 1 to 
2 storey low density across the street. It means that no change 
to the existing height control is required. 

ii. Does not require site amalgamation so that owners will be able 
to independently develop their sites if they wish. 

f. That if there is a recommendation that enables redevelopment of the 
western side of Essex Street between Epping and Maida Roads, that 
there is no heritage benefit in keeping the Essex Street HCA notation. 

g. The removal of the HCA notation will not have any impact on the 
heritage significance of the four heritage items situated at No.s 42, 47, 
76 and 84 Essex Street (refer to Figure 7) as these properties are 
recognised for their significance as stand-alone sites. 

68. Council Officers therefore, recommend the following principles: 

a. That the Essex Street HCA notation in HLEP 2013 (labelled “C10”) be 
removed in full. 

b. That the existing heritage items at No.s 42, 47, 76 and 84 Essex Street 
remain listed in the LEP Heritage Schedule as heritage items. 

c. That the planning controls for the properties on the western side of the 
Essex Street HCA area be amended to permit re-development that 
involves demolition of the existing housing (with the exception of 
heritage items) to enable development of two storey manor home 
development, between Epping Road and Maida Road. 

d. That the planning controls for the properties on the eastern side of the 
Essex Street HCA area remain unchanged and not be amended. 

e. That further urban design be undertaken to determine the appropriate 
density, setbacks and other building envelope and controls to guide the 
development of new manor home development. This analysis will 
inform new development control plan (DCP) controls including any 
amendments to Section 9.3.13 ‘Essex Street (Epping) Heritage 
Conservation Area of the Hornsby DCP’. 

f. That despite the increase in residential density proposed, that the 
above recommendations could proceed ahead of the completion of the 
Traffic study as they seek to urgently deal with the unintended impacts 
arising from the new planning controls implemented in 2014 relating to 
land use interface issues. Furthermore, the potential increase in 
dwelling numbers resulting from this recommendation is likely to be 
minimal when compared against the traffic impacts arising from 
proposals detailed later in this report.   
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Rockleigh Park 

69. The Rockleigh Park precinct comprises 33 small subdivided lots that come off a 
small, narrow laneway system. The area is predominantly zoned R4 high 
Density Residential (shown edged yellow in Figure 8 below) with an R3 
Medium Density Residential zoned strip edging the north and eastern 
boundaries. The subject site currently contains medium density housing. 

70. Until March 2014, the 36 parcels that make up Rockleigh Park were zoned R2 
Low Density Residential Zone. However, new planning controls which came 
into effect in March 2014 via the DP&E’s Urban Activation Precinct process 
introduced the R4 zone to the 18 parcels central within Rockleigh Park. The R4 
High Density Residential zone permits 5 storey residential flat buildings. No 
sites have been redeveloped in accordance with the new zone on account of 
constraints around community title and the small street network. 

71. The precinct’s proximity to the R4 zoned land at Essex Street to the south and 
the East Epping HCA to the north (shown hashed red) are illustrated in Figure 
8. 

72. The Heritage Review commissioned by Council recommends down-zoning the 
parcels zoned R4 (which has a 17.5 metre or 5 storey building height) to R3 
Medium Density Residential zone (which has a 12 metre or 4 storey building 
height) to better reflect existing development. 

 

Figure 8 - Rockleigh Way (area edged in yellow and with a R3 zoned strip)  

73. The Discussion Paper recommends supporting the R3 zone and that further 
urban design analysis to identify the appropriate amalgamation, height and 
density controls be carried out. 

74. The proposed downzoning to the R3 zone better reflects the current use – 
small single and two storey cottages, some of which are attached, on a small, 
narrow laneway system. 

75. The standard question at the end of this section (Question 7b) asks: Do you 
agree with the recommendation for Rockleigh Park? 

Community Feedback 

76. Community feedback from residents on this issue showed strong support for 
the down zoning of the site from the R4 zone to the R3 zone.  

77. Respondents also said that the proposed R3 zone: 
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a. Would more appropriately deal with the transition between higher and 
lower density areas; and 

b. Should be supported by a master planning process so that appropriate 
heights and density controls can be put in place. 

Conclusions and recommendations 

78. The scope of the Stage 1 analysis and recommendations has been to address 
the unintended impacts resulting from the new planning controls that came into 
effect by the State Government in March 2014. 

79. Having considered the feedback from the Phase 2 consultations, Council 
Officers conclude: 

a. With 18 lots zoned R4 and 15 lots zoned R3 all of which rely on the 
same small road network for access which falls under a community 
title, it is highly unlikely that these sites will be purchased by a 
developer for redevelopment. 

b. The recommended downzoning better reflects the current use – small 
single and two storey cottages, some of which are attached, on a 
small, narrow laneway system. 

c. The proposed R3 Medium Density Residential zone is consistent with 
the Rockleigh Park properties that form its northern and eastern 
boundaries. 

d. That redevelopment of Rockleigh Park for 5 storey residential flat 
building development would reflect further and unnecessary 
encroachment of inappropriate high density development up against 
low density development. 

e. That the recommendation within the Discussion Paper to down-zone 
the R4 zone to the R3 zone still stands. 

80. Council Officers therefore, recommend the following principles: 

a. That the component of Rockleigh Park currently zoned R4 be rezoned 
to the R3 zone so that the entire 33 parcels fall under a single (R3) 
zone consistent with the recommendations with the Heritage Review 
and Discussion Paper. 

b. That further urban design analysis be undertaken across all of 
Rockleigh Park to determine the best building height and density (FSR) 
controls including amalgamation patterns should the site be 
amalgamated in the future. This analysis will also inform DCP controls. 

1, 3, 3A, 5, 7, and 7A Norfolk Road and 25 Pembroke Street 

81. The parcels at 1, 3, 3A, 5, 7, and 7A Norfolk Road and 25 Pembroke Street are 
all currently zoned R2 Low Density Residential with the properties at No.s 1, 3 
and 3A Norfolk Road and 25 Pembroke Street located within the most southern 
section of the East Epping HCA (refer to Figures 9 and 10, below) 
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Figure 9 - Norfolk Road and Pembroke Street properties – land zonings as per HLEP 2013 

 

Figure 10 - Norfolk Road and Pembroke Street properties – HCA affectation and adjoining 
heritage item at 9 Norfolk Road HLEP 2013 

82. Three parcels which do not have street frontage – No.s 5, 7 and 7A Norfolk 
Road are sandwiched between the HCA properties and a heritage item at No.9 
Norfolk Road to the east and R4 zoned land which has a 5 storey height limit to 
the west. These sites are occupied by large houses which take up much of their 
respective sites. 

83. Land to the south at 23 and 23A Pembroke Road has a R3 Medium Density 
Residential zoning and is also occupied by large dwelling houses that occupy 
much of their land parcel. 
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84. Until March 2014, the R4 zone to the west of this area did not exist. However, 
new planning controls which came into effect in March 2014 via the DP&E’s 
Urban Activation Precinct process rezoned the R2 Low Density Residential land 
to the R4 High Density Residential zone which permits 5 storey residential flat 
buildings. 

85. The Heritage Review commissioned by Council recommends: 

a. The removal of the East Epping HCA notation (labelled “C9” in HLEP 
2013) over the properties at No.s 1, 3 and 3A Norfolk Road and 25 
Pembroke Street; and 

b. Rezone No.s 1, 3 and 3A Norfolk Road and 25 Pembroke Street as 
well as No. 5, 7 and 7A to the R3 zone so all parcels share the same 
zoning and also, match the zoning to the south. 

86. Since 2014, when the adjacent R4 zone came into effect, there has been no 
redevelopment of land in this vicinity however, it is noted that a strong 
residential market could drive redevelopment in the future. 

87. To resolve any forthcoming interface issues at No.s 1, 3, 3A, 5, 7, and 7A 
Norfolk Road and 25 Pembroke Street, Section 7.4.2 of the Discussion Paper 
presented three options and sought feedback. The three options are as follows: 

a. Option 1 is as per the Heritage Review’s recommendation (described 
above). 

b. Option 2 is to both: 

i. Remove the East Epping HCA notation (labelled “C9” in HLEP 
2013) over the properties at No.s 1, 3 and 3A Norfolk Road and 
25 Pembroke Street, and 

ii. Rezone all of the seven parcels to the R3 zone, but restrict 
development on No.s 3, 3A, 5, 7 and 7A Norfolk Road to a 2 
storey manor home and encouraging No.s 1 Norfolk Road and 
25 Pembroke Street to amalgamate with No.s 23 and 23A 
Pembroke Street to redevelopment into a town house scheme. 

c. Option 3 is to: 

i. Remove the East Epping HCA notation (labelled “C9” in HLEP 
2013) over the properties at No.s 1, 3 and 3A Norfolk Road and 
25 Pembroke Street, and 

ii. Retain the R2 zone on No.s 3, 3A, 5, 7 and 7A Norfolk Road, 
and 

iii. Allow No.1 Norfolk Road and 25 Pembroke Street to be 
rezoned to the R3 zone. 

88. The standard question at the end of this section (Question 7c) asks: …what is 
your preferred option and why?”. 

Community Feedback 

89. Feedback from the community via the community information sessions and 
submissions is divided.  

90. Responses from the owners of No.s 1, 3, 3A, 5, 7, and 7A Norfolk Road and 25 
Pembroke Street, included a coordinated group response which was included 
in some of the households’ submissions. These indicated unanimous support 
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for Option 1 (remove HCA and rezone to R3). Key reasons for supporting this 
option were: 

a. That there is a desire to resolve future interface issues with the 
anticipated R4 development yet to occur on the adjoining R4 land. 

b. That the option could encourage amalgamated development sites large 
enough to support “high-quality integrated development” with adequate 
transition to adjacent low-rise areas and the Heritage Item at 9 Norfolk 
Road. 

c. To encourage housing within walkable access to the school and town 
centre.  

d. That Option 2 (manor home) was not preferred as it was seen as an 
undesirable and less integrated approach than larger site 
amalgamation along with the potential problems with strata-titled 
developments sharing one driveway (i.e. access, construction, utilities) 
was also raised although it should be noted that the manor home 
recommendation involves amalgamated sites. 

e. That Option 3 was considered as an uncoordinated approach to zoning 
that could result in small, piecemeal development. An alternative for R4 
zoning was also raised by some. 

91. Feedback from two adjoining owners, including the owner of the adjoining 
heritage property at No. 9 Norfolk Road have preference for Option 3 as this is 
seen as a more appropriate building form response since the sites at No.s 3A, 
5, 7 and 7A Norfolk Street have no street address.   

92. Feedback from other residents were varied: 

a. some seeing Option 2 as preferable,  

b. others as Option 3 as preferable, with 

c. others feeling that only limited redevelopment was acceptable (low 
density to be replaced with low density). 

93. Other residents cited the local neighbourhood shop building which is attached 
to the dwelling at No. 25 Pembroke Street as a valued and historically important 
building in this area. However, despite the Heritage Study’s identification of the 
site as a ‘contributory item’, it also recommends removal of the East Epping 
HCA notation over the site. 

Conclusions and recommendations 

94. The scope of the Stage 1 analysis and recommendations has been to address 
the unintended impacts resulting from the new planning controls that came into 
effect by the State Government in March 2014. 

95. Having considered the feedback from the Phase 2 consultations, Council 
Officers conclude: 

a. That any response needs to be sensitive to the heritage item at No.9 
Norfolk Road. 

b. The narrowness of the lots at No.25 Pembroke Street and No.1 Norfolk 
Street lend themselves to amalgamating with No.s 23 and 23A given 
their location. 
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c. That the R4 High Density Residential zone to the west and R3 Medium 
Density Residential zone to the south have the strong potential to result 
in interface issues which need to be managed. 

96. Council Officers therefore, recommend the following principles: 

a. That option 2 from the Discussion Paper be applied, which involves: 

i. Removing the East Epping HCA notation (labelled “C9” in HLEP 
2013) over the properties at No.s 1, 3 and 3A Norfolk Road and 
25 Pembroke Street, and 

ii. Rezoning all of the seven parcels to the R3 zone*, but: 

1. Limit re-development on No.s 7 and 7A Norfolk Road to a 
2 storey manor home. 

2. Enable re-development on No.s 1, 3 and 3A, 5 Norfolk 
Road and 25 Pembroke Street to realise residential flat 
building (no more than 3 storeys in height) however, 
undertake urban design analysis to determine: 

 appropriate height, density and amalgamation 
controls including the controls affecting No.s 23 
and 23A Pembroke Street; and 

 appropriate setback controls from the heritage item 
at No. 9 Norfolk Street; and 

 that this analysis informs DCP controls including 
any amendments to section 9.3.12 ‘East Epping 
Heritage Conservation Area’. 

Note: this may result in a different zone depending on the methodology 
utilized in the harmonization of the planning controls.  

 

b. That despite the increase in residential density proposed, that the 
above recommendations could proceed ahead of the completion of the 
Traffic study as they seek to urgently deal with the unintended impacts 
arising from the new planning controls implemented in 2014 relating to 
land use interface issues. Furthermore, the potential increase in 
dwelling numbers resulting from this recommendation is likely to be 
minimal when compared against the traffic impacts arising from 
proposals detailed later in this report.   

Rose Street precinct 

97. The Rose Street Precinct is flanked by properties zoned R3 Medium Density 
Residential (which front Maida Road), Blaxland Road to the west, the Essex 
Street HCA properties to the east and Brigg Road to the south. It excludes the 
Essex Street properties and a pocket park in the north east corner with Maida 
Road and Essex Street. Refer to Figure 11 below. 

98. Until March 2014, land situated on the southern side Maida Road was zoned 
R2 Low Density Residential Zone. However, new planning controls which came 
into effect in March 2014 via the DP&E’s Urban Activation Precinct process 
introduced the R3 zone to Maida Road. The R3 zone permits 4 storey 
residential flat buildings. 
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Figure 11 - Rose Street Precinct (area hashed blue) 

 
99. The land that is zoned R3 is being redeveloped into 4 storey residential flat 

buildings. Also the topography slopes (downwards) to the south increasing the 
impact of the height of new development. 

100. The Heritage Review assessed the appropriateness of the R2 zone with 
regards to the adjoining Essex Street HCA and concluded that the Rose Street 
precinct be upzoned to the R3 zone on a land use basis. 

101. With regards to land outside the precinct (as per Figure 11, above) it should be 
noted that as per the recommendations for Essex Street, the HCA notation to 
the east of the precinct is recommended for removal. 

102. As at mid July 2017, over two-thirds of the strip of R3 zoned land fronting Maida 
Road has either been developed as 4 storey residential flat buildings or is 
under construction for the same. 

103. There is potentially an opportunity for Council to pursue an acquisition process 
to purchase sites for community/public open space in the vicinity of Rotary Park 
given the findings from the Epping Social Infrastructure Study which supported 
the Discussion Paper. 

104. The Discussion Paper supports the recommendation within the Heritage Study 
- which is to zone the precinct R3 zone - but also recommends that further 
master planning work be undertaken to determine the appropriate height and 
density controls so as to ensure a clear transition to the R2 zoned land on the 
southern side of Brigg Road.  

105. The Discussion Paper seeks feedback on the recommendation (Question 7d) 
which asks: Do you agree with the recommendation for the Rose Street 
Precinct? 

Community Feedback 

106. Council received a total of 45 submissions on this issue. Feedback from the 
community is divided. Responses from 19 respondents support the Discussion 
Paper’s recommendation to up-zone the precinct. This is largely because those 
residing within the Rose Street precinct feel they have lost significant amenity 
with the introduction of the 4 storey residential flat building development 
occurring to the north. The views of residents outside the precinct (26 
respondents) do not support the recommendation for up-zoning as they feel 
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that it will only extend pressure to upzone land further south. Some 
respondents have the view that the four storey interface is insignificant. (Refer 
to a summary of the submissions at Attachment 3). 

107. The above views were also reflected at the Community Information Sessions 
(refer to Straight Talk’s Epping Town Centre Review - Phase Two - Exhibition 
period consultation at Attachment 2). 

Conclusions/Recommendations 

108. The scope of the Stage 1 analysis and recommendations has been to address 
the unintended impacts resulting from the new planning controls that came into 
effect by the State Government in March 2014. 

109. Having considered the feedback from the Phase 2 consultations, Council 
Officers conclude: 

a. That the interface issues that are occurring to the north of the precinct 
require a land use planning response to manage these interface 
issues. 

b. That the recommended R3 Medium Density zone in the Heritage 
Review and the Discussion Paper generally represents a sound 
transition to the R2 zone on the southern side of Briggs Road providing 
that master planning is undertaken for this precinct. 

110. Council Officers therefore, recommend the following principles: 

a. That the land be rezoned to the R3 zone*; and 

b. That further urban design analysis/master planning process is needed 
to:  

i. Determine how development from the north needs to step down 
to a building height of 2 storeys at the Brigg Road frontage to 
transition to development across the road. Transition should 
also be considered towards the eastern end of the site to ensure 
future massing appropriately responds to the low density 
residential development fronting Essex Street.  

ii. Determine an appropriate amalgamation pattern, building height, 
density and setback controls as well as provision of communal 
and public open space 

iii. That this analysis inform DCP controls. 

Note: this may result in a different zone depending on the methodology utilized in the 
harmonization of the planning controls. But the intended built form outcome will 
remain the same. 

c. That despite the increase in residential density proposed, that the 
above recommendations could proceed ahead of the completion of the 
Traffic study as they seek to urgently deal with the unintended impacts 
arising from the new planning controls implemented in 2014 relating to 
land use interface issues. Furthermore, the potential increase in 
dwelling numbers resulting from this recommendation is likely to be 
minimal when compared against the traffic impacts arising from 
proposals detailed later in this report.   
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Hornsby Heritage Review Stage 6  

111. Section 7.1 within the Heritage Chapter of the Discussion Paper responds to a 
previous Hornsby Shire Council resolution pertaining to certain heritage matters 
in Epping.  

112. Identified as part of ‘Stage 6’ of the Hornsby Shire Council Heritage Study 
Review, the Heritage Study prepared by City Plan Services reviewed these 
matters and made a number of recommendations. These matters and 
recommendations are detailed in Attachment 5 and are also detailed in the 
consolidated list of recommendations contained in Attachment 6. 

 
COMMERCIAL FLOORSPACE CHAPTER 
 
113. As noted in the Discussion Paper, in 2011 the Epping Town Centre had 4,512 

jobs with 55,000sqm of office floor space and 13,000sqm of retail floor space. 
However, since 2014, new development within the B2 Local Centre zone has 
reduced the amount of office floor space. Developers are replacing existing 
large scale office towers and small scale (2 and 3 storey) office development 
with shop top housing. 

114. This trend is occurring despite the Hornsby DCP controls requiring non-
residential uses on the first two to three floors of development in the B2 Local 
Centre zone. Parramatta’s DCP controls require applicant’s to provide “up to” 4 
storeys of commercial development, but only for development on Beecroft 
Road. 

Note: Commercial floorpsace is floorspace utilised for retail, office or business premises.  

115. The Department’s position on the reduction of commercial floor space is that, 
based on market analysis, demand for commercial floor space is expected to 
reduce as other centres such as Macquarie Park and Norwest Business Park 
become more attractive. City of Parramatta commenced a review and in 
response commissioned SGS Economics and Planning to understand whether 
the loss of floor space is a positive trend, and to understand other commercial 
land use elements that may create a more successful town centre.  

116. Chapter 8.0 of the Discussion Paper responds to the recommendations made 
within SGS Economics and Planning Epping Town Centre Commercial 
Floorspace Study (“Floorspace Study”) as well as feedback received from 
residents during the Phase 1 consultations held in May this year. 

117. The sub-sections below summarise the responses to the Discussion Paper’s 
nine questions which pertain to: 

a. Epping Town Centre’s role as a Sub-District Centre; 

b. The role of Government owned sites; and 

c. The mix of retail uses. 

Epping as a Sub District Town Centre in 2036 

118. One of the concepts considered in the Floorspace Study is the State 
Government’s 30-minute city where people can access a wide range of job, 
services and other opportunities within 30 minutes from their place of 
residence. 
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119. Sections 8.5.1 and 8.5.2 within the Discussion Paper comprises three 
questions (8a to 8c) which seek feedback on the future role of the Epping Town 
Centre to the year 2036. 

Community Feedback 

120. With regards to question 8a: Should Epping evolve as a Sub District Centre 
with a target of achieving the commercial floor space targets without any 
increase in Net Floor Space on Business B2 zoned sites? The community’s 
responses are highly supportive of the role of the centre having a significant 
component of commercial floorspace. The most common view is that there 
needs to be more variety in retail and more night time activity. 

121. With regards to questions 8b and 8c, these ask if Epping should evolve as a 
Sub District Centre: 

a. Without any increase in net floorspace (8b) noting that additional 
commercial floorspace provision would be provided at the expense of 
residential development; or 

b. By allowing an increase in net floorspace (8c) to recognise the need for 
increased provision of commercial floorspace. 

122. Responses were as follows: 

a. Despite residents generally recognising the need for additional 
commercial floorpsace, residents generally consider that this additional 
floorpsace should be contained within the current height and density 
controls.  

b. Developers believe that an incentive – such as mandating a minimum 
commercial floorspace - needs to ensure that there is no net loss of 
potential residential floorspace and is an essential mechanism to 
ensure the delivery of the amount of commercial floorspace to deliver a 
sub-district centre. 

Conclusions and recommendations 

123. The scope of the Stage 1 analysis and recommendations has been to address 
the unintended impacts resulting from the new planning controls that came into 
effect by the State Government in March 2014. 

124. Having considered the feedback from the Phase 2 consultations, Council 
Officers conclude the following: 

a. That Epping Town Centre should aim to be a Sub-District Centre in 
2036 (ie. 13,000sqm of retail floorspace and 55,000sqm of other 
commercial floorspace) as per the Epping Commercial Floorspace 
Study prepared by SGS Economics and Planning. 

b. The urban design analysis demonstrates that a 3 storey podium is 
required on remaining developable sites within the town centre to 
achieve the target identified in the Study. 

c. In order for the Epping Town Centre to become a vibrant commercial 
centre, additional floorspace which enables higher rates of office and 
retail floor space is needed. 

d. Such controls need to be mandated and therefore, should be in the 
LEP not the just the DCP.  
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e. That the traffic implications of increased commercial floorspace 
provision and associated increase in residential floorspace (should this 
be supported) be tested as part of the traffic study.  

125. Council Officers recommend the following principles: 

a. That further analysis be undertaken to determine the best LEP 
mechanism that mandates for a minimum amount of commercial 
floorspace within suitable locations that delivers a minimum 3 storey 
podium of commercial floorspace in the LEP and that this apply to all 
land zoned B2 without having the need to expand the B2 zone (except 
in the case of the site at 240-244 Beecroft Road – see below). 

b. That any additional residential floorspace and height be investigated 
and analysed through the Traffic Study to partially recognise the 
proposed requirement to provide increased commercial floorspace. 

c. That the SGS Economics and Planning’s Epping Commercial 
Floorspace Study and Section 8.5.2 of the Epping Planning Review 
Discussion Paper which demonstrates that there is demand for 
additional retail and commercial floor space in Epping be used to 
inform the assessment of future development applications until more 
formal planning controls are in place. 

Role of Government owned Sites 

126. As noted in the Discussion Paper, the Epping Commercial Floorspace Study 
has identified a role where Government-owned sites could be used as part of a 
deliberate strategy to support the Government’s 30-minute city strategy by: 

a. Providing commercial floor space to offset the loss when other sites are 
developed; and 

b. Providing floor space to allow businesses that are displaced when their 
existing building is being redeveloped to relocate within the centre. 

127. The section below discusses the Government-owned sites that have been 
identified as opportunities to contribute to the 30-minute city strategy. 

State Government owned sites 

128. Part of Section 8.5.3 of the Discussion Paper proposes two State Government 
owned sites within the town centre at the following addresses to provide 
commercial floorspace: 

a. 240-244 Beecroft Road, Epping (see Figure 12 below); and  

b. Epping Railway Station Site (see Figure 13 below). 
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Figure 12 - UrbanGrowth NSW site – 240-244 Beecroft Road, Epping 

 

 

Figure 13 - Epping Railway Station site 

129. The questions for each site (8e, 8f and 8g) asks the community what 
contribution should each site make to the provision of commercial floor space in 
Epping? 

Community Feedback 

130. A total of 40 responses were received on this question.  

131. Community feedback received on the UrbanGrowth site at 240-244 Beecroft 
Road, Epping was: 

a. 19 submissions supported commercial and/or retail uses at the site, 
though some of these preferred commercial only, while more preferred 
a mix of non-residential uses.  
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b. Some respondents saw the site as having potential to provide 
commuter parking or a bus interchange.  

c. Some respondents, including the land owner were of the view that the 
R4 High Density Residential zone was appropriate; reasons offered in 
support of this view included its proximity to the station and that there 
are other more suitable and feasible large commercial sites nearby.  
The landowner, a State Government agency, also questioned the need 
for large-scale floorplates in the town centre and at this site specifically.  

132. Community feedback received on the Railway Station Site was as follows: 

a. There was a high level of agreement that it could make a strong 
contribution to connectivity and civic space. The existing pedestrian 
connections through the station site were generally seen as 
inadequate, unattractive and inaccessible, and viewed redevelopment 
as a potential way to address some of these issues.  

b. While there was a high level of support for use of this site for public 
open space and to improve public connectivity, there was less support 
for associated development due to concerns such as perceived 
overdevelopment and potential impacts on views and overshadowing.  

c. While some submissions acknowledged that partnering with a 
developer might be necessary to realise development at this site, in 
general, only a low level of development was seen as acceptable – 
with many not accepting any level of development at all.  

d. Many submissions acknowledged the technical complexity of such an 
undertaking, due to interface with the rail line. 

Refer to a summary of the submissions at Attachment 3. 

133. The above views were also reflected in the Community Workshop Sessions 
(refer to the Epping Town Centre Review: Phase two – Exhibition period 
consultation Attachment 2). 

Conclusions and recommendations 

134. The scope of the Stage 1 analysis and recommendations has been to address 
the unintended impacts resulting from the new planning controls that came into 
effect by the State Government in March 2014. 

135. Having considered the feedback from the Phase 2 consultations, Council 
Officers conclude: 

a. The State Government site situated at 240-244 Beecroft Road had 
previously been zoned B2 zone up to March 2014 when the State 
Government rezoned the land to residential. The amount of commercial 
floorspace that the site could deliver under the current controls would 
be tokenistic given its current R4 zone which only permits shop top 
housing and neighbourhood shops. 

b. Large floorplate commercial is an important part of making a town 
centre commercially vibrant and diverse. The centre’s poor offering of 
large floorplate commercial is identified as a disadvantage in the SGS 
Economics and Planning Commercial Floorspace Study. 

c. There is limited opportunity for large floorplate commercial floorspace 
within the town centre. 

d. The State Government sites: 
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i. Are large in scale (particularly the Beecroft Road site) and can 
make a unique offering by providing large floorplate commercial 
as found by the Floorspace Study.  

ii. Can make a contribution to commercial floorspace as per the 
urban design analysis which recommends three storey podium 
of commercial development. 

Each State Government site could be individually assessed for an 
appropriate level and type of commercial floorspace. 

136. Council Officers therefore, recommend the following principles: 

a. With regards to the site at 240-244 Beecroft Road, that: 

i. That Council amends the planning controls (as discussed 
above) to rezone the site back to the B2 zone to ensure an 
appropriate contribution is made towards commercial floorspace 
whilst retaining current residential floorspace capacity. This may 
include concentrating these uses at the southern end of the site. 

ii. That Council meet with UrbanGrowth NSW to discuss this 
proposed amendment. 

b. With regards to the Epping Railway Station site, that Council Officers 
meet with Transport for NSW to discuss the opportunities for the site to 
deliver commercial development.  

c. That the traffic impacts of both options need to be properly understood 
before finalising any changes to the planning controls. 

Local Government owned sites 

137. Part of Section 8.5.3 of the Discussion Paper considers two Council owned 
sites within the town centre at: 

a. Council Car Park site at Rawson Street (see Figure 14); and 

b. Epping Library Site (see Figure 15). 

 

Figure 14 - Council Car Park landholding – 51A and 51B Rawson Street, Epping 
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Figure 15 - Epping Library Site 

138. Council has been approached by two developers to enter into an agreement to 
redevelop the Rawson Street car park.  

139. The Epping Library site was previously identified by Hornsby Shire Council as a 
potential redevelopment site. Through an EOI process initiated by Hornsby 
Shire Council, it sought to redevelop the site with a view to being redeveloped 
with residential uses and a new library facility located on the lower storeys. 

140. With regards to the Rawson Street car park site, the Discussion Paper 
recommended that the site not be identified as a site where significant 
commercial or retail floor space should be contemplated. If redeveloped, this 
site will more likely play a role ensuring that there is sufficient social 
infrastructure provided in the town centre. 

141. The two questions – one for each site – asked: 

a. 8f. Should the Epping Library and Council car park sites play a role in 
providing for commercial floor space in the centre? 

b. 8g. Should the floor space allocated to community uses and 
commercial floor spaces be equivalent to or greater than the levels 
required on adjoining equivalent sites? 

Community Feedback 

142. A total of 38 responses were received on this question.  

143. Community feedback received on the Rawson Street Car Park site was as 
follows: 

a. The predominant view was that respondents felt that the car park site 
should not be redeveloped to include commercial floor space. Instead 
an open space/plaza was preferred, in conjunction with linkages to 
nearby Boronia Park and underground parking.  

b. There were strong views that this site should be retained for public use 
only. 
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c. Some respondents (9) were positive about or at least willing to 
consider some commercial development here, some with provisos 
such that community facilities were maintained/increased, that height 
was limited, that access to Boronia Park was maintained, that such 
development might not be feasible given demand for commercial floor 
space, and that any such decision would require additional community 
consultation and careful consideration. 

d. Refer to Attachments 2 and 3 for a summary of the Community 
Workshop Session and submissions feedback. 

144. Community feedback received on the Epping Library Site was as follows: 

a. Views on the library site were more evenly-mixed. While 13 
respondents were supportive or at least willing to consider such a 
proposal, 16 submissions were not supportive. 

b. As with the car park, there was a frequent view that maintaining an 
exclusive public use on this site was important. Amongst those willing 
to consider a possible redevelopment, there were again provisos, such 
as prioritisation of community space over commercial, making space 
for NGOs, only with limited height potential, only with a master planning 
exercise, and only if community facilities were maintained or expanded.  

Refer to a summary of the submissions at Attachment 3. 

145. The above views were also reflected in the Community Workshop Sessions 
(refer to the Epping Town Centre Review: Phase two – Exhibition period 
consultation Attachment 2). 

Conclusions and recommendations 

146. These two Council assets are explored in more detail in the Social 
Infrastructure section of this Council report  

147. Having considered the feedback from the Phase 2 consultations, Council 
Officers conclude in the Social Infrastructure section of this Council report: 

a. Council Officers note and support the community’s preference for 
Council to use its current assets at Rawson St and Chambers Court 
(Epping Library) for community uses.  

b. Refer also to the Social Infrastructure section of this Council report 
where this asset is discussed in more detail including recommended 
principles. 

148. Council Officers therefore, recommend the principles: 

a. From the ‘Local of Potential Civic Focal Point’ section in the Social 
Infrastructure Chapter session of this report be applied here; and 

b. That investigation take place on the potential for commercial uses on 
both sites and that occur in conjunction with the analysis on these sites’ 
social/community role. 

Delivering a supermarket on the eastern side of the Town Centre 

149. As noted in Section 8.5.4 of the Discussion Paper, one of the issues that will 
impact on the future liveability of Epping Town Centre will be future residents’ 
and workers’ ability to access their daily food retail needs in a convenient 
manner.  
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150. The Discussion Paper explains that ideally there should be a supermarket 
provided on both sides of the rail line as supermarkets tend to be an anchor 
use that encourage other smaller and medium enterprises to locate nearby, 
providing a wider range of local uses for daily needs. A supermarket (Coles) 
already operates on the west side of the centre but there is no supermarket on 
the eastern side. 

151. As the Discussion Paper explains, the planning system cannot mandate the 
location and operation of any business. The planning controls allocate floor 
space ratios and set in place planning controls that seek to create an 
environment for the business community to operate these types of businesses. 
Council cannot guarantee a supermarket would be provided, but it can put in 
place planning controls that promote or incentivise desirable outcomes and 
apply economic development initiatives to attract a supermarket tenant. 

152. Supermarkets require large floorplates. On the eastern side of the Epping Town 
Centre, the existing lot pattern with multiple small shops requires significant lot 
amalgamation to occur to achieve an appropriate site. Having considered the 
pattern of Development Applications already in place and the possible locations 
for a supermarket, the Discussion Paper presents one site as ideal for a 
supermarket to service the eastern side of the Town Centre. The landholding 
(see Figure 16) consists of 7 sites – 38-48 Langston Place and 2 Pembroke 
Street – which together have a site area of approximately 2,900sqm. 

  
Figure 16 - Site identified within the Discussion Paper as a potential supermarket site on 

eastern side of Epping Town Centre 

153. The question in the Discussion Paper, standard question 8h, asked Should 
Council seek to actively encourage a supermarket site on the eastern side of 
the Epping Town Centre by providing floor space and height bonuses to 
incentivise the site amalgamation necessary to achieve a supermarket? 

Community Feedback 

154. Specific feedback with regards to the eastern side was as follows: 
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a. Most respondents were positive about a supermarket on the eastern 
side of the rail line. There was a perception that additional residential 
development on the eastern side would necessitate this. As noted 
above, many submissions did not wish to accept height increases to 
incentivise this use.  

b. Some alternative locations were suggested besides the one raised in 
the Discussion Paper, such as church and library sites on the eastern 
side, or at the end of Chester Street where traffic is less of an issue.  

c. Few felt that supermarket options on the western side and/or nearby 
centres was sufficient, and that an additional supermarket was not 
needed on the eastern side. 

155. Specific feedback with regards to the western side was as follows: 

a. There were more mixed views about additional or new supermarkets, 
and this seemed to be affected by the fact that there is already a 
supermarket on the western side.  

b. Most respondents did not support planning incentives to deliver a 
supermarket.  

c. Some respondents saw supermarkets as a secondary consideration on 
the western side, instead considering smaller shops, services and 
other commercial floor space as more important.  

d. Some respondents suggested that DCP controls be drafted to support 
delivery of a supermarket, rather than incentives. 

Conclusions and recommendations 

156. Having considered the feedback from the Phase 2 consultations, Council 
Officers conclude and recommend the following principle:  

a. That the requirement for 3 storey commercial podium (as discussed, 
above) would provide additional floorpsace for commercial and retail 
uses that could assist in potentially delivering a supermarket on the 
eastern side.  

Other Large Floorplate Retail Options 

157. As noted in Section 8.5.4 of the Discussion Paper, Council has two Preliminary 
Planning Proposals seeking to increase FSR and height on sites on the 
western side of the Epping Town Centre. In both the proposals submitted there 
are large floorplate shops provided for in the lower levels. (Refer to Figures 17 
and 18). 

158. In order to achieve a role for Epping as a sub district centre, it is critical that 
these sites provide commercial levels in a podium and that larger floorplate 
shops are retained within it. The DCP currently requires up to a 4 storey 
podium be provided for the Beecroft Road Site (see Figure 18). However, the 
current planning controls do not contain any provisions that require the 
applicants to retain large floorplate outlets. There are also no controls that 
require a supermarket site be retained for the site on the western corner of 
Rawson Road and Carlingford Road 

159. This type of landuse/planning control has traditionally not been specified in a 
DCP and instead it has been left to the market to determine the mix of retail 
shop sites in a development. However, it is recommended that Council 
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strengthen its DCP controls to specify that large floorplate retail should be 
provided.  

 

 
Figure 17 - Oakstand land holding 

 
Figure 18 - Beecroft Road land holding 

160. The circumstances for these sites are different to those discussed above in 
relation to providing a supermarket in the east. These sites have effectively 
already been amalgamated so there is no incentive required to promote 
amalgamation. 

161. However, in both cases the applicants via their Preliminary Planning Proposals 
are seeking additional density on these sites over and above what is permitted 
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under the current controls. There are various other issues, particularly traffic 
management and urban design, that need to be considered before any decision 
about whether these sites will be able to be developed at higher densities. 

162. However, a position Council could take is that any additional density on these 
sites (subject to Council being satisfied it is satisfactory from a traffic and urban 
design point of view) would be conditional upon large floorplate shops being 
provided. 

163. The Discussion Paper question (8i) asked: Should Council consider floor space 
incentives to seek to ensure larger floorplate retail shops on these sites? 

Community Feedback 

164. There was a common, though not unanimous, view that more retail options are 
required across Epping. However, amongst the respondents who discussed 
incentives, most did not want Council to consider incentives to encourage 
amalgamation of large floorplates. 

Conclusions and recommendations 

165. These two sites are subject to another standard question (11a) in the report 
that asks if further consideration of the Planning Proposals (including the 
Austino planning Proposal) be deferred until the Traffic Study is complete so 
the traffic implications are fully understood (see on Traffic Chapter, below). 

166. Council Officers therefore, recommend the following principle: 

a. That the consideration of large floorplate controls be deferred until the 
preliminary planning proposals can be progressed. See also 
recommendations in Traffic Chapter, below. 

 
SOCIAL INFRASTRUCTURE CHAPTER 
 
167. Chapter 9.0 Social Infrastructure comes from technical work initially prepared 

for Council by Suter Planners and Elton Consulting on Council’s social 
infrastructure across the City of Parramatta local government area. The 
analysis relevant to the Epping suburb was extracted and presented in the 
Epping Social Infrastructure Study prepared by Council which supported the 
exhibition of the Discussion Paper. 

168. The role of the Chapter 9.0 Social Infrastructure is to identify principles that will 
guide future decision making on the provision of social infrastructure. The 
outcomes are via feedback received on the questions.  

169. The Discussion Paper recognises that the process will also need to be informed 
by project feasibility and financial analysis prior to Council making any 
decisions on exactly how and where social infrastructure changes are pursued 
in the future. 

170. The Discussion Paper looks at the areas requiring attention in Epping: 

a. Improving access to open space 

b. Location of potential future Civic Focal Point 

c. Methods for funding and delivering a potential future Civic Focal Point 

d. Dence Park - Epping Aquatic and Leisure Centre. 

These are summarised below. 
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Improving open space provision in Epping to 2036 

171. Section 9.5.1 of the Discussion Paper discusses three issues that seek to
improve open space provision to meet the Epping community’s needs by 2036.
These are outlined and addressed below.

Assessing where new land should be acquired for open space 

172. The Discussion Paper’s recommended principle is that Council look at
opportunities to expand the size of existing parks over and above creating new
parks. The Discussion Paper’s standard question (9a.) asks: Do you support an
approach of expanding existing parks in and around Epping ahead of the
creation of a new park in the area around the Epping Town Centre?

Community Feedback 

173. Feedback from both the submissions and Phase 2 Community Workshops
shows very strong community support for expanding open space opportunities
in Epping, though it is noted that not all submissions appeared to view this
question as a choice between expanding existing parks versus creating a new
park. (A more detailed summary of feedback to this question is contained in
Attachments 2 and 3).

Conclusions and recommendations 

174. Having considered the feedback from the Phase 2 consultations, Council
Officers conclude:

a. The community’s strong support for expanding access to open space is
noted.

b. Community sentiment reflects the directions outlined for open space
(parks) in Council’s draft Social Infrastructure Strategy (SIS), which is
to be publicly exhibited between August – September 2017, and is
expected to be finalised by the end of 2017. In relation to parks, the
draft Strategy suggests no net loss of current parks and outdoor
recreation space provision in the City of Parramatta LGA, to increase
the utilisation and hours of use of Council’s exiting parks through
improvements to quality and design, diversity of offer, enhanced
pedestrian, cycle, public transport connections and or parking facilities,
and further to seek to increase provision of open space for parks and
outdoor recreation.

175. Council Officers therefore, recommend the following principles:

a. That Council should investigate a series of detailed options to ensure
that all its open space needs are met for the growing Epping
population.

b. That community feedback on expanding access to open space parks in
Epping be considered as an information input to inform finalisation of
Council’s Social Infrastructure Strategy and the preparation of an
Organised Sporting Asset Assessment Report (OSAAR) which is
currently being drafted.

Acquisition of former bowling club site (725 Blaxland Road) 

176. The Discussion Paper explains that a Planning Proposal by Austino Property
Group applies (in part) to the former Epping Bowling Club site situated at 725
Blaxland Road (refer to Figure 19 below). The site is currently zoned RE1
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Public Recreation zone and identified for acquisition on the Land Reservation 
Map in HLEP 2013. 

 

Figure 19 - Former bowling club site – 725 Blaxland Road, Epping 

177. Despite this, the Hornsby Council concluded in April 2016 that the purchase of 
the site for the purpose of expanding Forest Park is unlikely to represent value 
for money when compared with alternative open space options within the 
locality. 

178. The applicant’s planning proposal is currently proceeding through the 
Department of Planning and Environment’s Pre-Gateway Review process. In 
November 2016, Council nominated to be the relevant planning authority (RPA) 
in order to have influence over the outcome. It did so on the condition that the 
Gateway Determination is issued after the exhibition of the Discussion Paper 
and technical studies. However, because the Traffic Study is not yet complete, 
Council is reluctant to determine the planning proposal until the proponent’s 
proposed density has been tested within the traffic model. Regardless, at any 
point, the Minister for Planning can withdraw Council’s status as the RPA and 
take full control of the planning proposal process and progress it in a way that 
may not fully address Council’s or the community’s concerns. 

179. The Discussion Paper’s standard question (9b.) asks: Should Council purchase 
the former Bowling Club site separate from the current Planning Proposal 
process or continue to consider the Planning Proposal option that it be provided 
to Council subject to additional density being permitted on the existing 
landowners site? 

Community Feedback 

180. Feedback from both the submissions and Phase 2 Community Workshops 
shows very strong community support in favour of purchasing the Bowling Club 
and for Council to not progress the Planning Proposal. (A more detailed 
summary of feedback to this question is contained in Attachments 2 and 3). 
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Conclusions and recommendations 

181. Having considered the feedback from the Phase 2 consultations along with 
Council’s analysis, Council Officers conclude: 

a. Council’s Property officers have since undertaken an indicative 
assessment of the valuation of the site and determine that its value is 
cost prohibitive. The analysis further finds that Council would achieve 
better value for money by purchasing individual residential R2 zoned 
properties elsewhere near the town centre for a new park. Indicative 
costing of this alternate approach is provided within the Draft Former 
Hornsby Council/Epping Town Centre Development Contributions 
Plans which are scheduled to be exhibited from August to September 
2017. 

b. That should the planning proposal progress, that Council negotiate with 
the developer for the provision of public open space appropriately 
located and sized on the site. 

182. Council Officers recommend the following principle:  

a. That Council should seek to progress the planning proposal with 
Council as the RPA subject to the Traffic Study being completed before 
FSRs for the site can be finalised. That Council also negotiate with the 
developer for the provision of public open space in a way that ensures 
there is a suitable area of open space which is appropriately sized and 
located.  

Note: Refer also to the response to question 11a pertaining to 
Consideration of Planning Proposals/Preliminary Planning Proposals. 

Process for acquiring open space 

183. As noted within the Discussion Paper, Council will, as part of future phases of 
the planning process (initiated via the Discussion Paper) commence the 
feasibility analysis for identifying potential residential sites that could be 
acquired to expand existing parks. Consultation with land owners will precede 
any rezoning because in most instances they will be single detached homes. It 
will be necessary to explain to the occupants/owners the impacts on their 
property value, their ability to sell their site and the ability to stay on the site. 

184. The Discussion Paper’s question (9c.) asks: Do you support Council pursuing a 
process where acquisition of land for open space is done on the basis of 
negotiated acquisition rather than compulsory acquisition? 

Community Feedback 

185. With regards to the submissions received, there were mixed responses. Whilst 
respondents generally supported negotiated acquisition over compulsory 
acquisition, many other respondents expressed: 

a. support for compulsory acquisition in limited circumstances only;  

b. negotiated acquisition for private homes but compulsory at 
development sites;  

c. support for any option which would increase open space; and  

d. strict opposition to compulsory acquisition. 

A more detailed summary of feedback to this question is contained in 
Attachment 3. 
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186. With regards to the Phase 2 Community Workshop, the predominant response 
supported negotiated acquisition with a few respondents not supporting the 
idea. (A more detailed summary of feedback to this question is contained in 
Straight Talk’s Epping Town Centre Review: Phase two – Exhibition period 
consultation report at Attachment 2). 

Conclusions and recommendations 

187. Having considered the feedback from the Phase 2 consultations, Council 
Officers conclude: 

a. Council has prepared a Council wide draft Social Infrastructure 
Strategy (SIS) which is scheduled for exhibition from August to 
September 2017. The draft SIS:  identifies and assesses existing social 
infrastructure provision in City of Parramatta LGA. It identifies 
contemporary challenges we have for realising quality social 
infrastructure, and finally key opportunities and directions by asset type 
(including open space) and for City of Parramatta’s 13 high growth 
areas (which includes Epping). This draft Strategy applies to our 
unique and diverse neighbourhoods as well as our CBD.  

b. Council is also preparing an Organised Sporting Asset Assessment 
Report (OSAAR). The OSAAR will further assist Council to understand 
the specific challenges and opportunities that existing with each of our 
sports fields and determine the priority actions to take to increase 
provision and utilisation of our sports field open space. This will include 
sports fields in the suburb of Epping. 

c. The Discussion Paper process which constitutes Stage 1 of the Epping 
Planning Review aligns with the approaches being undertaken for the 
draft SIS and OSAAR, both of which are about increasing access to 
green open space. 

188. Council Officers therefore, recommend the following principle: 

a. That the findings, analysis and feedback from Stage 1 of the Epping 
Planning Review process relating to the process for acquiring open 
space be considered as part of the preparation of the final SIS and 
OSAAR projects 

Utilising existing land more effectively 

189. The Discussion Paper explains that there are a number of factors that 
determine the level of intensity of use of a local park or sports field, to ensure it 
can be used by the community without being degraded. Two key factors are the 
amount (or type) of landscaping on the site, and the level of maintenance 
required. The Discussion Paper provides two examples: 

a. re-configuring landscaping in existing parks could enable more active 
uses (including both unstructured play and organised sporting 
activities) while also accommodating for the needs of residents who 
want to use parks to passively enjoy the outdoors.  

b. provide a different surface treatment to playgrounds and sporting fields 
to accommodate a higher level of use, such as the use of synthetic 
sporting surfaces. 

190. The Discussion Paper’s question (9d.) asks: Are you supportive of Council 
investing in improved landscaping and equipment in parks and sporting fields, 
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including investigating synthetic surfaces for sporting fields to cater for more 
intensive use? 

Community Feedback 

191. Feedback from both the submissions and Phase 2 Community Workshops 
revealed there was unanimous community support for improving landscaping, 
equipment and parks in Epping. There were mixed views on synthetic surfaces, 
with some accepting and some against their use. The community urged a site-
by-site consideration of parks with additional consultation to make future 
decisions about improvements to parks and sports fields. (A more detailed 
summary of feedback to this question is contained in Attachments 2 and 3). 

Conclusions and recommendations 

192. Having considered the feedback from the Phase 2 consultations, Council 
Officers conclude: 

a. Council Officers recognise that the community of Epping support the 
upgrade and increased utilisation of parks and sports fields. Council 
Officers also acknowledge that there is mixed opinion for synthetic 
sports fields. 

b. The sports fields in the suburb of Epping must be analysed and 
planned within the context of the overall sports field network in the CoP 
LGA. 

c. Council has prepared a draft SIS which is scheduled for exhibition from 
August to September 2017. Work has also commenced on an LGA 
wide detailed organised sporting asset assessment (ie. the OSAAR). 

d. As part of the above documents Council will consider the use of 
synthetics and other options to increase utilisation and access to sports 
fields, as well as upgrades to parks within Epping. 

193. Having considered the feedback from the Phase 2 consultations, Council 
Officers recommend the following principle:  

a. That the responses provided as part of the Phase 2 consultation 
process for the Epping Planning review relating to landscaping and 
synthetic surfaces for parks will inform the finalisation of the Social 
Infrastructure Strategy and Organised Sporting Asset Assessment 
Report. The intention is to finalise the SIS by the end of 2017. 

Establishing partnerships to make better use of existing facilities 

194. Large institutional landowners, including government and non-government 
schools, provide opportunities for Council to facilitate partnerships with local 
community organisations (such as amateur sports clubs) to make better use of 
existing facilities for the local community. In the case of schools, many children 
within the Epping community use their schools’ open space areas during the 
week, but are unable to use the same fields on the weekend in organised 
sporting activities by non-school groups. The way in which schools are fenced 
off, and the way landscaping is used to prevent access is important to ensure 
the safety and supervision of students during school days, however there is an 
opportunity to consider further community use of schools’ sporting fields. 

195. Council considered a report on 13 June 2017 where it resolved to enter into a 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the NSW Department of Education 
(DOE). The associated Investigation Program identifies seven action areas that 
together form the basis of Council’s initial work with DOE: 
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a. Increase community access to sports fields. 

b. Establish formal arrangements between DOE and Council to continue 
use of Carlingford High School sports fields.  

c. Increase community access to school halls and related facilities. 

d. Increase community access to library facilities. 

e. Proactive joint planning for the growth of Telopea and the shared use 
of school facilities and community assets. 

f. Proactive joint planning and preparation to support the opening of 
Wentworth Point Public School. 

g. Proactive joint planning of a primary school in the Carter Street 
Precinct. 

196. The Discussion Paper sought feedback on how this MOU should be pursued in 
the Epping area through question 9e. Which schools should Council pursue in 
the Epping area to progress the MOU between Council and the Department of 
Education to improve the availability of sporting fields? 

Community Feedback 

197. The community’s views from both submissions and the Phase 2 Community 
Workshops were as follows: 

a. There is broad support for use of school facilities. 

b. Some respondents query some of the detail about which schools and 
which facilities. 

A more detailed summary of feedback to this question is contained in 
Attachment 3. 

Conclusions and recommendations 

198. Having considered the feedback from the Phase 2 consultations, Council 
Officers conclude: 

a. That there is broad support for Council to work with schools to increase 
community use of school assets. 

b. Council is commencing implementation and this includes investigating 
the suitability of individual schools and assets for community use. 

c. Initial actions will focus on analysing the suitability of sports fields on 
specific school sites. 

199. Council Officers therefore, recommend the following principle: 

a. That the detailed community feedback provided as part of the Phase 2 
community engagement process for the Epping Planning Review 
inform the implementation of the MOU with the DOE. 

Location of potential future Civic Focal Point 

200. Section 9.5.2 of the Discussion Paper defines a Civic Focal Point as 
comprising: 

a. A library and community facility floor space; and 

b. A public urban plaza. 

201. The Discussion Paper (and Epping Social Infrastructure Study which supports 
the Discussion Paper) identifies: 
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a. That to meet the needs of a larger population living in a higher density 
environment by 2036, the Study recommends the provision of a 
3,500sqm multi-purpose facility based on the Community Hub model 
(involving library and community facility floor space). This could include 
the co-location of an expanded library offering, as well as community 
meeting rooms, study areas, community programming facilities and the 
like. 

b. That the 550sqm Epping library facility requires an additional minimum 
1,000sqm to meet current population needs. 

202. The Discussion Paper subsequently proposes three options for a civic focal 
point within the Epping Town Centre: 

a. Rawson Street car park site (refer to Figure 14); 

b. Epping Library site (refer to Figure 15); or 

c. Two civic focal points each with a range of services. 

203. The Discussion Paper then presents the Council Officer recommendation which 
is for Option 1 – Rawson Street Car Park site as the site is better able to 
accommodate a Community Facility Hub and Civic Space in a way that can be 
integrated into the broader pedestrian network and town centre. ...[it] does not 
result in the loss of any existing community facility given that the public car park 
can be located underground below the new Community Facility Hub whereas 
the Epping Library Site and Pembroke Park would result in the loss of local 
open space if Pembroke Park was converted into a more formalised Civic 
Space. 

204. The city-wide Draft Social Infrastructure Strategy which is scheduled to be 
exhibited from August to September 2017, identifies the need to locate and 
plan for a civic focal point within the Epping Town Centre. 

205. The Discussion Paper asked three questions relating to a Civic Focal Point:  

a. Questions 9f. and 9g. asked: Where is your preferred location for a 
Civic Focal Point incorporating a Community Facilities Hub and some 
form of Civic Space? and Why is this your preferred location? 

b. Question 9h. asked: Would you support existing community facilities 
sites being sold to assist with funding a new consolidated single 
community hub to provide a higher quality community facility 
somewhere else within the Epping Town Centre? 

c. Question 9i. asked: Should Council seek to develop Council-owned 
sites to maximise the funding available to deliver a new Civic Focal 
Point? 

The responses to the above questions pertaining to a Civic Focal Point are 
consolidated below. 

Options for funding and delivering a potential future Civic Focal Point 

206. Section 9.5.3 of the Discussion Paper proposes three options for funding and 
delivering a potential future Civic Focal Point: 

a. Selling land that becomes surplus to requirements if a single Civic 
Focal Point is built; 

b. Maximise the development potential of sites to assist with funding a 
Civic Focal Point; or 
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c. Allowing additional density to secure a new Civic Focal Point.

These are discussed below. 

Selling land that becomes surplus to requirements if a single Civic Focal Point is built 

207. As noted within the Discussion Paper, all Council-owned sites located within
the town centre have some development potential for which Council could
realise value by selling the site for redevelopment. Council could seek to sell
any number of sites it currently owns to provide funding for delivery of the
community infrastructure discussed in this section.

208. The purpose of selling sites would not be to reduce the level of services.
Instead, the strategy would be to provide improved services in a more efficient
way on a consolidated site.

Maximise the development potential of sites to assist with funding a Civic Focal Point 

209. As noted within the Discussion Paper, one option for funding the provision of
Community Infrastructure is for Council to realise the value of land holdings in a
way that provides the community with a financial return that can be used to
assist with funding the new Civic Focal Point (the EOI process that Hornsby
Shire Council undertook before the Local Government boundary changes that
saw Epping included in the City of Parramatta is an example which involved the
Council finding a partner to develop a site). Another avenue can be through a
planning proposal process involving Council owned land. Two Preliminary
Planning Proposal examples were provided in the Discussion Paper.

210. The redevelopment of Council owned land in partnership with other partners
can deliver significant community benefits that will allow the delivery of
community infrastructure in a more financially sustainable manner. The
Discussion Paper seeks feedback on whether the community is comfortable
with this approach.

211. The Discussion Paper’s question (9i.) asks: Should Council seek to develop
Council-owned sites to maximise the funding available to deliver a new Civic
Focal Point?

Allowing additional density to secure a new Civic Focal Point 

212. The Discussion Paper notes two Preliminary Planning Proposals, for sites
adjoining the Rawson Street Carpark Site. Both propose an increase in the
overall density permitted on their site and both proposals seek to underground
the carpark, and provide community facilities and a civic space.

213. The Discussion Paper’s question 9j. which asks the community to consider a
trade-off between timely provision of community facilities against additional
density being permitted in the town centre, was: Are you willing to accept
further increases in density in the town centre if it would assist with funding a
new Civic Focal Point?

Community Feedback 

214. Community feedback received from the submission process and Phase 2
Community Workshops on questions 9f, 9g and 9h pertaining to a Civic Focal
Point indicated mixed views:

a. The most common response was a preference for two sites (and of
these, most expressed support for the Rawson Street Car Park and
Library sites). The key reasons for this included a preference for having
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different sites for different uses and a perception of “fairness” across 
both sides of the rail line.  

b. Of those who preferred a single site, the most common response was 
the Rawson Street Car Park site. The main advantages for this site 
were seen to be access, site size, parking and proximity to Boronia 
Park. 

c. There was proportionately more support for Council seeking to develop 
Council-owned sites, than for selling existing community facilities or 
accepting further increases in density from the Phase 2 Community 
Workshops. This feedback was more supportive of such 
redevelopment models of Council-owned sites. 

215. Refer to Straight Talk’s Epping Town Centre Review: Phase two – Exhibition 
period consultation report at Attachment 2.a more detailed summary of 
feedback at Attachment 3. 

Conclusions and recommendations 

216. Having considered the feedback from the Phase 2 consultations and 
submissions, Council Officers conclude: 

a. Council Officers note and support the community’s preference for 
community facilities on both sides of the railway line. 

b. Council Officers note and support the community’s preference for 
Council to use its current assets at Rawson St and Chambers Court 
(Epping Library) for community uses. 

c. Council officers note that there was no clear preference over the three 
options. However most support was given to the “developing council 
owned sites” option. 

217. Council Officers therefore, recommend the following principles:   

a. That Council utilise its assets at Rawson Street car park and Chambers 
Court to provide community infrastructure and civic focal points on both 
sides of the town centre. 

b. That Council seek to develop a community hub (defined above) but on 
one of the sites and other adjunct uses for the other site. 

c. That there be no net loss of community facility floor space overall in 
Epping. 

d. That Council seek to increase the utilisation of all of Council’s current 
assets in Epping for the broader community. 

e. That further feasibility testing of Council owned land assets should be 
undertaken (including additional community consultation) to develop 
options - including a Community Hub (defined in the Discussion Paper 
as a facility incorporating a library and community facility floor space) 
and public urban plaza - and potential funding mechanisms for 
community facilities in Epping. 

Dence Park – Epping Aquatic and Leisure Centre 

218. Council’s Social Infrastructure Study identifies that the Dence Park – Epping 
Aquatic and Leisure Centre is aging and has accessibility issues which means 
it does not meet current standards for this type of facility. Hornsby Shire 
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Council considered the option of closing the centre at the time the pool was its 
responsibility. 

219. Section 9.5.4 of the Discussion Paper acknowledges that as part of the 
development of a community facilities strategy, Council will need to determine 
what role the Epping Aquatic and Leisure Centre might play. For instance, 
should the centre be redeveloped or modernised as an aquatic centre, or put to 
an alternate community use.  

220. Through the Phase 1 community consultation process, it was clear the facility is 
a beloved community asset to sections of the Epping community. However, 
despite this impassioned position, usage levels of this facility have been in 
decline over the longer term, except in the last year where usage levels had 
actually increased since City of Parramatta took ownership. 

221. The Discussion Paper noted the strengths and the weakness of the site. The 
strengths are that Council owns the land and that Council will open the pool for 
the October 2017 summer season. The weaknesses of the site are that:  

a. The Centre is aging, needs significant upgrading, and is at risk of 
significant infrastructure failure 

b. It lacks visual prominence, 

c. It is in a bushfire-prone site, 

d. Is underutilized, and 

e. The topography of the site makes modernising the site a relatively 
expensive exercise and impacts on its accessibility. 

222. Adjoining bushland along Terrys Creek is a key wildlife corridor (confirmed in 
recent bushland fauna surveys). 

223. The Discussion Paper’s question (9k) asks: What should be the future use of 
the Dence Park Aquatic Site? 

Community Feedback 

224. The feedback from both the submissions and Phase 2 Community Workshops 
showed there was very strong community support to retain Dence Park for 
public and recreational uses. There was also strong community support to 
retain the swimming pool, and perhaps increase/improve it in some capacity 
with an expanded indoor fitness centre or similar uses. Furthermore, many 
respondents highlighted the environmental conservation value of the bushland 
and the need for its retention along with carefully selected passive recreational 
uses. 

Conclusions and recommendations 

225. Having considered the feedback from the Phase 2 consultations, Council 
Officers conclude: 

a. Council’s Draft SIS which is being exhibited from August to September 
2017 draws attention to the LGA-wide issues pertaining to the overall 
aquatic infrastructure/network. 

b. Adjoining bushland along Terrys Creek requires protection and there 
needs to be a restriction on the expansion of Dence Park aquatic 
facility. 
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226. Council Officers therefore, recommend the following principles: 

a. The feedback obtained from the Phase 2 consultation process be 
considered and integrated into the exhibition process for the Draft SIS. 

b. A master plan process be undertaken for the entire Dence Park site, 
giving consideration to the future options for aquatic and other water 
related activities for the Epping Aquatic and Leisure Centre, as well as 
increasing the overall recreation uses of the site and adjoining sensitive 
bushland. 

 
PUBLIC DOMAIN CHAPTER 
 
227. The intense growth within the Epping Town Centre has presented Council with 

the opportunity to review aspects of the centre’s public domain, identify 
opportunities for improvements and present these to the community for 
discussion. The feedback and direction will also assist Council in advising 
Development Application and Planning Proposal applicants until new planning 
controls can be formulated. The areas requiring immediate attention are 
pedestrian connections and footpath widths. 

228. Numerous urban design themes have been consistently raised throughout the 
consultation process on: 

a. Pedestrian connections - That pedestrian connections should be: 

i. created or improved either between or through blocks;  

ii. improved between different land uses and attractors (i.e. the 
centre and open space areas);  

iii. created at mid-block where block lengths were long; and 

iv. improved to form linkages from one side of the centre to the 
other. 

b. A vibrant centre – The community are enthusiastic about the possible 
future of Epping. They want their town centre to reflect the vibrant, 
friendly, community which they are familiar with. 

c. Enable liveability - The community see that future infrastructure 
planning needs to “enable liveable town centres” as an overarching 
principle. 

229. The Discussion Paper subsequently presented two public domain issues:  

a. Through-block connections, streets, laneways and arcades and 
shareways; and 

b. Wider footpaths (which pertain to building setbacks). 

230. The Discussion Paper asked two questions each were supported by a diagram: 

a. 10a. Are there any other through site links outside of those that are 
already proposed in Figure 30 that should be considered by Council? 
and 

b. 10b. Do you think the new ground floor setbacks proposed in Figure 31 
for Epping Town Centre are appropriate? 
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Community Feedback 

231. Community feedback (from 23 submissions) received on the through-block 
connections indicated the following: 

a. Some submissions broadly reflected that any and all links should be 
encouraged, in order to improve safe and pleasant access across the 
town centre.  

b. Many submissions also identified specific existing links that they 
wished to see reflected in the map. 

c. Some submissions proposed: 

 extensions to existing links, and/or 

 where a new link could be created. 

232. Community feedback (from 21 submissions) received on wider footpaths said 
the following: 

a. The majority of submissions were supportive of the new ground floor 
setbacks proposed in the discussion paper.  

b. Some submissions noted that having setbacks which are consistent are 
important, and noted that the desired setbacks are not being achieved 
consistently through current controls (particular concern about current 
redevelopment at 35 Oxford Street).  

c. Some respondents felt that setbacks should be further increased (for 
example, on Oxford Street, Epping Road and Beecroft Road); 
justifications included that increased setbacks might provide space for 
larger trees, and that footpaths will continue to get busier in the town 
centre as Epping grows and that this could present safety and 
accessibility risks – particularly to those with limited mobility. Trees 
were seen in some submissions as being important to Epping’s 
character, as well as having shading, cooling and aesthetics benefits.  

d. Some respondents also asked Council to consider cycling movement 
through Epping, as increasing bicycle trips could improve traffic issues. 

e. A couple of respondents were not supportive, as it was felt that the 
current setback situation is adequate.  

f. One developer was also not supportive of the proposed setbacks and 
instead proposed that setbacks be flexible in order to accommodate 
large retail/commercial floorplates at podium levels, should be 
determined at a master planning stage, and that having tightly 
controlled setbacks might not achieve the best outcome in all cases. 

233. Refer to Attachment 3 for a summary of the submission responses. Also, 
Public Domain matters were not covered by the Community Workshop 
Sessions. 

Conclusions and recommendations 

234. Having considered the feedback from the Phase 2 consultations, Council 
Officers conclude: 

a. There are a number of opportunities to improve the public domain in 
terms of delivering through-block links and wider footpaths.  
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b. The best mechanism for delivering public domain initiatives is via new 
DCP controls (where appropriate) and a revised public domain plan. 

235. Council Officers therefore, recommend the following principles: 

a. That as part of Stage 2 of the Epping Planning Review, that Council 
prepare appropriate DCP controls and a public domain plan that deliver 
through-block links and wider footpaths. 

 
TRAFFIC CHAPTER 
 
236. As noted on the Discussion Paper, Council has commissioned EMM Consulting 

to prepare a Traffic and Land Use Options Study (Traffic Study) to provide an 
evidence-based approach to the assessment of existing and future traffic 
conditions with different development scenarios for the Epping Town Centre 
and surrounds, including potential infrastructure improvements. 

237. The Traffic Study builds on traffic study work which was carried out previously 
by Halcrow in 2011 on behalf of Hornsby Shire Council, the former Parramatta 
City Council and the Department of Planning and Environment as part of the 
proposed new planning controls implemented by the Department of Planning 
and Environment in 2014. 

238. There are significant concerns from the community around the impacts of the 
additional residential densities permitted under the 2014 planning controls 
given the additional population envisaged and the subsequent impacts on an 
already congested and constrained road network. There is also increasing 
developer pressure to increase residential densities (through Planning 
Proposals) beyond that permitted under the existing planning framework. 

239. EMM prepared an Interim Traffic Modelling Report which was exhibited as 
supporting information to the Discussion Paper. It included preliminary analysis 
to provide an indicator of the issues and options available to allow discussion of 
these issues as part of the exhibition process. 

240. The preliminary advice concludes that regardless of what land use density 
options or road work improvements are put in place there is little scope for 
significant improvements to the way the road network operates in the Epping 
Town Centre without new and additional policies to reduce car usage and shift 
more trips that currently come through the centre by car onto public transport 
modes. 

241. This chapter of the Discussion Paper presented six questions that play a role in 
developing the scenarios for the purposes of the traffic model exercise. 

Consideration of Planning Proposals/Preliminary Planning Proposals 

242. The Discussion Paper explains the level of developer interest in the Epping 
Town Centre with three planning proposal under assessment and other land 
owners also expressing a desire to seek uplift. 

243. The standard question (11a) asks: Should Council delay the processing of 
current and future Planning Proposals within the Epping Town Centre and 
surrounds until the Traffic Study is completed? 

Community Feedback 

244. This matter received a total of 103 submissions - the most received for any 
standard question.  
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245. The predominant view (94 submissions) is overwhelmingly in favour of delaying 
the progression of any planning proposal including existing planning proposal, 
preliminary planning proposals and future planning proposals. 

246. The majority of submissions to this question also raised concerns about 
existing traffic congestion in Epping (particularly around the Town Centre). 
Specific matters raised included:  

a. Residential growth has already outpaced the original traffic review 
carried out by Hornsby Council. 

b. There is a need to address traffic flows in and out of North Epping 
before further major developments are started. 

c. The volume of traffic has already increased markedly over the past 
decade and this is significantly detracting from the amenity of the Town 
Centre, with current levels of congestion only likely to worsen. 

d. A workable traffic solution for existing problems needs to be developed 
by Council and the RMS before any future Planning Proposals should 
be considered. 

247. There was a broad view that further traffic analysis is required, and 
commentary on the Traffic Study was offered. Many submissions suggested 
that any additional impact from Planning Proposals (both current and future) 
needs to be carefully studied and understood, and that Council should not 
delay pending traffic studies.  

248. A few submissions mentioned that the quality of the recommendations in the 
Traffic Study will depend on the quality of the assumptions made during the 
modelling performed. It was suggested that the Traffic Study should be peer 
reviewed and made available for public comment prior to finalisation. One 
submission recommended that the Traffic Study should assess usage and 
movement patterns in areas such as Cliff Road. 

249. A total of 16 respondents specifically recommended that the Austino Planning 

Proposal be placed on hold until the Traffic Study is finalised, citing concerns 

about the level of density and the impact on local area traffic. In contrast, a 

developer submission from Austino strongly disagreed that current planning 

proposals be delayed until the traffic study is completed; this submission stated 

that this is currently the only major site in Epping that has been determined to 

have strategic merit by the NSW Department of Planning and Environment, the 

JRPP, and has been supported on traffic grounds by the RMS. 

250. Some community responses sought to also delay development applications. 
However, under the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 this is 
not legally possible. This position has been reinforced by Council’s 
Administrator at the public launch of the Epping Planning Review in December 
2016 as well as at subsequent community consultation sessions. 

251. The above views were also expressed at the Community Workshop Sessions. 
Refer to Attachments 2 and 3 for a summary of the Community Workshop 
Session and submissions feedback. 

Conclusions and recommendations 

252. The scope of the Stage 1 analysis and recommendations has been to address 
the unintended impacts resulting from the new planning controls that came into 
effect by the State Government in March 2014. 
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253. The Epping Town Centre currently experiences significant traffic delays during 
morning and afternoon peaks as a result of the significant amount through 
traffic as well as increased residential densities resulting from the new planning 
controls implemented in 2014. Until the traffic impacts of allowing increased 
development above and beyond current planning controls are properly 
understood (including the cumulative impact of current and potential planning 
proposals), any planning proposal should not be finalised.  

254. Having considered the feedback from the Phase 2 consultations, Council 
Officers conclude: 

a. Council has deferred consideration of a Planning Proposal and two 
Preliminary Planning Proposal processes on account of the work being 
undertaken by the Epping Planning Review: 

i. The Austino Planning Proposal seeking to deliver an additional 
272 dwellings.  

ii. The Oakstand Preliminary Planning Proposal seeking to deliver 
an additional 922 dwellings*. 

iii. The Winten/Lyon Group Preliminary Planning Proposal seeking 
to deliver an additional 584 dwellings*. 

Note: with regards to the two preliminary planning proposals, it is accepted that 
the dwelling numbers as currently proposed cannot be delivered 
simultaneously as both proposal seek to develop Council’s car park. 

 

b. In addition to the above, Council is aware of at least two other land 
holders potentially looking to pursue a planning proposal process. 
Therefore, there is an urgent need to understand the traffic issues prior 
to advancing proposals that seek development growth above the 
March 2014 planning controls. 

c. The Epping Town Centre has been doing a lot of the “heavy lifting” for 
the residential growth in this vicinity of Sydney. With the number of 
planning proposals and precinct planning projects across the LGA 
before Council, Council does not require any further uplift in Epping for 
the purpose of meeting its housing targets as expressed in the Greater 
Sydney Commission’s Draft West Central District Plan. Also, as has 
been made clear, the scope of the Epping Planning Review has been 
to address the failings of the planning system that came into effect in 
March 2014. As such, additional requests for rezoning (received 
through the submission process) will not be considered as part of the 
Epping Planning Review.  

d. The pace of change is having a significant impact on the Epping 
residents. Council should therefore continue to manage any further 
formal requests for uplift (eg. planning proposal applications) outside of 
the Epping Planning Review process and be subject to the Epping 
Traffic Study which is still being completed. 

e. The scope of the traffic analysis has been undertaken to better 
understand the traffic impacts of any growth, not necessarily to enable 
any further growth within the Town Centre. Therefore, there is no 
urgency or need for Council to consider individual requests for uplift as 
part of the Epping Planning Review process. Instead, that applicant’s 
seeking uplift should do this via a formal planning proposal process.  
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f. There is some urgency in bringing about the planning control changes 
to address the unintended impacts associated with the new planning 
controls that came into effect in March 2014 as soon as possible. The 
inclusion of other landowner sites within the Stage 2 process will only 
cause further delay to this process. 

255. Council Officers therefore, recommend the following principles: 

a. That Council continue to manage and progress the current planning 
proposal (Austino) given the potential risk of not being the Relevant 
Planning Authority (ie. the State Government becoming the Relevant 
Planning Authority). As mentioned previously, this is to ensure that 
Council’s and the community’s concerns and issues are addressed (eg. 
open space – refer to ‘Acquisition of former bowling club site (725 
Blaxland Road)’ in Social Infrastructure section (ie. Response to 
question 9b). However, should the proposal proceed to Gateway 
Determination, that Council request that a condition be placed on the 
Gateway to ensure that the proposed FSRs for the site cannot be 
finalised until the Traffic Study is completed.  

b. That following the Local Government elections in September 2017, the 
new Councillors be consulted and briefed on the progress of the 
Epping Planning Review and the community feedback received with 
regards to the future of the Rawson Street Car Park. This will enable 
Council officers to engage with the applicants of the 2 Preliminary 
Planning Proposals (Winten Lyon and Oakstand) to allow these 
proposals to be further considered.  

c. That other landowners seeking to pursue development uplift will need 
to pursue this via a formal planning proposal process and not through 
the Epping Planning Review process.  

d. That the Traffic Study must be completed to ensure that the traffic 
impacts of proposals seeking development uplift (with the exception of 
those changes proposed to deal with the unintended impacts of the 
previous UAP planning process) within Epping can be properly 
understood prior to any proposal being finalised. Furthermore, unless 
innovative solutions or initiatives that significantly curb or restrict car 
ownership/movements are incorporated as part of the development, 
that proposals seeking uplift will not be able to progress or be further 
considered given current traffic issues in Epping. Notwithstanding the 
above, any proposed parking/vehicle management solutions need to 
be assessed via the Traffic Study in order to determine its impact on 
the wider road network.   

Car Parking Rates 

256. Section 11.7.2 of the Discussion Paper explains the inconsistency between the 
parking rates between the Hornsby and Parramatta DCPs and the need to 
make them consistent. The Discussion Paper notes that parking rates should 
be reviewed and potentially further reduced to encourage residents to use 
public transport and other active transport modes. 

257. The objectives around reducing car parking rates in DCPs is to minimise local 
car ownership and decrease private motor vehicle use. 
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258. The Discussion Paper’s question (11b.) asks: Should Council consider further 
reducing car parking rates as a means to reducing traffic within the Epping 
Town Centre and encourage public transport usage? 

Community Feedback 

259. Community views (from a total of 38 respondents) were mixed with just over 
half of submissions not supporting this approach to reducing traffic.  

260. Respondents that were not supportive (22) were of the view that reduced 
availability of car parking spaces will result in more on-street parking. Several 
believed that the current parking rates were reasonable and should not be 
changed. Some were sceptical on whether this would actually work in terms of 
reducing car ownership, and felt a more effective approach to reducing 
congestion would be to limit development instead. 

261. Respondents that were supportive (11) generally took the view that the number 
of cars on the roads need to be reduced, with some supporting any measure to 
reduce the traffic load on Epping. Some submissions which were broadly 
supportive did note that reduced rates would be more appropriate for residential 
uses than for retail and service providers. 

262. Many submissions were of the opinion that owning a car is necessary and that 
people cannot rely on public transport. These submissions mentioned that the 
new residents will need cars to move families around to libraries, school, after 
school activities, pick up from the station etc. 

Conclusions and recommendations 

263. The scope of the Stage 1 analysis and recommendations has been to address 
the unintended impacts resulting from the new planning controls that came into 
effect by the State Government in March 2014. 

264. Having considered the feedback from the Phase 2 consultations, Council 
Officers conclude: 

a. That given the results of the interim traffic findings, reducing car 
parking rates is an important planning and traffic mechanism that can 
contribute towards the reduction of local car ownership and 
alternatively promote active and public transport options through and 
within Epping.  

265. Council Officers therefore, recommend the following principles: 

a. The car parking rates across the Hornsby and Parramatta DCPs be 
reviewed to determine appropriate lower parking rates.  

b. That any proposed lower parking rate be tested as part of the traffic 
modelling in the Epping Traffic Study before changes are finalised. 

c. That further to points a. and b. above, an interim step towards reducing 
parking rates could be to amend Hornsby DCP parking controls (which 
have minimum parking rates) to be in line with Parramatta DCP parking 
controls (which have maximum parking rates). 

Commuter Parking Station 

266. Section 11.7.3 of the Discussion Paper explains that a number of stakeholders 
suggested that Council should either provide or lobby the State Government to 
provide commuter parking near the Epping Station. The argument put forward 
by proponents is that this would clear surrounding streets of commuter parking 
and improve access to local shops for local people.  
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267. Commuter parking at train stations is a complex issue that depends very much 
on local context. It is acknowledged that allowing people to drive to stations to 
use public transport is decreasing the length of cross-city vehicle trips and 
increasing the length of public transport trips which is to be encouraged. 
However, the provision of commuter car parks can have other unintended 
impacts unless it is implemented sensitively and in appropriate locations.  

268. Again, the objectives around the car parking policy for the Epping Town Centre 
is to minimise local car ownership and decrease private motor vehicle use. 

269. The Discussion Paper’s question (11c.) asks: Is there a suitable site for which 
Council should lobby the State Government to have a commuter parking station 
provided near Epping Station? 

Community Feedback 

270. A total of 38 submissions were received with opinions split on this issue. 

271. Across submissions supportive of commuter car parking, there was a view that 
the current situation where commuters park in local streets was not acceptable, 
as it affected locals, visitors, and businesses. Providing commuter car parking 
was seen as potentially increasing residents’ usage of the rail line; current bus 
service was generally seen as poor, with commuter car parking as a better 
alternative. However, it was also noted that elderly residents who were unable 
to drive might still struggle to use transport.  

272. The needs of neighbouring suburbs were also considered in some 
submissions, with the view expressed that North Epping residents need 
commuter parking as well; Transport for NSW’s current investigations of a 
similar solution at Eastwood was also raised. 

273. As noted above, several ideas about commuter car park sites were suggested: 

a. 240-244 Beecroft Road, mainly due to good station access, 

b. Above Epping Train Station, 

c. Above Rawson Street Car Park, 

d. Under current library site, 

e. Older apartment complex near Epping Station, through an acquisition 
process, and 

f. Inside newly constructed residential towers. 

274. Many submissions took a broader view that any site considered should be 
within walking distance of the town centre and train station, while others were 
willing to consider sites outside the town centre in combination with shuttle 
buses to the station. 

275. Amongst submissions not supporting commuter car parking, there was a 
common view that commuter parking would only increase traffic and local car 
use. Some felt that this would incentivise commuters from other suburbs 
coming into Epping to park, thereby impacting the road network and taking 
away parking from local residents. Others felt there was no suitable space in 
Epping for a commuter parking station, while others felt that a commuter 
parking station was a lower priority than valuable commercial, retail and 
residential space. Some felt that a low-cost shuttle bus would be a better 
alternative. 
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276. The above views were also expressed at the Community Workshop Sessions. 
Refer to Attachments 2 and 3 for a summary of the Community Workshop 
Session and submissions feedback. 

Conclusions and recommendations 

277. Having considered the feedback from the Phase 2 consultations on a commuter 
car parking station in the Epping Town Centre, Council Officers maintain the 
views expressed in the Discussion Paper and therefore conclude the following: 

a. It will attract additional trips into the Epping Town Centre for the sole 
purpose of utilising the car park which will have a further detrimental 
impact on local traffic conditions and increase traffic congestion. 

b. It will encourage local employees to drive to the centre rather than 
arrive via public transport due to the increased access to day long 
parking options. 

c. Experience in other centres suggests that the availability of day long 
parking encourages more commuters to make the choice to drive to the 
station because of the increased likelihood they can find a park. If all 
spaces within the commuter car park are occupied, drivers will park on 
the street. So parking availability on local streets is not improved.  

d. An integrated transport system would see people take the bus from 
close to their home to the station to continue their public transport 
journey. This is most efficient and effective if regular bus services are 
feasible. The more commuter parking is provided the greater the 
negative impact on the feasibility of running regular bus services 
especially given the number of buses that provide access to Epping.   

e. Commuter parking stations do play an important role in promoting 
public transport but do not consider that Epping is an appropriate 
location for a commuter parking station. 

278. Council Officers therefore, recommend the following principles: 

a. That Council Officers not pursue a policy of providing a commuter car 
parking facility within the Town Centre. 

Policies to manage local parking and access to private motor vehicles 

279. Section 11.7.4 of the Discussion Paper proposes two options to discourage 
residents that purchase into new high density development from parking in local 
residential streets: 

a. Resident or controlled parking schemes; and  

b. Car sharing scheme. 

280. As Section 11.7.4 of the Discussion Paper noted, a commonly expressed 
concern when any proposal is put forward to decrease parking rates on site is 
that residents will still own a car and will park it on local streets. Should Council 
consider introducing maximum rates or reducing car parking rates below the 
“maximum rates” identified in the PDCP 2011 in order to influence mode shift, it 
is considered that additional measures could also be investigated to discourage 
residents purchasing into new high density development do not end up parking 
in local residential streets. 
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Resident or controlled car parking schemes 

281. The Discussion Paper notes that a rollout of restricted/time limited parking 
zones within residential streets adjacent to higher density development could 
be investigated along with a resident parking scheme to enable existing 
residents within lower density residential zones up to a 3 storey apartment 
building to have the opportunity to apply for a permit to enable residents and 
their visitors to continue to have on-street parking albeit in a limited and 
controlled manner. Such initiatives also discourage commuters from parking 
within local streets close to Epping Station and depending on the nature of the 
restricted parking roll out, can encourage commuters to catch a bus to the 
Epping Station. 

282. The fundamental objectives around introducing a resident or controlled parking 
scheme is to minimise local car ownership and decrease private motor vehicle 
use. 

283. The Discussion Paper’s question (11d.) asks: Would you support the 
introduction of a Resident Parking Scheme where owners of new units would 
not be permitted to park on local streets as a way to discourage car ownership 
and manage parking on local streets? 

Community Feedback 

284. Community views (from a total of 41 respondents) were mixed with more than 
half of submissions supporting this approach to reducing traffic.  

285. Respondents that were supportive generally supported introducing 
restricted/time parking zones within residential streets adjacent to high density 
residential development. Others suggested delineating a radius around the 
station to which the scheme would apply. Others suggested that Council 
remove “full day” parking in favour of different timed parking options which 
radiated out from the centre. There was also a specific request for extension of 
2-hour parking farther along Oxford Street. 

286. Respondents that were not supportive had the following opinions: 

a. Many respondents felt that people would want to own cars, regardless 

of efforts made by Council to encourage behaviour change. 

b. Some were concerned about how the value of units might be affected 

with the introduction of a scheme. One was unsure about how this 

approach could help with reducing car ownership. 

287. The above views were also expressed at the Community Workshop Sessions. 
Refer to Attachments 2 and 3 for a summary of the Community Workshop 
Session and submissions feedback. 

Conclusions and recommendations 

288. The scope of the Stage 1 analysis and recommendations has been to address 
the unintended impacts resulting from the new planning controls that came into 
effect by the State Government in March 2014. 

289. Having considered the feedback from the Phase 2 consultations, Council 
Officers conclude: 

a. There is strong community support for a residential or controlled 
parking scheme 

290. Council Officers therefore, recommend the following principle: 
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a. That Council officers carry out further investigation around the potential
implementation of a resident parking scheme in Epping in order to
minimise local car ownership and decrease private motor vehicle use.

Car sharing scheme 

291. As noted within the Discussion Paper, car sharing enables more sustainable
travel habits by making more efficient use of a parking space either on street or
within a private development. A single car share vehicle can replace up to 12
private vehicles that would otherwise compete for local parking (source:
www.cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au/live/residents/car-sharing). Car share schemes
provide flexibility to residents or businesses who either do not own a car,
cannot justify car ownership given close proximity to public transport or lack of
a parking space. Resident and businesses can book a car online when they
need one and pick it up from a car share space.

292. Furthermore, car share users are charged by time and distance, at a rate set by
each operator (e.g. GoGET, Hertz24/7). Costs associated with fuel, vehicle
maintenance and insurance are usually included in the operator’s hire fees. Car
share spaces can be located on street with the agreement of Council or within
larger scale developments.

293. The objectives around introducing a car sharing scheme is to minimise local car
ownership and decrease private motor vehicle use.

294. The Discussion Paper’s question (11e.) asks: Do you support car sharing
schemes as measures to decrease vehicle ownership and the potential impacts
of decreasing parking rates for sites within walking distance of Epping Station?
This question sought feedback on reducing the rates of car parking provision in
new development in the town centre.

Community Feedback 

295. Community views were mixed on this question, with the majority of respondents
supporting this approach to reducing traffic. Of those supporting the scheme:

a. Many respondents offered feedback about providing and locating
potential spaces:

i. Some suggested dedicated spaces be created on both sides of
the railway to reduce walking distance for all residents.

ii. Some proposed a collaborative approach with neighbouring
councils as was the idea of working in a network (along with
existing car share facilities at Macquarie Park).

b. Other views saw that car share spaces need to be dedicated for car
share only, and that spaces should be included in new developments.
One developer noted that they would be willing to include car share
spaces in their basement parking allowance.

c. Some views expressed uncertainty about the effectiveness of car share
schemes (even across some of those who were supportive). Some
were unsure if it would work effectively in the suburbs, while others
were unsure if it would actually reduce car ownership rates.

d. Some submissions suggested that Council would need to actively
promote and make the community aware of alternative transport
options like car sharing in order for this approach to have a positive
impact.
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Conclusions and recommendations 

296. The scope of the Stage 1 analysis and recommendations has been to address 
the unintended impacts resulting from the new planning controls that came into 
effect by the State Government in March 2014. 

297. Having considered the feedback from the Phase 2 consultations, Council 
Officers conclude: 

a. On 13 June 2017, the Parramatta Traffic Committee (PTC) and Traffic 
Engineering Advisory Group (TEAG) approved a number of car share 
spaces across the city (Item 1705 A3). However, it excluded a 6 car 
share parking spaces in Epping because whilst: Council notes that car 
share may be an important element of creating a less private car 
dependent town centre, that car share arrangements be considered as 
part of the current  traffic and land use study for Epping. No further 
action be taken on car share spaces in Epping until this study is 
complete. 

b. The community feedback received on this issue reveals there is 
overwhelming support by Epping residents. 

298. Council Officers therefore, recommend the following principles: 

a. That Council introduce a car share scheme in the Epping Town Centre 
as per the recommendations within the PTC report of 13 June 2017. 

b. That the potential for car share schemes to be provided within a 
development be further explored and if technically supported, be 
introduced as new DCP controls as part of Stage 2 of the Epping 
Planning Review. 

Policies to manage local traffic congestion 
 
299. Section 11.7.5 of the Discussion Paper proposes a “Stop/Go” traffic controller 

to manage pedestrian activity at the pedestrian crossing on Rawson Street 
adjacent to the Rawson Street car park. 

300. The Discussion Paper’s standard question (11f.) asks: Do you think Council 
should employ crossing attendants during peak conflict periods at the Rawson 
Street pedestrian crossing to manage the flow of pedestrians and vehicles to 
best manage congestion in Rawson Street? 

Community Feedback 

301. With 44 submissions, the community was divided on this issue, with an equal 
number of submissions supporting/not supporting this approach and a small 
number undecided. The reasons for supporting the proposal were around 
improving pedestrian safety and managing congestion. The reasons for not 
supporting the proposal were around skepticism of its success. 

302. The above views were also expressed at the Community Workshop Sessions. 
Refer to Attachments 2 and 3 for a summary of the Community Workshop 
Session and submissions feedback. 

Conclusions and recommendations 

303. Having considered the feedback from the Phase 2 consultations, Council 
Officers conclude: 
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a. Council should consider funding a “Stop/Go” traffic controller on the 
crossing during peak times to control pedestrians, it would cost of up to 
$10,000 per month inclusive of all on costs. 

b. There are technical legal questions over the enforceability of a 
“Stop/Go” traffic controller. 

c. The effectiveness of a “Stop/Go” traffic controller is also limited, having 
to be positioned on one side of the street. 

304.  Council Officers therefore, recommend the following principles: 

a. That Council trial a “Stop/Go” traffic controller at the pedestrian 
crossing on Rawson Street adjacent to the Rawson Street car park for 
a period of 2 months and report on the effectiveness of the trial to 
Council’s PTC and TEAG by the middle of 2018. 

 
COMMUNITY FEEDBACK – GENERAL COMMENTS 
 
305. As has been noted within this report, the scope of the Stage 1 analysis and 

recommendations has been to address the unintended impacts resulting from 
the new planning controls that came into effect by the State Government in 
March 2014.  

306. Whilst the purpose of the exhibition was to seek the wider community’s opinion 
on the Discussion Paper’s questions, other matters were raised that are outside 
the scope of this phase of the study. A broad summary of the issues raised is 
provided below: 

a. The predominant theme from submitters are concerns around: 

i. Overdevelopment of the Epping Town Centre in terms of what 
has been built since March 2014, and 

ii. Further developer interest in the area by way of planning 
proposals (either existing, preliminary or future planning 
proposals).  

These concerns largely relate to the associated traffic impacts, 
construction impacts, tree loss, character loss, heritage loss, parking 
concerns, visual impacts (regarding inappropriate building heights) and 
environmental impacts. 

307. Some submitters situated outside the town centre core have requested 
upzonings. Council’s response is that the Epping Town Centre has been doing 
a lot of the “heavy lifting” for the residential growth in this vicinity of Sydney. 
With the number of planning proposals and precinct planning projects across 
the LGA before Council, Council does not require any further uplift in Epping for 
the purpose of meeting its housing targets as expressed in the Greater Sydney 
Commission’s Draft West Central District Plan. As has been made clear, the 
scope of the Epping Planning Review has been to address the failings of the 
planning system that came into effect in March 2014. As such, additional 
requests for rezoning (received through the submission process) will not be 
considered as part of the Epping Planning Review process. 

308. A submission table details Council Officers response to general issues raised, 
is detailed in Attachment 4. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

309. The recommendations detailed in this report are consolidated and contained in
Attachment 6.

NEXT STEPS 

310. As has been noted, the scope of the Epping Planning Review is limited to better
managing the impacts of new development generated from planning controls
that came into effect in March 2014 and allowing Council to manage current
(formal and preliminary) planning proposals seeking growth in the town centre.
It is also intended to allow Council to progress decisions made by Hornsby
Shire Council on specific heritage matters when it governed part of the Epping
suburb.

311. The recommended principles from Stage 1 also impact on other policy areas of
Council which are outside the changes to planning controls to be covered in
Stage 2. The findings and analysis carried out to date will be used to inform
further work in these areas (ie. social infrastructure) as part of separate
processes.

312. Once the new Councillors have been elected, a briefing will be undertaken on
the Epping Planning Review process to date, including the endorsed principles,
to confirm the future planning direction for Epping as part of progressing Stage
2 of the project.

313. Further discussion with the DP&E will be carried out to determine the
appropriate mechanism for which to implement Stage 2 of the Epping Planning
Review. For instance whether this can be carried out via a new State
Environmental Planning Policy (similar to the previous mechanism which
implemented the March 2014 planning controls) or alternatively, via a Planning
Proposal process.

314. The community that have given their time in such a generous way to contribute
to this stage of the Review will be thanked and advised of the outcomes.
Council will continue to engage with the community through future stages of the
review.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 

The only recommended principle that would have an immediate and direct financial 
implication for Council is the trial of a Stop/Go Controller for 2 months (see point 
304), which would cost Council $20,000. This would be funded from an existing 
operational budget. 

Jacky Wilkes 
Senior Project Officer Land Use 

Kevin Kuo 
Team Leader Land Use Planning 

Sue Weatherley 
Director Strategic Outcomes and Development 
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Sue Coleman 
Director City Services 
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LEADING 

ITEM NUMBER 13.9 

SUBJECT Submission to public consultation of Project Overview for 
Sydney Metro West 

REFERENCE F2018/00684 - D06013205 

REPORT OF Student Project Officer    

PURPOSE: 

The purpose of this report is for Council to consider a submission to Transport for 
NSW in response to public consultation of the Project Overview for Sydney Metro 
West released in March 2018.  

RECOMMENDATION 

(a) That Council note the information provided in this report that addresses, in
part, the resolution of 14 May 2018 in relation to a metro station at
Newington in conjunction with the Sydney Metro West Project;

(b) That Council endorses the draft submission at Attachment 1, as the
formal position of Council in relation to the Project Overview of the Sydney
Metro West Project and it be forwarded to Transport for NSW for their
consideration.

(c) Further, that Council write to Transport for NSW (TfNSW) advocating for,
and outlining the benefits of a metro station in the Newington/North
Lidcombe (North of M4) area, as part of the Metro West rail line plans.

BACKGROUND 

1. The following information is provided by way of background and response, in
part, to the Council resolution of 14 May 2018 which stated:

a) That Council write to Transport for New South Wales (TfNSW) advocating

for a Metro Station in the Newington/North Lidcombe (North of m4) area as

part of the Metro West rail line plans;

b) Further, that Council prepare an official Council submission to TfNSW and

the NSW Government outlining benefits of such a proposal to be submitted

by the 18th of May (Submissions will be accepted for this stage of the project

until Friday, 18 May)

2. This report considers a formal Council submission (at Attachment 1) drafted in
response to the entirety of the Project Overview for Sydney Metro West,
addressing considerations for the project for of Newington and North Lidcombe
as part of the submission, in accordance with part (b) of this resolution.

3. The Sydney Metro West project was announced by the NSW Minister for
Transport in November 2016, as the next component of the Sydney Metro
network. Sydney Metro West envisions a direct connection between the
Parramatta CBD, Sydney Olympic Park and Sydney CBD with potential stops
at key locations.
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4. The responsible authority, Transport for NSW (TfNSW), commenced early 
consultation with the community and key stakeholders in June 2017. As 
announced in the early public consultation in June 2017, the Sydney Metro 
West Study Area was defined to include investigations into metro stations at 
Parramatta and Sydney Olympic Park and other potential intermediate 
locations.  
 

5. Council Officers made a submission to the very early public consultation in 
September 2017 (refer to Attachment 2) that advocated Council’s strong 
support for a metro line between Parramatta CBD and Sydney CBD and 
highlighting the need for the metro’s co-ordination and integration with the 
Parramatta Light Rail project and other LGA-wide strategic planning projects.  

 
6. Further, the former Chief Executive Officer participated in a ‘Health Check’ 

process with Transport for NSW to understand the particular needs, challenges 
and aspirations of the City of Parramatta in relation to the project.  

 

7. To date, Council Officers have consulted with Transport for NSW to inform the 
development of the early planning options for the project. This has involved:  

a) Active advocacy for the Sydney Metro West (SMW) Project; 

b) Providing information to Transport for NSW of significant development 
and planning policy changes and proposals within key study areas; 

c)  Providing technical information and advice to inform details of the 
project, such as geotechnical, traffic modelling and flooding information; 

d) Information to inform urban design and public domain; 

e) Interface with major city projects, such as Parramatta Light Rail, 
Parramatta Square, Civic Link, future MAAS, etc.  

f) Consideration of existing and future land use scenarios around potential 
station locations.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           
 

CURRENT STATUS OF SYDNEY METRO WEST PROJECT 
 

8. The Sydney Metro West Project is currently in an early planning phase. The 
NSW Government has not considered a Business Case for the project or 
committed funding for its delivery. Transport for NSW has been working with 
key stakeholders to undertake early planning for the Sydney Metro West project 
to inform the future Business Case to be considered by the NSW Government.  

9. The release of the Project Overview in March 2018 is the result of a further 
expansion and refining of the scope of works by TfNSW. The Project Overview 
outlines the following components of the expanded project scope for further 
investigation:   

 
a) A new underground metro station at Westmead to support growing the 

health, educational and residential precincts;  
b) Reservation of the corridor to allow a potential extension of the new line 

west towards the future Western Sydney Airport at Badgerys Creek;  
 

c)   New underground metro stations at Parramatta CBD and Sydney 
Olympic Park;  
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d) A potential intermediate station at either Camellia or Rydalmere;  

 
e) A new connection to the T1 Northern Line at either Concord West or 

North Strathfield; 
 

f)   Potential intermediate stations at Burwood North, Five Dock, Kings Bay 
and Pyrmont; and,  

 
g) At least one CBD station, likely to connect to City and Southwest Metro 

which is currently under construction. 
 

10. The revised Project Study Area for Sydney Metro West is shown in Figure 1 
below.   

 

 
 

Figure 1 – Project Study Area (Source: TfNSW, March 2018) 

 
11. The release of the Project Overview of Sydney Metro West reflects a 

commitment by Transport for NSW to investigate a station and T1 Western Line 
connection/interchange at Westmead and a further connection with the T1 
Northern Line, which were not previously part of the project scope for Sydney 
Metro West.  

 
PREVIOUS COUNCIL OFFICER SUBMISSION – SEPTEMBER 2017  
 
12. Council Officers made a submission to the very early public consultation in 

September 2017 that broadly expressed Council’s strong support for a metro 
line between Parramatta and Sydney CBD. The Council Officer submission 
(September 2017) is provided at Attachment 2. Key issues and considerations 
of Council’s previous submission include:  

 
a) Council’s broader aspirations for a Fast Rail station for Parramatta;  

 
b) The need for a station at Westmead – establishment of Australia’s largest 

Health and Education Super Precinct;  
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c) The need for a station for Parramatta CBD, centrally located with sufficient 
capacity to accommodate future expansions of rail services;  
 

d) The need for a station at Camellia; 
 

e) Need for well-considered integration with Parramatta Light Rail (Stages 1 
and 2);  
 

f) A future Western extension of the line to Western Sydney Airport; and,  
 

g) Interchange opportunities for future Metro Lines centred on Parramatta.  
 
PROJECT ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PLANNING 
 

13. The Sydney Metro Project is important in delivering strategic planning 
objectives identified in both local and state strategic documents.  
 

14. Alignment with Western Sydney Rail Needs Scoping Study 
 

a) On 24 October 2016, Council adopted a submission to the Western Sydney 
Rail Needs Scoping Study (finalised in March 2018) which supported “a (very 
fast) east-west shuttle from Sydney CBD to Parramatta CBD, and onto the 
Western Sydney Airport” as the key priority major transport link for Parramatta 
to relieve congestion on the T1 Western Line and connect Parramatta CBD 
with Sydney CBD in under 30 minutes.  
 

15. Alignment with Greater Sydney Region Plan – A Metropolis of Three Cities and 
Central City District Plan (2018) 

 
a) The Sydney Metro West Project aligns with the objectives of the 

Metropolis of Three Cities concept and the Central City District Plan, 
namely;  
 
1. Greater Sydney Region Plan – A Metropolis of Three Cities:  

 

 Objective 1 – Infrastructure supports the three cities; 

 Objective 2 – Infrastructure aligns with forecast growth; 

 Objective 14 – Integrated land use and transport creates walkable and 
30-minute cities; 

 Objective 15 – The Eastern, GPOP and Western Economic Corridors 
are better connected and more competitive; 

 Objective 17 – Regional connectivity is enhanced; and,  

 Objective 19 – Greater Parramatta is stronger and better connected 
 

2. Central City District Plan:   
 

 Planning Priority N1 – Planning for a city supported by infrastructure; 

 Planning Priority N7 – Growing a stronger and more competitive 
Greater Parramatta; 

 Planning Priority N8 – Delivering a more connected and competitive 
GPOP Economic Corridor 

 Planning Priority N9 – delivering integrated land use and transport 
planning and a 30-minute city;  
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b) The Sydney Metro West project aims to enhance connections between the 

Central and Eastern Cities, and provision for extension of the line to 
provide Parramatta with a direct connection to the Western Parkland City 
centred on the Western Sydney Airport.  

 
16. Alignment with Future Transport Strategy 2056 (2018) 
 

a) Future Transport Strategy 2056 envisions a high-capacity, turn-up-and-go 
rail service running between Sydney CBD and Western Sydney Airport via 
Greater Parramatta; part of a broader metro network that connects Greater 
Parramatta radially with Kogarah to the south-east, Hornsby to the north-
east and Norwest to the north.  

 

17. Alignment with Council’s draft Community Strategic Plan 2018-2038 

a) Council adopted the draft Community Strategic Plan 2018-2038 (‘draft 
CSP’) on 9 April 2018 for public exhibition, as the highest level of plan for 
Council to guide how we will be achieving our community’s vision for the city 
over the next 20 years. Sydney Metro West aligns strongly with the following 
key focuses of the draft CSP:  

1. Accessible – we can all get to where we want to go;  

2. Thriving – we benefit from having a thriving CBD and local centres; 

 

 SUMMARY OF DRAFT SUBMISSION 
 

18. The key areas of consideration of the submission relate to locality-based issues 
and considerations at identified station precincts, and other key focus areas, 
namely:  

a) Westmead; 

b) Parramatta CBD; 

c) Camellia; 

d) Rydalmere; 

e) Sydney Olympic Park; 

f) Newington and North Lidcombe; and,  

g) T1 Northern Line Connection (North Strathfield or Concord West) 

19. The drafted submission also considers implications of the project on economic 
development within the corridor, the City’s visitor economy and the 
management of development applications, planning proposals and precinct 
planning within the key identified study areas.  
 

WESTMEAD 
 
20. The refined project scope for Sydney Metro West has identified Westmead as a 

future station precinct to provide direct service to the Westmead Education and 
Health Super Precinct, and may provide a direct point of interchange between 
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Metro services and the existing T1 Western Line.  
 

21. Key issues/considerations for Westmead include:  
 

a) SMW would promote the re-vitalisation and re-configuration of the existing 
T1 Western Line station and the surrounding precincts, cataylsing 
development in line with the Westmead Master Plan, as well as 
development to the south of Westmead;  
 

b) Supporting an activated streetscape along Hawkesbury Road, with clear 
legibility between movement and place functions;  
 

c) Improving existing accessibility issues from the existing heavy rail station to 
T-way bus services, schools, Western Sydney University, the Health and 
Research precinct, as well as residential developments.  

 
22. Key recommendations for Westmead include: 

 
a) Council supports the expansion of the Project Scope to include an 

underground station at Westmead;  
 
b) Council advocates for an interchange with clear legibility between modes; 

future metro, existing heavy rail, future Parramatta Light Rail, existing T-way 
bus services, cycling and walking within the Westmead Precinct;  
 

c) Council advocates that the future Westmead metro station be 
planned/designed to accommodate a future Western connection (line 
continuation) towards Western Sydney Airport – Badgery’s Creek 
Aerotropolis.  

 
PARRAMATTA CBD 
 
23. The Project Overview re-iterates Parramatta CBD as a key station location for 

the Sydney Metro West Project, either directly connected with the existing T1 
Western Line station at Parramatta Transport Interchange or importantly 
another central CBD location.  
 

24. Key issues/considerations for Parramatta CBD include:  
 
a) The T1 Western Line is heavily constrained and nearing full operational 

capacity. Sydney Metro West will provide increased capacity east-west 
between Parramatta CBD and Sydney CBD. This has wider network 
benefits.  
 

b) Parramatta is undergoing major revitalisation and growth. Council has 
prepared a Planning Proposal for the Parramatta CBD to provide for an 
expanded and intensified commercial core to facilitate the role of Parramatta 
as Sydney Central City, which provides for capacity for an additional 48,763 
jobs and 20,297 dwellings.  

 
c) The provision of Sydney Metro West is consistent with key 

recommendations of Council’s Strategic Transport Strategy which supports 
the Parramatta CBD Planning Proposal. The STS identifies a requirement 
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for higher order transport solutions to support the identified growth 
projections in the Parramatta CBD Planning Proposal.  

 
25. Key recommendations for Parramatta CBD include:  

 
a) A new metro station in the Parramatta CBD is strongly supported, to 

facilitate Parramatta as Sydney’s Central City, as identified in the Greater 
Sydney Commission’s Greater Sydney Region Plan - Metropolis of Three 
Cities and Central City District Plan (2018);  
 

b) The location of the station box within the Parramatta CBD needs to consider 
legibility between existing heavy rail and bus services at the Parramatta 
Transport Interchange, future light rail station locations in the CBD as well 
as integration with pedestrian links and major infrastructure;  
 

c) Should Parramatta CBD be the location of the T1 Western Line connection, 
station planning must consider the implications on pedestrian flows and 
station performance for the entire CBD with consideration of future expected 
growth in demand for metro, heavy rail and bus services from that location;  

 
d) A future station at Parramatta should be planned and designed to 

accommodate a north-south connection in the future, promoting a radial 
connection centred on the Parramatta CBD, as identified in the Future 
Transport Strategy 2056.  

 
CAMELLIA 
 
26. Camellia is identified the Project Overview (along with Rydalmere) as a 

potential location for an intermediate station between Parramatta CBD and 
Sydney Olympic Park, to support planned urban renewal for new mixed use 
land uses and the existing industrial precinct and provide a point of interchange 
with Parramatta Light Rail.  
 

27. The primary objective of Sydney Metro West is to provide a faster, more direct 
connection between Greater Parramatta and the Sydney CBD in under 20 
minutes. Intermediate stations between Parramatta CBD and Sydney Olympic 
Park may compromise the speed in which the service can travel between the 
two CBDs within this timeframe.  

 
28. Key issues/considerations for Camellia include:  
 

 
a) The draft Camellia Town Centre Master Plan (2018) (‘CTC MP’) proposes a 

new Town Centre Area – up to 10,000 dwellings and 25,000m2 of retail and 
commercial space in the north western section of the broader Camellia 
employment precinct; 
 

b) As detailed in Council’s submission to the draft CTC MP, the proposed 
density is greater than what would be recommended for a peninsula site, 
which is not embedded within a connected street network with limited public 
transport to adequately service the future population;  
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c) Considering the significant densities envisaged at Camellia and associated
traffic impacts, it is considered that located a Metro station may be required
to facilitate the 10,000 dwellings target proposed by the State Government
in this precinct, despite Parramatta Light Rail servicing some of this
demand;

29. Key recommendations for Camellia include:

d) If a station/stations between Parramatta and Sydney Olympic Park are
considered, then Council advocates for an intermediate station at Camellia
(in preference to Rydalmere) to facilitate the expected growth associated
with the draft Camellia Town Centre Master Plan, as adopted in Council’s
submission to the Department of Planning and Environment on 9 April 2018;

e) Council recommends that a station box location at Camellia should be
clearly legible for users to interchange from metro services to Parramatta
Light Rail – Stages 1 and 2, and other transport modes;

f) Council recommends that the future station design consider pedestrian
traffic movements to and from Rosehill Gardens, in order to support Rosehill
Gardens as an event destination and to support the visitor economy.

RYDALMERE 

30. Rydalmere has been identified the Project Overview (along with Camellia) as a
potential location for an intermediate station between Parramatta CBD and
Sydney Olympic Park, to support urban renewal opportunities in the precinct’s
light industrial and warehouse retail sectors and provide interchange with
Parramatta Light Rail and the Victoria Road Bus Corridor.

31. Key issues/considerations for Rydalmere include:

a) Rydalmere is identified as a key employment precinct in the Parramatta
Employment Lands Strategy (2016) (‘ELS’). Council’s vision is for
Rydalmere to retained as an employment precinct;

b) Whilst a metro station at Rydalmere would promote increased employment
opportunities and business viability, Council Officers express concern that a
station in this precinct would add pressure to turning over existing
employment lands to residential uses;

c) In light of the recommendations of the ELS, Rydalmere has yet to be
structure planned to fully understand the future projected growth and
renewal of the precinct;

d) The Rydalmere Precinct will be serviced by Parramatta Light Rail – Stage 1,
and may (subject to project confirmation and preferred route alignment), be
furthered serviced by an extension of service as part of Parramatta Light
Rail - Stage 2. The impact of light rail on the transport network (and the
future land use form) in Rydalmere is not well understood.



Council 28 May 2018 Item 13.9 

- 1357 - 

32. Key recommendations for Rydalmere include:  
 
a) If a metro stop is considered between Parramatta and Sydney Olympic 

Park, Council advocates for a preference for a station at Camellia over 
Rydalmere as the location of an intermediate station between Parramatta 
CBD and Sydney Olympic Park;  
 

b) Should a station at Rydalmere form part of the final station locations 
confirmed, Council advocates that a Structure Plan process urgently be 
undertaken, to consider the future land use of the Rydalmere Precinct, as 
recommended in the ELS; 

 
c) Station planning for Rydalmere should consider mode integration with 

Parramatta Light Rail – Stages 1 and 2 and the function of the transport 
network within the entire precinct.  

 
SYDNEY OLYMPIC PARK 
 
33. The Project Overview re-iterates Sydney Olympic Park as a potential station 

location for Sydney Metro West to serve existing and future land uses, namely 
major events, commercial and residential growth and to promote Sydney 
Olympic Park as a key events destination.  
 

34. Key issues/considerations for Sydney Olympic Park include:  
 
a) A SMW station at Sydney Olympic Park is supported to support the existing 

mix of land uses, particularly event and destination uses of the precinct; 
 

b) The proposed metro station will support significant future development 
identified in the Sydney Olympic Park Master Plan Review (2016), namely 
10,700 new dwellings and up to 100,000 square metres of retail and 
commercial space to service future needs of the entire Sydney Olympic 
Peninsula, including Sydney Olympic Park, Wentworth Point, Newington 
and the future community of the Carter Street Planned Precinct;  

 
c) A station at Sydney Olympic Park would be significant in boosting servicing 

for existing and future movements within the entire Sydney Olympic Park 
Peninsula; 

 
d) More consultation is desired regarding station planning for Sydney Olympic 

Park, as well as the anticipated integration of the station with existing and 
future transport modes, particularly Parramatta Light Rail – Stage 2, which 
will have an important role as a feeder service from growing precincts such 
as Wentworth Point and the Carter Street Planned Precinct.  

 
35. Key recommendations for Sydney Olympic Park include:  

 
a) A station at Sydney Olympic Park needs to support existing and future 

planned growth within the Carter Street Planned Precinct, Wentworth Point, 
Newington and Silverwater, in addition to Sydney Olympic Park;  
 

b) The station at Sydney Olympic Park needs to be planned in conjunction with 
significant improvements and mode integration with other public transport, 
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particularly buses and should consider the relationship with the future route 
of Parramatta Light Rail – Stage 2;  

 
c) Council wishes to directly engage in the station planning for Sydney 

Olympic Park, due to the important role that a future SMW station at Sydney 
Olympic Park will have for the transport network and future planning on the 
entire Sydney Olympic Peninsula.  

 
NEWINGTON AND NORTH LIDCOMBE 
 
36. Newington and North Lidcombe have been identified as areas of particular 

interest as a potential site of an intermediate station between Parramatta CBD 
and Sydney Olympic Park. Like the considerations for Camellia and Rydalmere, 
it must be considered that providing for further additional intermediate stations 
would compromise the speed and efficiency of the line in achieving its stated 
objective of a fast connection between the two CBDs.  
 

37. At its meeting of 14 May 2018, Council resolved to advocate for consideration 
of a metro station at a location in the Newington and North Lidcombe Precinct 
(refer to Paragraph 1 in the ‘Background’ section of this report).  

 
38. In accordance with Council’s resolution, the drafted submission advocates for 

the consideration of a station or, in lieu of a station in the precinct, significant 
public transport network improvements for Newington and North Lidcombe to 
service the existing and expected population and jobs growth in these 
precincts, including the Carter Street Planned Precinct to enable fast transfer to 
metro, heavy rail, light rail and bus services at Sydney Olympic Park and heavy 
rail services at Lidcombe Station.  

 
39. Key issues/considerations for Newington and North Lidcombe include:  

 
a) Given the density of established private uses within the precinct, a metro 

station would likely impact on existing properties and potentially require a 
significant scale of property acquisition, or could impact on valuable open 
space and parklands.  
 

b) While the potential direct beneficial impact of a metro station at Newington 
is acknowledged, it is also likely that this would trigger new interest from 
the private development sector, including Planning Proposals, which could 
lead to potential residential uplifts and increased densities, thereby 
creating long-term issues that could impact existing residents.  
 

c) Council has previously advocated to Transport for NSW for an extension 
of the alignment for Parramatta Light Rail – Stage 2 to Lidcombe to 
provide a direct link to existing heavy rail links at Lidcombe Station.  
 

40. Key recommendations for Newington and North Lidcombe include:  
 

a) Advocacy for a station and/or integrated transport solution within the 
Newington and North Lidcombe precinct that plans for and provides an 
easy, efficient and direct connection of these precincts to Westmead, 
Parramatta CBD and Sydney CBD from the Sydney Olympic Peninsula;  
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b) It is recommended that Transport for NSW plan for and increase bus
service connections between the new Sydney Olympic Park metro station
and Newington and North Lidcombe

c) Should Parramatta Light Rail – Stage 2 be designed with a station in the
Carter Street Planned Precinct, it is recommended that adequate
connections between light rail stations and Newington and North Lidcombe
be considered during the design process;

d) Walking and cycling connections should also be considered, noting the
opportunities potentially offered by the existing crossings over Haslams
Creek, providing direct vehicular connections between Newington and the
Carter Street Planning Precinct and Sydney Olympic Park.

T1 NORTHERN LINE CONNECTION 

41. The refined scope of works for Sydney Metro West includes a direct metro
station connection along the existing Sydney Trains T1 Northern Line, which
runs between Strathfield and Epping Stations.

42. Key issues/considerations for the T1 Northern Line Connection:

a) Capacity for the interchange station to maximise the anticipated catchment
able to access the station, by positioning it as close as is feasible to
existing and future high density neighbourhoods;

b) Integrating transport modes effectively with the existing T1 Northern Line
services between Strathfield and Epping and existing and future bus
services;

c) Expected growth in patronage at Rhodes railway station, caused by heavy
residential, employment and visitor growth to the Rhodes Town Centre
and nearby high density developments, particularly at Wentworth Point.

43. Key recommendations for the T1 Northern Connection include:

a) Should a T1 Northern Line connection be included in the project, Council
advocates for a station at Concord West to ensure the greatest level of
access for residents in adjoining residential precincts that are currently
under-serviced by public transport, particularly Wentworth Point;

b) Council advocates for greater transport connections between key centres
(such as Newington and Wentworth Point) to the interchange station on
the T1 Northern Line to enable travelers from these centres to access
Parramatta and Sydney CBDs more efficiently.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 

44. Impact of significant development and planning proposals:

a) The submission highlights the high level of major development applications,
precinct plans and planning proposals under consideration by Council which
are within the identified study area of Sydney Metro West.
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b) It has been recommended that Council and Transport for NSW regularly 

discuss these significant strategic and development projects that may 
impact on the delivery of the project. 

 
45. Impact on the visitor economy:  
 

a) The submission highlights the importance of an efficient transport network in 
further developing the visitor economy of the City in line with Council’s 
Economic Development Plan 2017-2021 and draft Destination Management 
Plan 2018-2022. Sydney Metro West could potentially unlock and more 
greatly service key destination precincts, namely Parramatta, Camellia 
(Rosehill Gardens) and Sydney OIympic Park.  

 
b) It has been recommended that a metro station in the Parramatta CBD should 

consider a location that support key event, sporting and cultural infrastructure, 
such as Parramatta Stadium, the future MAAS and the proposed Civic Link. 
Further, it has been recommended that a potential intermediate station at 
Camellia consider legibility between the metro station and existing and future 
pedestrian flows to Rosehill Gardens.  

 
CONSULTATION & TIMING OF SUBMISSION 
 
46. As Sydney Metro West is a NSW State Government project, Transport for NSW 

is the responsible authority for the project’s funding, approval and delivery.  

47. The public consultation of the Project Overview for Sydney Metro West 
occurred from 23 March 2018 until 18 May 2018.  

48. Transport for NSW held several community consultation sessions in 
conjunction with the release of the Project Overview for Sydney Metro West at 
locations in Westmead, Parramatta CBD and Sydney Olympic Park over the 
length of the public consultation period. Community members within the study 
area was notified of the consultation period via letterbox drop.  

49. To enable Councillors to be provided a Briefing from Transport for NSW and a 
Councillor Workshop to devise the focus and contents of Council’s submission 
(both held on 2 May 2018), an extension to the advertised public consultation 
period was requested from Transport for NSW. This was to ensure that the 
submission could be considered at the 28 May Council meeting.   

50. Council’s Transport Planner contacted Transport for NSW on 26 March 2018 to 
request an extension for the receipt of a submission from City of Parramatta. 
The Development Director, Sydney Metro West granted an extension to 
Council to make a submission by 31 May 2018.   

51. Key stakeholders and the community have been invited to make submissions to 
Transport for NSW regarding the refined scope of works for Sydney Metro West 
and to express key issues or considerations to TfNSW to inform further 
technical work as part of the Business Case development.  

 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATION FOR COUNCIL 
 
52. There are no direct financial implications for Council as a result of making the 

attached submission to Transport for NSW. There is potentially high benefits to 
the City should the project be delivered.   
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53. Where appropriate, the attached submission discusses issues regarding the 
financial implications for Council, such as infrastructure provision, servicing and 
other policy matters relevant to the future delivery of Sydney Metro West.  

54. It is anticipated that as the project processes and station locations are 
determined, a deeper understanding of the financial implications for Council will 
be understood and Council’s role is greater defined.  
 

 

CONCLUSION AND NEXT STEPS 

55. It is recommended that the draft submission provided at Attachment 1 to the 
public consultation of the Project Overview for Sydney Metro West be endorsed 
by Council.  

56. Further, should Council endorse the submission contained at Attachment 1, it 
will be forwarded to Transport for NSW for its consideration as part of the public 
consultation period by the extended deadline of 31 May 2018.  

57. Further, should an intermediate station be provided between Parramatta CBD 
and Sydney Olympic Park, it is recommended that Council advocate for a 
preferred intermediate station at Camellia to facilitate the anticipated growth 
associated with the Camellia Town Centre, or an intermediate station at 
Newington/North Lidcombe.  

58. Both Council and Council Officers will continue to work directly with Transport 
for NSW, other local Councils, government agencies and the local community 
to articulate the aspirations of the City in relation to the Sydney Metro West 
project. 

59. Submissions to this public consultation will inform the future Business Case to 
commit funding for the delivery of Sydney Metro West. The future Business 
Case for the project is anticipated to be presented to the NSW Cabinet in the 
latter half of 2019 for its consideration.  
 

Beau Reid 
Student Project Officer 

Michael Jollon 
Service Manager Transport Planning 

Geoff King 
Manager City Strategy 

Sue Weatherley 
Director Strategic Outcomes and Development 
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LEADING 

ITEM NUMBER 13.10 

SUBJECT Heritage Advisory Committee minutes for 18 April 2018 

REFERENCE F2013/00235 - D06121095 

REPORT OF Project Officer- Land Use Planning     

PURPOSE: 

To inform Council of the key discussion points of the meeting of the Heritage 

Advisory Committee on 18 April 2018. 

RECOMMENDATION 

a) That the minutes of the Heritage Advisory Committee meeting of 18 April
2018 be received and noted.

b) Further, that Council note with sadness the passing of Committee
member David Shakespeare OAM and the significant contribution he has
made to the work of the Heritage Advisory Committee and heritage in
Parramatta and that Council conveys its condolences to his wife and
family.

BACKGROUND 

1. Council’s Heritage Advisory Committee meets every two months and currently
comprises 11 members. The purpose of the Committee is to advise Council on
how best to conserve, promote and manage heritage within the Parramatta
LGA for future generations.

2. Council’s Heritage Advisory Committee met on 18 April 2018. This meeting did
not have a quorum and consequently was not able to make recommendations
and could only consider issues. This report provides a summary of the key
discussion points of that meeting for Council’s information and consideration.
The minutes of the meeting are provided at Attachment 1.

ISSUES 

3. The following items were considered at the meeting:

(a) Briefing of Committee

The Committee considered (item 23/18) that additional information on a
number of matters including the original City of Parramatta Heritage
Study 1993, how to access heritage inventories, look up development
applications on Council’s website and access Council’s Business Papers
would be beneficial to members of the Committee. Council staff will
provide a briefing on these matters at the next meeting of the Committee.
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(b) Development applications 

 
The Committee was briefed on a number of Development Applications 
(Items 29/18 to 32/18) and made comments on the following two 
applications: 

 

 37 Marion Street, Parramatta (DA/823/2017)  
 
The application is for demolition of all existing buildings on site 
including a locally heritage listed dwelling. The Parramatta Local 
Planning Panel determined on 17 April 2018 that the application 
for demolition be approved. 
 
The Committee noted that the heritage inventory for this heritage 
item contained little historical information and requested that 
known history of heritage items should be added to the heritage 
inventories for these items. Generally, the heritage inventories for 
the 693 heritage items in Schedule 5 of Parramatta LEP 2011 
contains some historical information. Historical information can be 
added to the inventories when drawn to the attention of Council 
staff or should Council decide to undertake a comprehensive 
review of heritage items at some stage in the future.  

 

 19 Sussex Street, Epping (DA/4/2018) 
 
The application is for demolition of existing buildings and erection 
of a two-storey residential building situated in the East Epping 
Heritage Conservation Area. The matter was raised to seek the 
Committee’s general comments on the demolition of buildings 
from the Victorian, Federation, inter-war and post-war periods.  
 
The Committee noted that it is opposed to the demolition of 
buildings in heritage conservation areas. This comment has been 
forwarded to Council’s Development Assessment Unit and 
Heritage Advisor for information.  

 
(c)  Cultural Heritage and Tourism Update 

 
A written update was provided (Items 34/18 to 41/18) on the following 
matters: 
 

 The Lennox Bridge interpretation. 

 The completion of the Waves of People History, dealing with 
migration to Parramatta.  

 Heritage interpretation of Parramatta Square.  

 The 2018 Australian Heritage Festival and events being delivered 
by the Cultural Heritage and Tourism Team. 

 The 2018 Community Grants Fund, and promising candidates that 
have applied. 

 History through film – opportunities are being explored to feature 
extensive archive of films at Riverside Theatres. 
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 The digitisation of Council meeting minutes from 1851 to 1945. It 
was noted that students of Prof Carol Liston may be willing to 
assist in the transcription of handwritten Council meeting notes 
and make them accessible to all researchers. 

 An EOI for external consultants has been prepared to develop a 
heritage strategy for the whole of the LGA. 

 
(d) Heritage Near Me Western Sydney Event  

 
The Committee was updated (Item 17/18) on the proposed heritage 
event for Western Sydney in October 2018 to be organised through the 
Heritage Near Me program of the NSW Office of Environment and 
Heritage. The update included events that are to be delivered by the City 
of Parramatta Council, including heritage seminars, as part of the 
Western Sydney event. The Committee commented that the proposed 
heritage seminars should be held not just in the Parramatta CBD, but in 
different locations around the Parramatta LGA and at different times 
during the week. This suggestion will be taking into account in the event 
planning. 
 

PASSING OF DAVID SHAKESPEARE 
 

5. Advice was recently received that Committee member, David Shakespeare 
OAM, passed away on 5 May 2018, after suffering ill health this year. David 
was a member of the Committee for approximately 25 years and also an 
active member of the Parramatta and District Historical Society. He played a 
significant role in expanding the understanding of Parramatta’s heritage 
amongst schools in the Parramatta area and strengthening bonds between 
HMAS Parramatta IV and Parramatta City. In 2013, he received an 
Outstanding Heritage Award for heritage education at Council’s Heritage 
Awards 2013. It is recommended that Council extend its condolences to his 
wife and family.  

 
CONCLUSION 

 
4. It is recommended that this report be received and noted.  The next meeting of 

the Committee will be held on 20 June 2018. 
 

 
Paul Kennedy  
Project Officer – Land Use Planning 
 
Robert Cologna 
Acting Service Manager Land Use Planning  
 
Sue Weatherley 
Director Strategic Outcomes and Development 
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REPORT OF THE HERITAGE ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING HELD IN 
LEVEL 12 LEVEL MEETING ROOM 6, 26 CHURCH STREET, PARRAMATTA ON 
WEDNESDAY, 18 APRIL 2018 AT 5.12PM 

 
PRESENT 

 
Professor Carol Liston in the Chair, Jeffrey Allen and Ruth Evans  

 
IN ATTENDANCE 

Paul Kennedy (Project Officer Land Use) and Joy Bramham (Minute Clerk). 
WELCOME 

 

Chairperson, Carol, Liston welcomed all to the meeting.  

APOLOGIES 

Apologies were received and accepted for the absence of Diana Barez, Catherine 
Dolle – Samuel, Niamh Lowe, Brian Powyer, David Shakespeare, Dr Terry Smith 
and Justine Dowd (SM Cultural Heritage & Tourism) 
 

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
 
There were no declarations of interest at this meeting. 
 
 

CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES OF MEETING HELD WEDNESDAY, 21 
FEBRUARY 2018, 

 
23/18  As there was not a quorum, the minutes of 21 February 2018 were not confirmed.   
 

It was noted that additional information regarding the history of the Committee, 
Heritage Study, how to access the Heritage Register, how to look up Development 
Applications on Council’s website and access Council’s Business Papers would be 
beneficial in building up the knowledge and engagement of the Committee.  
 
 

BUSINESS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES 
 

24/18  Notification of Development Applications (Item 1/18) 
 
Mr Paul Kennedy contacted the Development and Transport Services Unit 
requesting that notification letters include information on the specific heritage items 
affected.The Unit indicated that this request would be actioned and that the project 
description would be updated to include information on affected heritage items.  
 
It was further noted that notification letters dated 12 April 2018 did not contain this 
additional information. Mr Paul Kennedy will follow up.  
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25/18 Development Application (Items 5/18, 9/18)  
 
The Committee’s comments regarding 220 Church Street and the Roxy Theatres 
were provided to the relevant planners in Development Assessment.  
 
It was noted that for the Roxy DA Council had received 35 objections, 2 submissions 
of support and 2 submissions with comments only.  
 
Twenty five submissions noted that the Roxy is unique and that it should be retained 
for it’s heritage value. Ten submissions noted that the Roxy should be returned to its 
original use and as a live venue theatre.  
 

26/18 Technology and heritage items (Item 21/18) 
 
A report on this issue will be brought to the Committee meeting in June 2018. It was 
again noted that there should be training for the Committee regarding how to use 
technology and Council systems. The Committee needs to know what information is 
in the public domain - that Councillors and Council staff use to make their decisions.  
 

27/18  Advanced notice of Development Applications (Item 22/18) 
 
Mr Zoran Popovic, Council’s Heritage Advisor circulated information prior to the 
Committee meeting regarding DAs that were being considered due to their heritage 
significance.   
 

COUNCIL REPORT 
 

28/18 Report to Council on 23 April 2018   
 
The Report on the 21 February 2018 Committee meeting was deferred and will be 
considered at the 23 April 2018 Council Meeting.  
 
The Committee noted that the Epping Planning review will be reported to the 14 May 
2018 Council Meeting. Business Papers for the Meeting will be available at 
https://www.cityofparramatta.nsw.gov.au/businesspapers from Monday 7 May 2018.  
 
 
 

DEVELOPMENT APPLICATIONS 
 
Paul Kennedy gave a brief presentation on the development applications that are 
currently being assessed.  
 

29/18  DA/194/2018, 8 Rawson Street EPPING NSW 2121 
 
This application is for tree removal and construction of a secondary dwelling. 

 
 
 
 

https://www.cityofparramatta.nsw.gov.au/businesspapers
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30/18 DA/409/2017/A, 18 Galloway Street NORTH PARRAMATTA NSW 2151 

This application is a Section 4.55(1A) modification to DA/409/2017 for alterations 
and additions to the rear of existing dwelling identified to be a heritage item of local 
significance.  

The Committee noted that the heritage assessment of the works need to be 
considered in context and considered as a whole. If the item was listed due to 
architectural merits only, then alterations to the rear may not significantly detract 
from the heritage value. If the Item was listed due to the story of the building, then 
alternations the rear of the property may be significant.  

Prof. Carol Liston will investigate the history of 18 Galloway Street, and provide 
feedback to Council Officers.  

31/18 NCA/2/2018, Parramatta West Public Primary School 59B Franklin Street 
PARRAMATTA NSW 2150:  

This application is for alterations and additions. 

The Committee noted that the new buildings are on the Playground, no works are 
proposed to the two heritage items and that the application represents the best 
endeavour of providing facilities in the space available.  

The Committee further noted that the Heritage Impact Study for the development is a 
good model. It states why the heritage is important, provides the logic for the 
proposed development and how the heritage items will be enhanced.   

32/18 DA/823/2017, 37 Marion Street, PARRAMATTA 

This application is for demolition of existing buildings, including a locally heritage 
listed dwelling (Heritage Item I731).  

This Development Application was determined by the Parramatta Local Planning 
Panel on 17 April 2018. The determination of the Panel was to approve the 
demolition of the heritage item.  

The Committee noted that the heritage inventory for the heritage item does not 
include the stories for the site or any information on the history of the item. Due to 
financial and time limitations, the original 1993 heritage study was only able to 
evaluate houses on their aesthetic merits.  

The Committee requested that any known history of heritage items should be 
updated in the heritage inventories.  
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33/18 

DA/4/2018, 19, Sussex Street, Epping 

The application is for demolition of existing buildings and erection of a two-storey 
residential building situated in the East Epping Heritage Conservation Area. 

This application raises the general issue of demolition of buildings from the Victorian, 
Federation, Inter-war and Post-war periods. It was noted that this item is not a 
heritage item.  

The Committee noted that it is opposed to the demolition of buildings in a heritage 
conservation area.  

CULTURAL HERITAGE & VISITOR SERVICES WRITTEN UPDATE 

The following was provided by Justine Dowd and tabled at the Committee meeting. 

34/18 Lennox Bridge Interpretation 

 Interpretive exhibition is now installed

 Opening Monday 23rd April, 10am

 Face to face interpretive tours and programs will continue to build learning
about the river crossing. 

35/18 Waves Of People History 

 Project with WSU completed very satisfactorily, though of course it only
scratches the surface of movement/migration stories relating to Aboriginal, 
and Culturally and Linguistically Diverse communities. 

 Publication will be available online (free) and in limited hard copy for sale at
the Parramatta Heritage & Visitor Information Centre at cost (to cover printing) 
should you wish to purchase.  Further details will be provided when available 

 We will use the information in the document to develop interpretation for
Parramatta Square and other sites, and we hope research grants and 
students continue to expand the knowledge and share it with CoPC 

36/18 Parramatta Square 

 Darug advisory group will assist with cultural knowledge and language for the
public domain. 

 5PS interpretation planning has commenced.

 Public Domain interpretation design has commenced.

 There will be opportunity for community to participate – an EOI has been sent
out on 5 April to the community. 

37/18 2018 Australian Heritage Festival (National Trust Festival) 
Cultural Heritage & Tourism team are working in partnership with key stakeholders to 
deliver the following activities during the festival: 

SERIES LOCATION DATE TIME FOCUS 
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Art in the 
Park 

Farmers Market Fri 20 April 11-2 Make felted arts to 
include on installation 
at the Dairy 

Art in the 
Park 

Parramatta Park From Sat 21 
April – 
Saturday 20 
May? 

9-4 Felted items to adorn 
Dairy Cottage Cow, 
during the Heritage 
Festival 

Art in the 
Park 

Parramatta Park Sat 21 April Art inspired by 
architecture 

Fertile 
Ground 

Parramatta Ferry 
Wharf 

Sun 22 April 10-1 Sarah Pye & Gok 
Wan 

Fertile 
Ground 

Rydalmere Ferry 
Wharf 

Sun 22 April  10-1 Bush Tucker and 
Tools 

Launch Lennox Bridge 
Southern Portal 

Mon 23 April Lennox Portal 
Opening 

Launch Phillip Ruddock 
Centre 

Mon 23 April Festival Launch 

Art in the 
Park 

Parramatta Park Mon 23 April 10-12 In the footsteps of a 
colonial botanist  

Fertile 
Ground 

Farmer’s Market Fri 4 May 11am-
2pm 

Bush Tucker and 
Tools 

Art in the 
Park 

Parramatta Park Sun 6 May 10.30am-
1pm 

Painting with Ochre 

Fertile 
Ground 

Farmer’s Market Fri 11 May 11-2 Bush Tucker Tastings 

Art in the 
Park 

Parramatta Park Sat 12 May 10am-
1pm 

Bringing our Voices 
from the Past into the 
Future 

Art in the 
Park 

Parramatta Park Tues 15 May Art inspired by 
architecture 

Art in the 
Park 

Parramatta Park Fri 18 May 10-1.30 Parramatta: boom, 
bust and bustle 

38/18 2018 Community Grants - Cultural Heritage & Stories Research Fund 

 Three promising candidates have applied – still to receive final Council
approval later in April – the proposals display fresh ways of representing 
history eg: teenagers conducting oral histories; magazine-style essays to give 
a contemporary view on the history and culture of Parramatta 

The Committee noted that it would be interested in further information about these 
grants, as the stories give value to heritage items.  

39/18 History Through Film 

 Beyond YouTube, we’re exploring proposals to feature our extensive archive
of films from 1901 at the Riverside Theatres. We’re using every opportunity to 
feature clips at all Council events to engage the public now that Archivist, 
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Michelle Goodman and her team, have compiled detailed metadata for each 
clip for our database. 

40/18 Digitalising Council Meetings 

Prof. Carol Liston noted that she had been in contact with Anna Namuren – 
Research & Collection Services Coordinator regarding the DigiVol crowdsourcing 
platform, hosted by the Australian Museum and Atlas of Living Australia. Some of 
her students may be willing to volunteer to assist in the transcription of handwritten 
Council meeting minutes and make them accessible to all researchers. 

41/18 Heritage Strategy  
It was noted that an EOI for external consultants has been prepared for a heritage 
strategy for the whole of Council.  

CITY STRATEGY UPDATE 

42/18 Western Sydney Heritage Event 

The event, to be held in October 2018, is being organised through the Heritage Near 
Me program run by the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage. There will be a 
number of cornerstone activities that will be run across all participating Councils, and 
a number of events specific to Parramatta. 

Council was successful in obtaining a grant from Heritage Near Me to fund a number 
of events focused on both tangible and intangible heritage themes. . These events 
include: -  

 Diary Cottage tour

 Cemetery Tour –May include All Saints, St John’s, St Patricks and Mays Hills
cemeteries  

 Places of worship Tour – Looking at different churches especially for different
migrant groups such as Greek Orthodox. 

 Taste Food Tour – A tour of the restaurants and heritage buildings in Harris
Park 

 Kids workshops

 Heritage walking Tour

 Lake Parramatta Aboriginal Walking Tour

 Heritage Seminars – Information could include practical advice for owners of
heritage homes including property maintenance and available grants for 
property maintenance and conservation if you own a heritage property. 



The Committee commented that the heritage seminars should not be just held in
Parramatta but around the LGA and a different times, not just after work, but
during the day and on a weekend.
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43/18 Community Strategic Plan 

Council’s Community Strategic Plan is currently on public exhibition until 13 May 
2018 and can be accessed here.  
https://www.cityofparramatta.nsw.gov.au/yourparramatta  

GENERAL BUSINESS 

There was no general business this Committee meeting. 

INFORMATION SHARING 

44/18 From Fruit Bowl Farms to Housing Boom by Chris Staples 

Chris Staples has released a new book “From Fruit Bowl Farms to Housing Boom” 
which is a pictorial reference of houses North of Carlingford Road. Council has 
obtained copies of the book for the Epping and other Branch libraries.  

Chris Staples is currently researching houses south of Carlingford Road, and is 
looking for interesting information.  

The Meeting closed at 6.38pm  

Next Meeting – 20 June 2018 

https://www.cityofparramatta.nsw.gov.au/yourparramatta
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LEADING 

ITEM NUMBER 13.11 

SUBJECT Update on Parramatta City Ring Road 

REFERENCE F2011/03214 - D06095213 

REPORT OF Service Manager Transport Planning   

PURPOSE: 

The purpose of this report is to provide Council with an update on the Parramatta 
City (Inner) Ring Road.  

RECOMMENDATION 

(a) That Council note the below report on the current situation and timing of the
Parramatta City Ring Road.

(b) That Council continue to advocate for improvements to the City Ring Road to
prioritise access and reduce traffic congestion around the CBD

(c) Further, that a report is presented to Council following a meeting with RMS
concerning options to better-coordinate traffic signals in Marsden Street and
O’Connell Street from Victoria Road to the Great Western Highway to enable
better traffic flows in the afternoon peak period.

BACKGROUND 

1. Council at its meeting of 23 April 2018 resolved:

(a) That a report be brought to the Council meeting scheduled for 28 May 2018 to
advise on the current situation and timing with respect to the proposed
Parramatta City Ring Road to alleviate traffic congestion in the CBD.

(b) Further, that Council arrange an urgent meeting with RMS to ascertain what
options might be available to better co-ordinate traffic lights in Marsden St and
O’Connell St from Victoria Rd up to Great Western Hwy in Parramatta to
enable better flows of traffic during the afternoon peak hours.

2. This report addresses the above resolution.

3. Council adopted the Parramatta City Ring Road and the Western Sydney
Regional Ring Road strategies in 2012.

4. The City Ring Road is intended to provide efficient access for traffic coming to
the CBD.  A series of intersection upgrades on key routes adjacent to the CBD
was envisioned to provide circulation around the CBD without congesting the
inner-CBD road network. The City ring road comprises chiefly Pitt and
O’Connell Streets, Victoria Road, Macarthur and Harris Streets, Parkes Street
and the Great Western Highway and it is depicted in Figure 1.
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Figure 1 – Parramatta City Ring Road (Source: CoP) 

5. The Regional Ring Road comprises a series of arterial roads intended to
intercept and guide regional traffic around Parramatta and Westmead.  The
Regional Ring Road comprise the M4 Motorway, James Ruse Drive and
Cumberland Highway.  The City Ring Road and Regional Ring Road are meant
to work together to improve accessibility and decrease traffic congestion in
Parramatta CBD. The Regional Ring Road depicted in Figure 2.

Figure 2 – Western Sydney Regional Ring Road (Source: CoP) 

6. Council has worked in partnership with NSW Roads and Maritime Services
(RMS) to fund and deliver needed upgrades.  The original projects identified for
the City (Inner) Ring Road and their status are summarized in the table below.
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Project Name Description Status 

Tudor Gates Widen footpath in front of 
gates, provide signalised 
marked foot crossing on south 
side of the intersection 

Completed 2014 

Great Western 
Highway / 
Marsden Street 

Provide left turn lane 
(eastbound) into Marsden 
Street 

Begun by RMS March 2018 

Church Street / 
Great Western 
Highway / 
Parkes Street 

Provide additional right turn 
lane (northbound) into Parkes 
Street and additional 
signalised foot crossing on the 
north side of intersection 

Marked foot crossing completed early 2018 
Commencing mid-2019: 

- Additional right turn lane from Great
Western Highway onto Church Street,

- Additional right turn lane from
northbound Church Street to Parkes
Street

Parkes Street, 
between Church 
Street 
and Harris 
Street 

Provide two through lanes in 
each direction by installing 
right turn bays and right turn 
bans and median, fence west 
of railway line to improve 
pedestrian safety 

Anticipated to be advertised mid-2018. 
Construction could begin in 2019. 
(Note: lane configuration varies slightly from 
original concept.) 

Parkes Street / 
Harris Street 

Road widening to provide 
three lanes on southbound 
and westbound approaches, 
new signalised foot 
crossing on east side of 
intersection, pedestrian refuge 
island in Harris Street at 
Hassall Street 

Concept design completed, not currently 
scheduled. 

Harris Street / 
Macarthur Street 

Duplicate Gasworks Bridge, 
provide pedestrian and 
cycle path on east side of 
bridge, upgrade approach 
intersections, make George 
Street two-way to east of 
Harris Street 

Concept design amended in response to 
Parramatta Light Rail alignment and with respect 
to road widening requirements from adjacent 
developments. Not currently scheduled.  

Victoria Road / 
Wilde Avenue 

Additional northbound lane in 
Wilde Avenue for buses 
only and improve road 
geometry for westbound traffic 

Not completed. 
Council will continue to advocate with State 
agencies. 

Great Western 
Highway / Pitt 
Street 

Provide left turn lane for 
westbound traffic into 
Pitt Street 

Stage 1 (Begun March 2018): Extend WB RT 
lane, Improve signals at O’Connell Street 
Stage 2 (Begin late 2018): WB LT lane, provide 
three NB lanes in Pitt Street, additional departure 
lane on SB Pitt Street. 

7. RMS, Transport for NSW (TfNSW), and other State agencies such as the
Greater Sydney Commission and Department of Planning and Environment,
continue to review and plan for roads infrastructure needs at local, precinct and
metropolitan levels.  Council officers continue to advocate with RMS to
progress needed infrastructure through these processes.
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8. In recent consideration for the Future Transport 2056, Council supported
investigation of road improvements to the CBD (Inner) Ring Road in the 0-10
year timeframe.

9. Changes to the CBD road network by Transport for New South Wales to
facilitate construction and operation of Parramatta Light Rail will change the
way traffic moves through and into the CBD, and increase reliance on the City
Ring Road.  Traffic currently accessing the CBD by Church Street from the
north will be diverted onto O’Connell Street, traffic heading west on Macquarie
Street will be rerouted to George Street, which will be modified to
accommodate two-way traffic.  The light rail line will cross Harris Street,
requiring an additional set of signals.  These changes, and associated
upgrades, will impact operation of the City Ring Road.  In its November 2017
submission to the Environmental Impact Statement for the project, Council
asked TfNSW to work with Council to improve traffic modelling and analysis
and provide improved measures to mitigate traffic delays.  Council officers are
continuing to advocate with TfNSW for improved outcomes.

10. Council officers regularly liaise with counterparts at RMS on operational issues
such as traffic signal timing.  Council officers are seeking a meeting with RMS
to discuss how better coordination of traffic signals in Marsden Street and
O’Connell Street from Victoria Road to the Great Western Highway may enable
better traffic flows in the afternoon peak period.

11. Councillors have identified some critical elements of the Western Sydney
Regional Ring Road for recent advocacy – including the James Ruse Drive
intersection at Camellia and the intersection of Darcy Street and Cumberland
Hwy at Westmead.  Staff will continue to present this concept in a range of
forums, including in discussions relating to regional infrastructure requirements
for Greater Parramatta.

ISSUES/OPTIONS/CONSEQUENCES 

12. Many of the projects identified as part of the original City Ring Road Strategy
have been completed or are scheduled for completion.

13. Council continues to advocate to RMA and Transport for NSW for improved
transport infrastructure for the local government area generally and specifically
around the CBD.

14. Council will continue its advocacy with RMS to priorities access and reduce
traffic congestion around the CBD.  This is particularly important considering
the changes Parramatta Light Rail will bring to the local road network.

15. Transport improvements along the City (Inner) Ring Road should additionally
be considered in light of other Council priorities, including amenity,
sustainability, and encouragement for walking and cycling and a thriving CBD.

16. Council will meet with RMS shortly to discuss signal timing on Marsden and
O’Connell Streets, particularly in the PM peak period.

CONSULTATION & TIMING 

17. Although specific consultation on the City Ring Road has not been undertaken
recently, questions and responses on access, transport and traffic issues have
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been part of many Council consultations.  The issue is frequently raised by 
residents, businesses and visitors.   

18. Early works and enabling works, including changes to the road network, for
Parramatta Light Rail are scheduled to begin (pending approval of the
Environmental Impact Statement) in late 2018.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATION FOR COUNCIL 

19. There are no direct financial implications for Council.  Any projects identified
would be subject to consideration through a business case, identification of
funding sources and necessary approvals.

Michael Jollon 
Service Manager Transport Planning 

Sue Weatherley 
Director Strategic Outcomes and Development 

Jim Stefan 
Acting Director City Services 

ATTACHMENTS: 
1⇩  Parramatta City Ring Road - Oct 2012 2 Pages 
2⇩  Western Sydney Regional Ring Road - Oct 2012 2 Pages 

REFERENCE MATERIAL 
N/A 
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LEADING 

ITEM NUMBER 13.12 

SUBJECT Q3 Review on the 2017/18 Operational Plan and Quarterly 
Budget Review Statement 

REFERENCE F2017/02802 - D06087109 

REPORT OF Commercial Manager; Service Manager IP & R 

PURPOSE: 

To present to Council the Quarter Three Budget Review Statement and Operational 
Plan 2017/2018 progress report 

RECOMMENDATION 

(a) That Council note the Quarter Three progress report against the Operational
Plan 2017/2018

(b) Further, that Council note the March 2018 Quarterly Budget Review Statement
and the Responsible Accounting Officer’s report on the financial position of the
Council and approves the revised estimates of income and expenditure.

BACKGROUND 

1. The City of Parramatta Council’s Operational Plan and Budget 2017/18 (the
Plan) sets out a vision to become Sydney’s Central City – Sustainable, Liveable,
and Productive, inspired by our communities. Council’s operations and
resources have been aligned to contribute to achieving this vision and to
address eight (8) community priorities, which were informed by extensive
community engagement.

2. The Quarter Three Review shows Council’s progress against targets and
projects in the City’s Operational Plan 2017/18. The review also provides
commentary on Council’s budget performance and position as at March 2018.

3. Council is required under the Local Government Act to provide progress reports
to the community with respect to the principal activities detailed in the Delivery
Program (inclusive of the annual Operational Plan) at least every 6 months.

4. Council does not currently have a Delivery Program. All councils formerly under
administration are in the process of developing a Delivery Program for the
period 2018-2021, i.e. aligned to the elected representatives’ term of office.

5. Council’s current practice is to provide quarterly reporting, with Quarters Two &
Four being comprehensive reviews of all services, actions and projects along with
outcomes commentary. This Quarter Three report, is a short form report
addressing service targets and projects only.

6. Clause 203 of the Local Government (General) Regulation 2005 requires the
Responsible Accounting Officer (Chief Financial Officer) to prepare and submit
to the Council a Quarterly Budget Review Statement that shows, by reference
to the estimates of income and expenditure set out in the Operational Plan, a
revised estimate of the income and expenditure for the year.
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7. The Responsible Accounting Officer is also required to report as to whether or
not they believe the financial position of the Council is satisfactory, having
regard to the original estimate of income and expenditure.

8. The Quarterly Review of the 2017/18 Operational Plan and Quarterly Budget
Review Statement (QBRS) are included as Attachment 1.

ISSUES/OPTIONS/CONSEQUENCES 

9. This quarter we have included the community dashboards, which are a subset
of   measures and indicators as outlined in the Operational Plan, and feature on
our website. Of the 19 measures, 16 are either meeting their target or remain on
track to meet future targets, with improving trends.

10. Two indicators, those tracking community activities and library services, do not
have results available this quarter. This data is due to be captured in Quarter
Four.  The indicator for community engagement ‘increasing trend in community
engagement through additional survey responses’ shows over 6,000 survey or
consultation respondents for Quarter Three, however as 2017/18 is being used
as a baseline the trend has not yet been established.

11. Our waste services target of ‘responding to 95% of service requests regarding
waste services within 48 hours’ has improved significantly from 50.2% in
Quarter Two to 87% in Quarter Three.

12. This report also provides an update on key projects being undertaken within the
City. The report explains where projects have materially varied from the original
scope or budget and reports progress.

13. The Quarterly Budget Review Statement (QBRS) provides a detailed view of
Council’s income and expenditure for the January – March period and the
revised forward estimates.

14. The Responsible Accounting Officer’s Report in the QBRS includes an analysis
of the year to date result and the reasons for the major variances from the
previously adopted budget.  Explanations for major variances are in line with the
parameters previously agreed by Council i.e. Budget variations greater than +/-
10% of the current budget or greater than +/- $100,000 of the current budget.
Commentary on progress against the budget and any proposed changes to the
budget are included in the QBRS.

15. The report also provides budgetary details for each Business Unit and the
service areas that fall within them. Commentary on performance against the
budget for the year is included in the QBRS.

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT 

16. Councils operating result (surplus) to March 2018 was $40.3m, which is $3.7m
(10.1%) ahead of the forecast of $36.6m. This was as a result of expenditure
being $4.7m below expectations, which was offset however, by revenue being
$1.0m below expectations. Councils revenue target for user charges and fees
was $1.6m below forecast due to lower utilisation of parking stations and
reduced requests of development applications. Other revenue was $1.5m lower
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than forecast for lease rentals of community properties and tower crane 
applications. This was offset by rates & annual charges being above forecast. 

17. The major contributors to expenditure savings were materials and contacts,
$2.6m due to the timing of operating and service projects. Savings to
employment costs of $2.6m is a result of vacancy levels. Other operating costs
savings of $0.3m is due to IT expenditure being phased into 2018/19.

18. Council has updated its forecast for the balance of the financial year based on
the performance to March 2018 and is now forecasting a full year surplus of
$1.7m, an increase of $0.2m. This is the result of expenditure reducing by
$2.0m which is a result of savings in vacant positions. This is offset by a
reduction of revenue of $1.8m mainly due to development applications slowing
down.

CONSULTATION & TIMING 

20. Consultation has taken place with relevant staff with Operational Plan and
budgetary responsibilities.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATION FOR COUNCIL 

21. Details of the financial implications are contained within the QBRS.

Lisa Oldridge 
Manager Governance & Risk 

Tim Butler 
Chief Operating Officer 

Alistair Cochrane  
Acting Chief Financial Officer 

ATTACHMENTS: 
1⇩  Quarter 3 Report 2018 97 Pages 

REFERENCE MATERIAL 
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LEADING 

ITEM NUMBER 13.13 

SUBJECT Investment Report for April 2018 

REFERENCE F2009/00971 - D06118060 

REPORT OF Finance Manager, Governance, Planning and Analysis 

PURPOSE: 

The purpose of this report is to inform Council of the investment portfolio 
performance for the month of April 2018. 

RECOMMENDATION 

That Council receives and notes the Investment Report for April 2018. 

BACKGROUND 

1. In accordance with clause 212 of the Local Government (General) Regulation
2005, a report setting out details of all money invested must be presented to
Council on a monthly basis.

2. The report must include a certificate as to whether or not the investments have
been made in accordance with the Act, the Regulations and the Investment
Policy of Council.

ISSUES/OPTIONS/CONSEQUENCES 

3. The investment portfolio closing balance as at the 30th April 2018 was $275.1m
The average portfolio holdings held throughout the month was $275.7m.

4. Council holds a diversified range of investment products which as at 30th April
2018 included:

Investment Product $000 % Held Return % Annualised 

Term Deposits $170,078 61.82% 0.25% 2.98% 

Floating Rate Notes / Bonds $69,875 25.40% 0.26% 3.13% 

Cash at Call $11,171 4.06% 0.17% 2.08% 

Managed Funds $13,404 4.87% 0.40% 4.84% 

Long Term Growth $10,577 3.84% 2.08% 24.99% 

Total Investment Funds $275,105 100.00% 0.26% 3.10% 

The annualised one month return for April 2018 is 3.10% outperforming the 
Ausbond bank bill index by 1.09%. 

Council engages CPG Research and Advisory & Imperium Markets for 
assistance in all investment matter’s relating to advice, risk and portfolio 
weighting. CPG monitor the portfolio daily and conduct a monthly health check 
review. This confirms that Council’s portfolio is being conducted within 
Ministerial and rated counterparty guidelines. 
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5. Council’s investment portfolio returns are continuously compared to the
Ausbond Bank Bill Index Benchmark to ensure investment returns are
acceptable for the investment strategy Council has adopted. Current and
Historical Performance as follows:

Past and Present Performance FYTD 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 

Total Portfolio 3.06% 3.08% 3.22% 3.31% 3.62% 

Ausbond Bank Bill Index Benchmark 1.75% 1.82% 1.82% 1.96% 2.14% 

Outperformance 1.31% 1.26% 1.40% 1.35% 1.48% 

6. Aggregate Rating Limits comply with the adopted Investment policy.

BBB and Non rated holdings (49%) have now reached the portfolio capacity,
and at current levels future investment opportunity would need to be offset by
BBB/NR sales or maturities. The portfolio will also have further rating capacity
as inflows from the 4th rates instalment occurs during mid to late May.

Individual Counterparty ratings are within policy limits with the minor 
exception of Bank of QLD which is over invested by approximately $600k as at 
10th May 18.  

This has occurred due to maturities from other institutions which can change 
the overall weightings. The policy allows for this overweight position and has 
been supported by our Investment advisor’s CPG/Imperium. We anticipate that 
ongoing maturities with BOQ will be redeemed and placed in other institutions.  
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The rating allocation as at 30th April 18 was as follows: 

7. The portfolio continues to have strong liquidity with 4% available in cash @
call funds, and a further 13% maturing in the next 3 months.

Council holds senior Floating Rate Notes, Bonds and Managed Funds which
also provide additional liquidity.  The table below identifies the term/duration
that the investment portfolio has been invested.
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8. The total investment portfolio had a strong month and provided a strong return
of 3.10% p.a.(annualised), outperforming the Ausbond Bank Bill Index return
1.09% annualised.

The TCorp IM Long Term Growth Fund pushed performance with a 1.81% net
absolute return for the month (24.99% annualised)

9. Floating Rate Notes and fixed bonds account for approximately 26% of the
portfolio ($69.9m) with margins locked in at 0.83% to 1.65% above the Bank Bill
Swap Reference Rate (BBSW). The FRN/Bond section of the portfolio recorded
a monthly annualised return of 3.13%. Council has also actively managed the
portfolio, selling or swapping approximately $7m in April resulting in a $79k
realized capital gain.

10. Term Deposits accounted for approximately 62% of the total investment
portfolio. The weighted average return FOR April is 2.98% with a maturity
duration of 1.61 years. This duration is considerably higher than the majority of
the Local Government peer group. Maintaining a longer duration will provide
protection to budgeted interest income 2018-19.

Imperium markets has recently released a Council performance ranking for
Term deposit portfolio’s in NSW. The City of Parramatta has ranked 6th out of
46 councils for both performance and duration as at 31st March 2018. Councils
return of 3.18% is an outstanding performance given the short term Cashflow
that is required for the high volume of development projects.

11. During April 2018, Council reinvested approximately $16.5m in new and
maturing funds as follows:

 Members Equity 3 year Floating Rate Note BBSW +1.27% $1.6m (BBB)

 Bank of China 3 year Floating Rate Note BBSW +1.03% $2m (A)

 Suncorp Term Deposits 6 months 2.75% $4m

 Bankwest Cash @ Call $8.9m (Used for weekly operating expenditure)
(AA-) 2% 

12. The following details are provided on the attachments for information

 Comparison of average funds invested with loans balance (Attachment 1)

 Average interest rate comparison to Ausbond Bank Bill Index (Attachment 1)

 Investments and loans interest compared to budget (Attachment 1)

 Current Term Deposit Listing by maturity (Attachment 2)

 Summary of investment portfolio (Attachments 3 & 4)
 CPG Monthly comprehensive report (Attachment 5)

 Imperium NSW Term Deposit Performance Ranking (Attachment 6)
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13. The Certificate of Investments for April 2018 is provided below:

Certificate of Investments 

I hereby certify that the investments for the month of April 2018 have been 
made in accordance with the Act, the Regulations and Council’s Investment 
Policy – Alistair Cochrane, Acting Chief Financial Officer.   

CONSULTATION & TIMING 

14. Council officers consulted with its financial advisors’ CPG & Imperium during
the preparation of this report.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATION FOR COUNCIL 

15. There are no financial implications for council not already noted in this report.

Alistair Cochrane 
Acting Chief Financial Officer 

ATTACHMENTS: 
1⇩  Investment and Loans Performance Graph April 2018 1 Page 
2⇩  Current Term Deposits by Maturity April 2018 3 Pages 
3⇩  Summary of Investment Portfolio Page 1 of 2 April 2018 1 Page 
4⇩  Summary of Investment Portfolio Page 2 of 2 April 2018 1 Page 
5⇩  CPG Comprehensive Investment Report April 2018 15 

Pages 
6⇩  NSW Council Term Deposit Performance Ranking 1 Year to 31st 

March 18. 
2 Pages 

REFERENCE MATERIAL 
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LEADING 

ITEM NUMBER 13.14 

SUBJECT Council Membership to LGNSW and WSROC 

REFERENCE F2013/00131 - D05773300 

REPORT OF Finance Manager, Governance, Planning and Analysis 

PURPOSE: 

The purpose of this report is to consider Council’s ongoing membership with LGNSW 
(Local Government NSW) and WSROC (Western Sydney Regional Organisation of 
Councils). 

RECOMMENDATION 

(a) That Council continue its membership with LGNSW (Local Government
NSW).

(b) That Council consider its membership with WSROC (Western Sydney
Regional Organisation of Councils) in accordance with either option b)i), b)ii)
or b)iii) in paragraph 17 of this report.

(c) That Council investigate expanding its procurement sources to include
SSROC (Southern Sydney Regional Organisation of Council’s) procurement
services.

(d) Further that, Council investigate other sources to deliver Waste Management
and City Strategy initiatives.

BACKGROUND 

1. Council officers were requested to review Council’s ongoing membership with
LGNSW and WSROC, with any changes to the ongoing membership of these
organisations to coincide with the anniversary of our membership renewal.

2. It is noted that other Councils have undertaken, or are considering, a similar
review of their membership to these organisations.

3. Membership to LGNSW currently costs Council $76,096 per annum and is due
for renewal in June 2018.

4. Membership to WSROC currently costs Council $93,500 per annum and is due
for renewal in July 2018.

LGNSW (Local Government NSW) 

5. Council is a foundation member of LGNSW, originally known as the Municipal
Association, which came into existence in the early 1880’s.

6. The benefits of being a member of LGNSW include:

 Having access to and support of a peak body for NSW local government
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 Coordination and support for responding to issues as a collective on
behalf of Councils 

 Provision of mentoring and professional development for Councillors and
staff 

 Ongoing updates and notifications of activities both within and impacting
on local government 

 Advocacy arm for NSW local government

 Research, submission and report writing and media activities
 Provision of advice on local government policy and legal matters

 Provision of a range of services including industrial relations, legal
advice, management solutions, learning solutions, mentoring for Mayor 
and Councillors, Councillor support, local government procurement & 
sustainable choice, grants, service awards and member’s discounts on 
various services 

7. The challenges associated with continuing membership include:

 Cost of membership - currently costs Council $76k per annum

 Councillors inability to attend some training and seminars due to
course availability 

 Councillors views in conflict with sector policy stance facilitated
by LGNSW 

WSROC (Western Sydney Regional Organisation of Councils) 

8. Council is a foundation member of WSROC, which came into existence in
1973.

9. The benefits of being a member of WSROC include:

 Access to a range of services including advocating on key policy issues
relevant to western Sydney, joint procurement activities, joint regional 
projects that benefit member Councils, business improvement, strategic 
leadership, research and partnerships, preparation of submissions, 
reports and media releases  

 Purchasing through WSROC provided contracts

(Note – see point 10 below which identifies a reduced level of benefits
from WSROC procurements as a result of the planned exit from traditional
procurement activities)

 WSROC advocating on Council’s behalf on a number of issues including
urban heat mitigation, economic development, GWS infrastructure and 
transport networks, etc.  

 Staff participation in specialist groups established by WSROC and
outcomes that benefit Council, these include NSW State Governments 
Better Waste and Recycling program (BWAR), LED street lighting 
initiatives, energy efficiency programs and Western Sydney’s urban heat 
strategy forums. 

10. The challenges associated with continuing membership with WSROC include:

 Cost of membership – currently costs Council $93,500 per annum

 WSROC’s demonstrated reduction in traditional procurement activities
resulting in increases to Council’s costs associated with additional 
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contract administration and a potential loss of purchasing power. It is 
estimated that this will result in a drop in Council’s spend through 
WSROC contracts from $6.8m to $500k, resulting in a drop in 
discounts/rebates received from $136,000 to $10,000 

 Parramatta’s positioning as Sydney’s “Central City” raises questions
about the alignment of WSROC as a “Western Sydney” organization and 
what conflicts this may raise for WSROC members in actively advocating 
on behalf of City of Parramatta Council as the “Central City” 

 Lack of visibility as to how Parramatta as the “Central City” is taken into
consideration in the future of WSROC 

Alternative Representative Groups 

11. Council has been approached - as have other WSROC Councils - to join
SSROC (Southern Sydney Regional Organisation of Councils), which is a
similar type organization to WSROC, but focuses on Councils in southern
Sydney. SSROC undertakes similar advocacy activities to that of WSROC and
also has a strong procurement element to its operations. Council may wish to
consider this or other potential membership opportunities with other ROCs.

12. Other significant representative groups that Council is currently a member of
include Sydney Business Chamber – Western Sydney and Sydney Business
Connection. Both are strong advocates for economic growth, innovation and
major infrastructure initiatives, business engagement, training & development
and marketing in western Sydney and the Parramatta area.

MOVING FORWARD 

13. As can be seen from the above comparison LGNSW and WSROC provide a
range of services many of which are similar in nature including:

   advocacy on local and regional issues 

   procurement services 

   media activities 

   major projects that benefit a broad range of members 

   local government industry related research 

14. Over time there has been a continual increase in the overlapping of the
services provided by LGNSW and WSROC, to the point where they currently
both provide very similar services for City of Parramatta Council.

15. WSROC has indicated it is withdrawing from its traditional procurement
activities and will refer member councils to LGNSW’s procurement arm – LG
Procurement (LGP). Council also has access to the procurement services of
the State Government Contracts Board and can investigate also accessing the
procurement services of SSROC.

16. WSROC has a much more local focus whilst LGNSW has a state wide industry
focus. Both have supported the needs of Parramatta at various times.

17. Based on:
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i) the increasing overlap of the two organisations, LGNSW and WSROC

ii) the planned withdrawal of WSROC from the traditional procurement
activities, and

iii) the annual membership fee being cheaper for LGNSW

it is recommended that Council: 

a) Continue its membership with LGNSW

b) Consider its continued membership with WSROC on the basis of:

i) Continuing its membership, OR

ii) Continuing its membership for one year only at which time
Council      review its ongoing association with WSROC, OR

iii) Ceasing its membership at the end of the current 2018 term

c) investigate expanding Council’s procurement sources to include SSROC’s
procurement services and,

d) Investigate other sources to deliver waste management and City Strategy
initiatives, which previously involved WSROC.

CONSULTATION & TIMING 

18. On the 7 March 2018, the President and CEO of WSROC provided Council a
presentation reviewing the previous year’s activities, the year ahead and
WSROC’s role, purpose and vision.

19. Council’s Executive Team and Procurement Section have been consulted in
the preparation and recommendations contained in this report.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATION FOR COUNCIL 

20. The future net annual dollar costs to Council for being a member of WSROC
and LGNSW are estimated respectively to be $83,500 and $76,000. The costs
of both these memberships is currently being provided for in Council’s annual
operating budget.

Alistair Cochrane 
Acting Chief Financial Officer 

Tim Butler 
Chief Operating Officer 

ATTACHMENTS: 
There are no attachments for this report. 

REFERENCE MATERIAL 
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LEADING 

ITEM NUMBER 13.15 

SUBJECT Minutes of the Committee to Review the decisions of the 
Administrator 

REFERENCE F2017/02813 - D06121963 

REPORT OF Service Manager Governance 

PURPOSE: 

To inform Council of the key discussion points of the meeting of the Committee 
established to review decisions of the Administrator held on Tuesday 8 May 2018. 

RECOMMENDATION 

That the minutes of the meeting of the Committee to Review the Decisions of the 
Administrator held on the 8 May 2018 be received and noted. 

BACKGROUND 

1. At its meeting of 9 October 2017, Council resolved to establish a Committee of
Councillors to review the actions, progress and chan

2. The purpose of this Committee is to review the actions undertaken by Council
under the NSW Government appointed Administrator and produce a report to
Council recommending which actions may require independent review.

3. The Committee had its first meeting on the 13 March 2018 and its second
meeting on the 17 April 2018. Minutes of these two meetings were reported to
Council at the 14 May 2018 Council Meeting.

4. The Committee met again on the 8 May 2018 and this report provides a
summary of the key discussion points of this meeting for Council’s information
and consideration. The minutes of this meeting are provided at Attachment 1.

ISSUES/OPTIONS/CONSEQUENCES 

5. Prior to the committee meeting held on the 8 May 2018, the Committee
members were provided with background information on the following matters
as requested:

i. Boarding Houses in Parramatta LGA
ii. Current status of Boarding Houses in the City of Parramatta LGA
iii. Review of Council policies, specifically relating to the following-

 Delegations Policy

 Parking Enforcement Policy

 Interaction Between Councillors and Staff Policy
iv. Review of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander (ATSI) Advisory

Committee
v. Audit and Risk Committee Revised Charter
vi. External Community Sponsorship Requests
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vii. Review of Council’s Planning Proposal and Voluntary Planning
Agreement Processes

viii. Experience and Discovery Centre Property Report.

6. After assessment of the above matters, the Committee recommended the
following action be undertaken in relation to each item;

Boarding Houses in Parramatta LGA & Current status of boarding houses in 
Parramatta LGA 

Committee’s recommendation 

 That no further action be undertaken in relation to reviewing the
decisions of the Administrator relating to this matter. 

 Further, that Council write a follow up letter to the DPE regarding the
amending of the SEPP. 

Review of Council Policies 

Committee’s recommendation 

 That no further action be undertaken in relation to reviewing the
decision of the Administrator relating to the Delegations Policy; 

 That a copy of the report to Council relating to the CEO’s delegations
and a copy of the Instrument of Delegation be forwarded to Clrs Barrak, 
Pandey & Wearne; 

 That a Councillor workshop be held within 6 weeks to discuss the
Parking Enforcement Policy, specifically dealing with the capacity to 
resurrect what was once a review committee for fines, whether it is an 
option still available to Council and what are the implementation issues 
and costs that would be associated with it; 

 Further, that a Councillor workshop be held within 6 weeks to discuss
the Interaction Between Councillors and Staff Policy to review how 
strictly this policy is being applied within a social setting. The 
Committee would also like to see this policy reference the service level 
agreement between Councillors & Staff that ensures Councillors 
requests will be acknowledged and responded to within specific 
timeframes. 

Review of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander (ATSI) Advisory Committee 

Committee’s recommendation 

 That no further action be undertaken in relation to reviewing the
decision of the Administrator relating to this matter. 

Audit & Risk Committee Revised Charter 

Committee’s recommendation 

 That no further action be undertaken in relation to reviewing the
decisions of the Administrator relating to this item; 

 Further, that notice of the next meeting of the Audit & Risk Committee
be forwarded to Clr Pandey and any other interested Councillors. 

Review of Council’s Planning Proposal and Voluntary Planning Agreement 

Committee’s recommendation 

 That no further action be undertaken in relation to reviewing the
decision of the Administrator relating to this item; 

 Further, that the ongoing work relating to this review process is noted.
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External Community Sponsorship Requests 

Committee’s recommendation 

 That no further action be undertaken in relation to reviewing the
decision of the Administrator relating to this item; 

 Further, that a workshop be organised to commence the review of the
three (3) policies and the policy documents be circulated to all members 
of the Committee. 

Experience and Discovery Centre Property Report 

Committee’s recommendation 

 That this item be deferred to the next meeting of the Committee

 Further, that the report and background information relating to the sale
of the Museum of Applied Arts and Sciences (Powerhouse Museum) be 
brought to the next Committee meeting for consideration. 

CONSULTATION & TIMING 

7. There was no external consultation undertaken in relation to this report.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATION FOR COUNCIL 

8. There are no financial or legal implications associated with this report.

NEXT STEPS AND CONCLUSION 

9. The next meeting of the Committee will be held on the 23 July 2018 and will
take the form of a Councillor Workshop where all Councillors will be invited to
attend.

10. At this meeting, the Committee will give consideration to the following
shortlisted matters;

i. Review of the Parking and Enforcement Policy
ii. Review of the Interaction with Councillors Policy
iii. Review of the Grants and Donations Policy, Sponsorship Policy and

Social Investment Funding Policy.
iv. Consideration of the report and background information relating to the

sale of the Museum of Applied Arts and Sciences (Powerhouse
Museum).

Towela Mbirimi 
Service Manager Governance 

Lisa Oldridge 
Manager Governance & Risk 

Tim Butler 
Chief Operating Officer 

Sue Coleman 
Acting Chief Executive Officer 

ATTACHMENTS: 
1⇩   Draft Minutes of the Committee to Review the decisions of the 

Administrator held on the 8 May 2018 
8 
Pages 
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COMMITTEE TO REVIEW THE DECISIONS OF THE ADMINISTRATOR 

MINUTES 

Tuesday, 8 May 2018 at 6.00pm 

LEVEL 12 BOARDROOM, 126 CHURCH STREET, 

PARRAMATTA 

MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE 

Lord Mayor Andrew Wilson Clr Steven Issa 

Clr Michelle Garrard Clr Benjamin Barrak 

Clr Lorraine Wearne Clr Sameer Pandey 

Clr Pierre Esber 

STAFF 

Tim Butler Chief Operating Officer (Convenor) 

Towela Mbirimi Service Manager Governance (Minute Taker) 

AIMS AND OBJECTIVES 

A Committee to review the actions, progress and changes made by Council during the 

period of Administration and determine which actions require independent review. 

AGENDA 

1. Welcome and Introductions

Councillors

 Clr Benjamin Barrak

 Clr Sameer Pandey

 Clr Lorraine Wearne

Staff 

 Tim Butler – Chief Operating Officer

 Towela Mbirimi – Service Manager Governance (Minute Taker)

2. Apologies

 Lord Mayor Wilson
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 Clr Steven Issa 

 Clr Pierre Esber 

 Clr Michelle Garrard 

 

3. Conflict of Interest Declarations 

Nil 

 

4. Confirmation of Minutes  

Minutes of Meeting held on Tuesday, 17 April 2018 -Attachment 1. 

 

5. Business arising from the previous meeting 

i. The Committee undertook a review of the resolutions that had been shortlisted for 

consideration at its second meeting. The Committee had the opportunity to assess 

the council report items and consider the background information provided to the 

Administrator. After assessment of the reports and consideration of the updates, the 

Committee made recommendations for each item as listed in the tables below.  

 

1. Boarding Houses in Parramatta LGA 

 

Council Meeting 
Date 

Item 
No 

Report Title Committee’s Comments 

28 November 
2016 

8.1 Boarding Houses in 
Parramatta LGA 

Provide a list of changes to Council’s 
Policy that were made during the period 
of administration? 
  
Are Boarding Houses a permissible use in 
R2 Zone? 

28 November 
2016 

8.3 Current Status of 
Boarding Housing in the 
City of Parramatta LGA 

Response to Committee’s comments 
By way of background, the former Parramatta City Council, had been seeking to make Boarding 
Houses a prohibited land use in the R2 zone.  They are a permissible land use under the provision 
of the standard LEP template and the State Environmental Planning Policy (Affordable Rental 
Housing) 2009.  The state government did not grant council an exemption to the SEPP and 
therefore the Council sought to have the SEPP amended, to ensure that Boarding Houses were of a 
scale similar to a dual occupancy.  The report to Council in December 2016 reported the 
Department of Planning did not support this approach, but it recommended that Council should 
continue to at least ensure that the SEPP was amended to ensure that Boarding Houses were 
located on suitable sites in the R2 zone. 
 
This report to council and the resolution was about amending the SEPP, and was not about Council 
policy. Council is still awaiting a response from the DPE on this matter (we last wrote to them in 
early March 2018). The reason for the delay has not been explained, however it may be to do with 
the fact that the car parking provisions for boarding houses within the ARHSEPP are currently 
being reviewed by the DPE. A web link on the DPE’s website to these changes is provided here: 
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http://www.planning.nsw.gov.au/Policy-and-Legislation/Housing/Affordable-Rental-Housing   
 
Land Use Planners did not see the need to lodge a submission on the matter because the changes 
they were proposing on car parking rates was consistent with Council’s position from a Council 
report (Item 7.11) from the 24 August 2015 Council meeting where council resolved to resolved: 
“parking rates for all boarding houses at 0.5 car spaces per room”. 
 
Are Boarding Houses a permissible use in R2 Zone? 
 
Yes. boarding houses are permissible within the R2 Low Density Residential zone, as per the NSW 
Standard Instrument Order (it is a mandatory permissible use in this zone which Councils cannot 
remove) and the SEPP. 
 

Committee’s recommendation 

 That no further action be undertaken in relation to reviewing the decisions of the 
Administrator relating to this matter; 

 Further, that Council write a follow up letter to the DPE regarding the amending of the 
SEPP. 

 

 

2. Review of Council Policies 

 

Council Meeting 
Date 

Item 
No 

Report Title Committee’s Comments 

28 November 
2016 & 
10 July 2017 

11.1 
& 
11.24 

Review of Council 
Policies 
Review of Council 
Policies  

Provide background information on the 
following policies. Specifically, the 
Committee would like to know; 

a. What the previous policy was; 
b. What the current policy is; & 
c. The changes effected by the 

Administrators decision 
highlighted. 

d. What consultation was 
undertaken? 

 
The policies are; 

1) Delegations policy 
2) Parking Enforcement policy 
3) Interaction between Councillors 

and Staff Policy 
 

Response to Committee’s comments 
I. Delegations Policy 

The policy was last adopted by Council in July 2009, hence it was overdue for review. It 
required rebranding and it was also a pre-merger policy. The changes were also to ensure 
staff were more aware of and acknowledged their delegations. This is a staff related policy 
and deals with the CEO’s sub-delegations to staff. 

II. Parking Enforcement Policy 
The changes to this policy involved the following; 

http://www.planning.nsw.gov.au/Policy-and-Legislation/Housing/Affordable-Rental-Housing


Item 13.15 - Attachment 
1 

Draft Minutes of the Committee to Review the decisions of the 
Administrator held on the 8 May 2018 

 

 

Attachment 1 Page 1575 
 

 Adapting the policy to the new format including new Council name and logo to 
project a consistent, modern and professional image of Council; 

 Update the policy with new legislation to ensure the correct legislative references 
are used; 

 Updating of the Penalty Review Process as there were two methods for 
representations to be assessed,1. Via the City of Parramatta Council Penalty 
Review Panel or 2. Via the Office of State Revenue’s State Debt Recovery Office 
(SDRO).  The Proposed change is to remove the option of review via CoPC with all 
representations to be adjudicated via the SDRO. 

 Rollback Kerb’s – the policy had a list of streets which quickly became outdated 
relevant to allowing vehicles to park on the adjoining nature strips without fear of 
enforcement. With the new LGA boundaries, several suburbs have been previously 
constructed with increased use of rollback kerbs on narrow streets requiring 
vehicles to park partially on the nature strips to avoid blocking the vehicle 
access/egress. The Policy was further enhanced that such parking cannot occur if 
there is signage prohibiting such parking. This now allows, were circumstances are 
identified and justified the limiting of such parking if there is a detrimental effect 
to public assets or infrastructure. 

III. Interaction between Councillors and Staff Policy 
Minor amendments of an organisational nature (change in titles, name of organisation). 
The Interaction policy was amended to reflect current processes/practice. Amendments 
were made to strengthen procedure of staff and Councillor interaction especially regarding 
planning and regulatory functions. 
 
Consultation for all three (3) policies involved reviewing other Council’s Policies, one on 
one meetings with selected key departments and public exhibition of the proposed 
documents. 

 

Committee’s recommendation 

 That no further action be undertaken in relation to reviewing the decision of the 
Administrator relating to the Delegations Policy; 

 That a copy of the report to Council relating to the CEO’s delegations and a copy of the 
Instrument of Delegation be forwarded to Clrs Barrak, Pandey & Wearne; 

 That a Councillor workshop be held within 6 weeks to discuss the Parking Enforcement 
Policy, specifically dealing with the capacity to resurrect what was once a review 
committee for fines, whether it is an option still available to Council and what are the 
implementation issues and costs that would be associated with it; 

 Further, that a Councillor workshop be held within 6 weeks to discuss the Interaction with 
Councillors Policy to review how strictly this policy is being applied within a social setting. 
The Committee would like to see this policy reference the Service Level Agreement 
between Councillors & Staff that ensures Councillors requests will be acknowledged and 
responded to within specific timeframes. 

 

3. Review of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander (ATSI) Advisory Committee 

 

Council Meeting 
Date 

Item 
No 

Report Title Committee’s Comments 

13 February 2017 11.4 Review of Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander 
(ATSI) Advisory 

The Committee requested Staff contact 
Clr Phil Bradley to ascertain what 
information he would like to be 
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Committee considered. 

Response to Committee’s comments 
 
At the request of the Committee, Clr Bradley was consulted to ascertain what information he 
would like the Committee to consider. Clr Bradley advised that he supported all of the ATSIAC 
decisions to the best of his knowledge, but needed to know if there was any decision or decisions 
that the Committee was challenging. Clr Bradley was advised there were no decisions being 
challenged by the Committee and therefore, there is no further action required for this matter. 
 

Committee’s recommendation 

 That no further action be undertaken in relation to reviewing the decision of the 
Administrator relating to this matter.  

 

4. Audit & Risk Committee Revised Charter 

 

Council Meeting 
Date 

Item 
No 

Report Title Committee’s Comments 

10 July 2017 11.26 Audit & Risk Committee 
Revised Charter 

The Committee would like to compare 
the previous charter with the current 
charter, with the changes highlighted. 

Response to Committee’s Comments  
The revisions of the Charter were to allow for several changes including; 

 Permitting the Administrator to become a member of the Audit & Risk Committee; 

 Change the quorum so that it does not need to include a Councillor; and 

 Allow for the appointment of potential independent community representatives from the 
NSW Government Panel of Prequalified members in conjunction with an Expression Of 
Interest process. 

Committee’s recommendation 

 That no further action be undertaken in relation to reviewing the decision of the 
Administrator relating to this item; 

 Further,  that notice of the next meeting of the Audit & Risk Committee be forwarded to 
Clr Pandey and any other interested Councillors. 

 

5. Review of Councils Planning Proposal and Voluntary Planning Agreement 

Processes 

 

Council Meeting 
Date 

Item 
No 

Report Title Committee’s Comments 

10 July 2017 11.2 Review of Council’s 
Planning Proposal and 
Voluntary Planning 
Agreement Processes 

Has this review been finalised? The 
Committee would like to view a full copy 
of the report, including any supporting 
attachments. 

Response to Committee’s Comments 
The review has been occurring through several separate processes.  
 
Currently, the Land Use team are reviewing our planning proposal system which is mainly looking 
at internal processes.  There is also separate work underway on the VPA Policy.  A draft Planning 
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Agreements Policy was endorsed by Council for public exhibition in June 2017. The exhibition was 
undertaken between August and October 2017.  
 
A number of information sessions were facilitated by Council for developers and industry 
specialists during the exhibition period. Following public exhibition, Council engaged SGS 
Economics & Planning to undertake a further review of the draft Policy having regard to industry 
best practice and matters raised in submissions. Council officers are proposing to report the 
outcomes of the public exhibition and revised draft policy to Council in late May 2018. 
 

Committee’s recommendation 

 That no further action be undertaken in relation to reviewing the decision of the 
Administrator relating to this item; 

 Further, that the ongoing work relating to this review process is noted.  

 

6. External Community Sponsorship Requests 

 

Council Meeting 
Date 

Item 
No 

Report Title Committee’s Comments 

11 July 2016 4.4 External Community 
Sponsorship Requests 

What actions were undertaken following 
the Administrations resolution on this 
item? 

Response to Committee’s comments 
The action to develop a sponsorship, donations and grants policy that guides the principles of 
administration and assessment for funding opportunities provided by the City of Parramatta 
Council, including those within the Office of the Administrator and Lord Mayor came about 
following the Administrator’s awareness that Council was being asked to make a number of ad hoc 
decisions related to sponsorship and donations without reference to established criteria. Council 
had a Community Grants Program, but no endorsed policy for how the program was administered. 
Hence the request for policies to be developed for grants, donations and sponsorship. 
 
The decision was actioned through the development of three policies – Grants and Donations 
Policy, Sponsorship Policy and Social Investment Funding Policy. The drafts of those policies were 
endorsed for public exhibition on 26 September 2016. The results of public exhibition and final 
versions of the policies were then presented to Council at its meeting of 12 December 2016. 
 
These policies have now been used to administer all of Council’s Grant programs and have 
provided the framework for replying to unsolicited requests for donation and/or sponsorship. 
 
At its meeting of 18 December 2017, Council resolved to amend the Grants and Donations Policy 
to have a Councillor Grants Committee participate in the assessment process for the 2018 
Community Grants round.  
 
The decision of Council from 26 September 2016 indicates that any financial implications of the 
establishment of the new funding policies be covered by moving past budgets from Councillor 
donations into the Quarterly Grants Program budget and the sponsorship budgets managed within 
the Directorate of City Identity, Experience and Engagement. 
 
The suite of Community Funding Policies are reviewed every two years, with the next review being 
due in December 2018. 
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Committee’s recommendation 

 That no further action be undertaken in relation to reviewing the decision of the 
Administrator relating to this item; 

 Further, that a workshop be organised to commence the review of the three (3) policies 
and the policy documents be circulated to all members of the Committee. 

 

7. Experience and Discovery Centre Property Report 

 

Council Meeting 
Date 

Item 
No 

Report Title Committee’s Comments 

10 July 2017 12.11 Experience and Discovery 
Centre Property Report 

Check if these reasons were in the 
original report. The Committee would 
like to review a full copy of the report 
including any supporting documentation. 

Response to Committee’s comments 
On 10 October 2016, the Administrator considered a report (Item 8.8) regarding the integration 
and co-location of the existing Heritage and Visitor Centre, Discover Centre and Experience Centre 
into a consolidated single location at 5 Parramatta Square. 
 
Following the NSW State Government confirmation that a new state cultural facility, the MAAS, to 
be located on the Parramatta River foreshore between the Lennox and Barry Wilde Bridges, it was 
considered that the MAAS had the potential to achieve the City’s need for a world-class visitor 
attraction and cultural offering on the river, prompting Council to re-consider its role in providing 
this function through the proposed Discovery Centre incorporated into the Riverside Towers. 
 
At the time that the decisions regarding separate locations for the Discovery Centre and 
Experience Centre were made, the design and ownership of 5PS, nor the proposed relocation of 
the MAAS to the riverfront were known or envisaged. 
 
The consolidation of these facilities into a single facility sought: 

- The establishment of an iconic and accessible Council cultural facility taking advantage 

of the Council owned space to be constructed as part of 5PS; 

- Avoid capital expenditure and ongoing recurring costs which will free-up funds that 

can be allocated to other community uses; 

- Recognise the role that the proposed MAAS will play as an iconic cultural facility on the 

riverfront; and 

- Achieve an overall better outcome for the community. 

On 10 July 2017, the Administrator endorsed the design for the 5 Parramatta Square development, 
incorporating the consolidated facilities into the site (Item 10.14). 
 

Committee’s recommendation 

 That this item be deferred to the next meeting of the Committee 

 Further, that the report and background information relating to the sale of the Museum of 
Applied Arts and Sciences (Powerhouse Museum) be brought to the next Committee 
meeting for consideration. 

 

6. General Business 
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7. Next Meeting  

The next meeting will be held within the next 6 weeks.  
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LEADING 

ITEM NUMBER 

SUBJECT 

REFERENCE 

REPORT OF 

13.16
Dates and Location of Council Meetings for July - December 

2018 

F2004/07851 - D06045137 

Council Secretariat and Policy Officer 

PURPOSE: 

To determine Council Meeting dates and locations from 9 July 2018 to 10 December 
2018. 

RECOMMENDATION 

(a) That the starting time for Council Meetings be 6.30pm.

(b) That the location of all Ordinary Council Meetings from 9 July 2018 to 10
December 2018 inclusive, be held in the Cloister Function Rooms at St
Patrick’s Cathedral, 1 Marist Place, Parramatta.

(c) That where only one meeting is scheduled in a month, it be held on the second
Monday of the month. Where two meetings are scheduled for a month, they be
scheduled for second and fourth Mondays of that month.

(d) That in accordance with Section 365 of the Local Government Act 1993,
Council hold Ordinary Council Meetings for the period 9 July 2018 to 10
December 2018 inclusive on the following dates:

Monday, 9 July 2018
Monday, 23 July 2018
Monday, 13 August 2018
Monday, 27 August 2018
Monday, 10 September 2018
Monday, 24 September 2018
Monday, 8 October 2018
Monday, 29 October 2018
Monday, 12 November 2018
Monday, 26 November 2018
Monday, 10 December 2018
Monday 17 December 2018

(e) That additional Ordinary Council Meetings be held on the fourth Monday of the
month until December 2018.

(f) Further, that the starting time, location and dates for Ordinary Council
Meetings outlined in a), b) and d) above be widely publicised via normal
communication channels used by Council in accordance with Clause 232 of the
Local Government (General) Regulations 2005.

BACKGROUND 

1. Each year Council adopts a meeting schedule for the following year. Council at
its meeting on 13 November 2017 adopted Council Meeting dates until June
2018.
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2. In accordance with Council’s adopted meeting cycle, the Council meets on the
2nd Monday of each month.

3. Following consultation with the Lord Mayor, it is recommended that Council
consider holding two (2) Council Meetings a month.

ISSUES/OPTIONS/CONSEQUENCES 

4. The election of the Deputy Lord Mayor will take place during the Ordinary
Council Meeting on Monday, 10 September 2018.

5. The 2018 Local Government NSW Annual Conference (generally well attended
by Councillors) will be held in Albury from Sunday 21 October to Tuesday 23
October 2018. This creates a scheduling conflict for many Councillors who are
likely to be planning to attend the Conference.

6. Accordingly, it is recommended the second Council Meeting for October be
scheduled on 29 October 2018 to accommodate attendances at the Local
Government NSW Annual Conference.

7. Due to the proximity of Christmas, Councillors may prefer to hold the meeting
on 3 or 17 December 2018 rather than 24 December 2018 which is the fourth
Monday on the month.

8. Council has historically moved into recess over Christmas/New Year for a
period between the last meeting in December and the first meeting in February
the following year being 11 February 2019. A report will be placed before
Council at the November 2018 Council Meeting suggesting that delegated
authority be given to the Lord Mayor and Chief Executive Officer to deal with
matters of an urgent nature during this period.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATION FOR COUNCIL 

9. The costs associated with holding meetings such as hall hire, provision of
technology and microphones, security and catering are provided for in existing
budgets.

CONCLUSION 

10. That Council adopt the proposed dates for Council Meetings to be held in the
second half of 2018 as referred to in this report.

Joy Bramham 
Council Secretariat and Policy Officer 

Tim Butler  
Chief Operating Officer 

Alistair Cochrane 
Acting Chief Financial Officer 

ATTACHMENTS: 
There are no attachments for this report. 
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LEADING 

ITEM NUMBER 13.17 

SUBJECT Public exhibition of the Councillors' Expenses and Facilities 
Policy 

REFERENCE F2018/01312 - D06125261 

REPORT OF Chief of Staff     

PURPOSE: 

To seek Council’s endorsement for the public exhibition of the Councillors’ Expenses 
and Facilities Policy. 

RECOMMENDATION 

(a) That the draft Councillors’ Expenses and Facilities Policy (Attachment 1) be
endorsed by Council for public exhibition.

(b) That the policy be placed on public exhibition for no less than 28 days, and
submissions received for a period of 42 days from the initial advertising date
in accordance with Section 253 of the Local Government Act 1993.

(c) That copies of the policy be made available via Council’s library network and
contact centres, and on Council’s website.

(d) Further, that following public exhibition, the revised Councillors’ Expenses
and Facilities Policy, together with a summary of public submissions, be
referred back to Council for consideration.

BACKGROUND 

1. Under the Local Government Act 1993 (the Act), City of Parramatta Council
(Council) is required to prepare, exhibit and adopt a policy governing the
payment of expenses and provision of facilities to the Lord Mayor and
Councillors.

2. Under section 252 of the Act, Councillor expenses and facilities policies must
be adopted within 12 months of the commencement of the new Council term.

3. Once exhibited and adopted, the policy must be made publicly available on the
Council website.

4. Copies of the policy are no longer required to be provided to the Office of Local
Government.

ISSUES/OPTIONS/CONSEQUENCES 

5. The proposed changes to the policy align with the provisions of the Act, the
Local Government Regulation 2005 and the guidelines set out by the Office of
Local Government.
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CONSULTATION & TIMING 

6. Under the Act, this policy is to be reviewed and adopted by Council within 12
months of the term of a new Council, in accordance with the provisions of
Section 252 of the Act.

7. The draft Policy will be placed on Public Notice in June 2018, accompanied by
a table summarising the proposed revisions.

8. During this period, copies of the draft Policy will be made publicly available in
Council’s library network and contact centres, and on Council’s website.

9. Following a minimum 28-day period for public submissions, the proposed Policy
will be submitted to Council, together with a summary of public submissions, for
adoption or further action in August 2018.

10. Consultation on the existing Policy and proposed changes took place with the
Lord Mayor, Councillors and Council’s Executive Team through a strategic
workshop.

11. Policies for other NSW Councils were also considered in the review process.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATION FOR COUNCIL 

12. The financial implications will be reported to Council as part of the report on the
Policy in August 2018.

Justin Mulder 
Chief of Staff – Executive Office 

Sue Coleman 
Acting Chief Executive Officer 

ATTACHMENTS: 
1⇩  DRAFT Councillors' Expenses and Facilities Policy May 2018 19 Pages 

REFERENCE MATERIAL 
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Councillors’ Expenses and Facilities Policy 

Contents 

Policy Summary  

Part A – Introduction 

Introduction   

Policy objectives   

Principles  

Definitions  

Private or political benefit 

Part B – Expenses 

Payment of expenses – General 

Payment of expenses – Specific 

Legal Assistance  

Part C – Facilities  

General facilities for Councillors   

Additional facilities for the Lord Mayor 

Part D – Processes related to this policy 

Approval, payment and reimbursement arrangements 

Disputes 

Return or retention of facilities   

Reporting 

Auditing 

Breaches   

Part E – History & Associated Documents 

Document History  

Associated Documents 

Councillors’ Expenses and Facilities Policy  
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Owner: Manager Governance and 

Risk  
Area: Governance and Risk POL No: 217 

Date of Commencement: 

13/11/2017  
Approval Authority: Council Date Approved: 13/11/2017 

Amendment 9 Date of Next Review: By September 2018 Review: 4 years 

Policy Summary 

This policy enables the reasonable and appropriate reimbursement of expenses and provision of 

facilities to Councillors to help them undertake their civic duties.   

It ensures accountability and transparency, and seeks to align Councillor expenses and facilities with 

community expectations. Councillors must not obtain private or political benefit from any expense or 

facility provided under this policy.  

The policy has been prepared in accordance with the Local Government Act 1993 (the Act) and Local 

Government (General) Regulation 2005 (the Regulation), and complies with the Office of Local 

Government’s Guidelines for the payment of expenses and provision of facilities to Mayors and 

Councillors in NSW.   

The policy sets out the maximum amounts council will pay for specific expenses and facilities. 

Expenses not explicitly addressed in this policy will not be paid or reimbursed. 

The main expenses and facilities are summarised in the table below. All monetary amounts are 

exclusive of GST.  

Expense or facility  Maximum amount  Frequency  

General travel expenses $5,000 per Councillor  

$6,500 for the Lord Mayor 

Per year 

Interstate and overseas travel expenses $2,000 per Councillor for interstate  

All overseas travel to go to a full 

Council meeting for approval 

Per year 

Accommodation and meals As per the NSW Crown Employees 

(Public Service Conditions of  

Employment) Reviewed Award  

2009, adjusted annually  

Per meal/night 

Professional development, including 

Conferences and Seminars 

$5,000 per Councillor Per year 

Non-Council Functions and Other Events $1,000 per Councillor Per year 

ICT expenses $4,000 per Councillor in the first 
year of the council term  

$2,000 per Councillor every year 

after  

Per year 

Carer expenses $4,000 per Councillor Per year 
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Home office expenses $300 per Councillor Per year 

Postage stamps 1,500 Per year 

Christmas or festive cards  200 per Councillor   

600 for the Lord Mayor 

Per year 

Expense or facility  Maximum amount  Frequency  

Access to facilities in a Councillor common 

area and access to shared private work 

spaces/offices as per Clause 9.1 

Provided to all Councillors Not relevant 

Council vehicle, fuel card and toll road tag 

supplied for official use to the Lord Mayor  

Provided to the Lord Mayor  Not relevant 

Reserved parking space at council’s 

offices for the Lord Mayor’s council-issued 

vehicle and parking spaces sufficient to 

allow Councillors to park when in the office 

or at council meetings. 

Provided to the Lord Mayor and 

Councillors  

Not relevant 

Furnished office incorporating a computer 

configured to council’s standard operating 

environment, telephone and meeting 

space  

Provided to the Lord Mayor Not relevant 

Additional costs incurred by a Councillor in excess of these limits are considered a personal expense 

that is the responsibility of the Councillor.  

Councillors must provide claims for reimbursement within three months of an expense being incurred. 

Claims made after this time can only be approved by the Lord Mayor and Chief Executive Officer 

(CEO).  

Detailed reports on the provision of expenses and facilities to Councillors will be published publicly in 

accordance with the requirements of the Local Government Act 1993 (NSW).  
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PART A – INTRODUCTION 

1. Introduction

1.1. The provision of expenses and facilities enables Councillors to fulfil their civic duties as the 

elected representatives of City of Parramatta Council.  

1.2. The community is entitled to know the extent of expenses paid to Councillors, as well as the 

facilities provided.   

1.3. The purpose of this policy is to clearly state the facilities and support that are available to 

Councillors to assist them in fulfilling their civic duties.   

1.4. Council staff are empowered to question or refuse a request for payment from a Councillor 

when it does not accord with this policy.  

1.5. Expenses and facilities provided by this policy are in addition to fees paid to Councillors.  

The minimum and maximum fees a council may pay each Councillor are set by the Local 

Government Remuneration Tribunal as per Section 241 of the Act and reviewed annually. 

Council must adopt its annual fees within this set range.   

2. Policy objectives

2.1. The objectives of this policy are to: 

 ensure accountability and transparency in the reasonable and appropriate

reimbursement of expenses incurred by Councillors in the course of discharging their

civic duties 

 ensure that the facilities provided to Councillors to carry out their civic duties are

reasonable, are at a standard appropriate to their professional role as a Councillor and

meet community expectations 

 promote a diversity of representation

 fulfil council’s statutory responsibilities.

3. Principles

3.1. Council commits to the following principles: 

 Proper conduct: Councillors acting lawfully and honestly, exercising care and diligence

in carrying out their functions

 Direct expenses: Providing for Councillors to be reimbursed for expenses directly

incurred as part of their role as a Councillor.

 Participation, equity and access: Enabling people from diverse backgrounds,

underrepresented groups, those in carer roles and those with special needs to serve as a

Councillor. 
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 Appropriate use of resources: Providing clear direction on the appropriate use of

council resources in accordance with legal requirements and community expectations.

 Accountability and transparency: Clearly stating and reporting on the expenses and

facilities provided to Councillors.

4. Definitions

The following definitions apply throughout this policy.   

All monetary amounts stated in the policy are exclusive of GST. 

Term Definition 

Accompanying person  Means a spouse, partner or de facto or other person who has a 

close personal relationship with or provides carer support to a 

Councillor  

Appropriate refreshments Means food and beverages provided by council to support 

Councillors  

Act  Means the Local Government Act 1993 (NSW) 

Annual Conference  Means Local Government NSW Annual Conference 

Clause Unless stated otherwise, a reference to a clause is a reference to 

a clause of this policy  

Code of Conduct  Means the Code of Conduct adopted by council 

Councillor  Means a person elected or appointed to civic office as a member 

of the governing body of council, including the Lord Mayor  

CEO   Means the Chief Executive Officer/General Manager of council and 

includes their delegate or authorised representative  

ICT Means Telecommunications and Information Communications and 

Technology   

Incidental personal use  Means use that is infrequent and brief and use that does not 

breach this policy or the Code of Conduct  

Maximum limit  Means the maximum limit for an expense or facility provided in the 

text 

NSW New South Wales 

Official business  Means functions that the Lord Mayor or Councillors are required or 

invited to attend to fulfil their legislated role and responsibilities for 

council or result in a direct benefit for council and/or for the local 

government area, and includes but is not limited to:  

• meetings of council and committees of the whole

• meetings of committees facilitated by council

• meetings, functions, workshops and other events to which

attendance by a Councillor has been requested or approved

by council

• any activity in the service of the Council approved by CEO, in

consultation with the Lord Mayor.

Professional development Means a seminar, conference, training course or other  

development opportunity relevant to the role of a Councillor or the 

Lord Mayor   

Regulation Means the Local Government (General) Regulation 2005 (NSW) 
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Year Means the financial year, that is the 12 month period commencing 

on 1 July each year 

5. Private or political benefit

5.1. Councillors must not obtain private or political benefit from any expense or facility provided 

under this policy.  

5.2. Private use of council equipment and facilities by Councillors may occur from time to time. 

Such incidental private use is not subject to a compensatory payment back to council. For 

example, telephoning home to advise that a council meeting will run later than expected.  

5.3. Councillors should avoid obtaining any greater private benefit from council than an incidental 

benefit. Where there are unavoidable circumstances and more substantial private use of 

council equipment of facilities does occur, Councillors must reimburse council.  

5.4. Campaigns for re-election are considered to be a private interest. The following in 

connection with a re-election campaign are considered to be private to Councillors: 

 production of election material

 use of council resources for campaigning

 use of official council letterhead, publications, websites or services for political benefit

 fundraising activities of political parties or individuals, including political fundraising

events
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PART B – EXPENSES 

6. General expenses

6.1. All expenses provided under this policy will be for a purpose specific to the functions of 

holding civic office. Allowances for general expenses are not permitted under this policy. 

6.2. Expenses not explicitly addressed in this policy will not be paid or reimbursed. 

7. Specific expenses

General travel arrangements and expenses  

7.1. All travel by Councillors should be undertaken by using the most direct route and the most 

practicable and economical mode of transport.  

7.2. Councillors may be reimbursed up to $5,000 per year for travel expenses incurred while 

undertaking official business or professional development or attending approved 

conferences and seminars within NSW. The Lord Mayor may be reimbursed up to 

$6,500.00 per year. This includes provision of or reimbursement:  

 for public transport fares

 of mileage allowance for the use of private vehicle per kilometre as provided for in

the Local Government (State) Award

 for parking costs for council and other meetings

 by Cabcharge.

7.3. Any Councillor seeking reimbursement for travel expenses above the limit must have prior 

written approval from the CEO.  

7.4. The Lord Mayor and Councillors may, upon request, be issued with a Cabcharge account 

card, the use of which must comply with this policy. 

7.5. Councillors may use Cabcharge vouchers/cards for taxi travel for journeys in the Sydney 

metropolitan region to assist them to carry out their civic duties.  

7.6. Upon being issued with a Cabcharge Card, Councillors must sign a form agreeing to comply 

with the conditions of use for the card. Council will only meet the cost of taxi journeys 

undertaken by Councillors for Council business purposes. 

7.7. At the end of each Cabcharge billing period, each Councillor will receive a statement 

detailing taxi journeys undertaken during that period. Councillors are required to check the 

statement, complete an “Authority Confirmation Form” to verify that all travel listed on the 

statement is correct, and complete a “Business Purpose Form” providing the details of, and 

reasons for, each journey, identify any non-Council business related journey, and submit the 

completed form, and matching receipt for each journey detailed on the statement, to the 

Executive Support Unit within 14 days of each statement date. 
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7.8. These statements will be checked by the Executive Support Unit and, in accordance with 

Section 11 of this Policy, an invoice will be issued for reimbursement to Council of any non-

Council business related journey identified by the Councillors. 

Interstate and overseas travel expenses 

7.9. In accordance with Section 5, council will assess the value and need for Councillors to 

undertake overseas travel. Councillors should ensure direct and tangible benefits can be 

established for the Council and the local community for interstate and overseas trips.  

7.10. Total interstate travel expenses will be capped at $2,000 per Councillor per year. 

7.11. Councillors seeking to undertake any interstate travel must submit a business case to the 

CEO. The business case must include:  

 objectives to be achieved in travel, including an explanation of how the travel aligns

with current council priorities and business.

 who is to take part in the travel and duration and itinerary of travel

 a detailed budget of any amounts expected to be reimbursed by the participant/s.

7.12. Approval for undertaking, and reimbursement of costs related to interstate travel, is to be 

granted by the CEO, in consultation with the Lord Mayor.  

7.13. For approved interstate journeys by air, the class of air travel is to be economy class. 

Council will only reimburse up to the cost of economy class should Councillors prefer to 

book their own air travel.   

7.14. Councillors seeking to undertake overseas travel must submit a business case to the CEO 

for consideration at a full council meeting. The business case must be submitted ten days 

prior to the meeting and include:  

 objectives to be achieved in travel, including an explanation of how the travel aligns

with current council priorities and business.

 who is to take part in the travel and duration and itinerary of travel

 a detailed budget of any amounts expected to be reimbursed by the participant/s.

7.15. All overseas travel costs must be approved by a full council meeting. 

7.16. For approved international travel, the class of air travel is to be premium economy, if 

available. Otherwise, the class of travel is to be economy. Council will only reimburse up to 

the cost of economy class, or premium economy if available, should Councillors wish to 

book their own air travel.  

7.17. For direct payment of approved air travel, bookings are to be made through the Executive 

Support Unit.  

Travel expenses not paid by council 

7.18. Council will not pay any traffic or parking fines or administrative charges for toll road usage, 

except for those toll road charges incurred by use of the motor vehicle provided to the Lord 

Mayor as per clause 10.1 of this Policy.  
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Accommodation and meals 

7.19. Council will reimburse costs for accommodation and meals while Councillors are 

undertaking approved travel or professional development.  

7.20. The daily limits for accommodation and meal expenses within Australia are to be consistent 

with those set out in Part B Monetary Rates of the NSW Crown Employees (Public Service 

Conditions of Employment) Reviewed Award 2009, as adjusted annually. 

7.21. The daily limits for accommodation and meal expenses outside Australia are to be 

determined in advance by the CEO, being mindful of Clause 7.18.  

Refreshments for council related meetings 

7.22. Appropriate refreshments will be available for council meetings, council committee 

meetings, other official council committees, Councillor briefings and workshops, approved 

meetings and engagements, and official council functions as approved by the CEO.  

7.23. As an indicative guide for the standard of refreshments to be provided at council related 

meetings, the CEO should be mindful of Part B Monetary Rates of the NSW Crown 

Employees (Public Service Conditions of Employment) Reviewed Award 2009, as adjusted 

annually.  
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Professional development including Conferences and Seminars 

7.24. As part of this Policy, Council will facilitate and promote the professional development of 

Councillors through programs, training, education courses, conferences, seminars and 

membership of professional bodies, with a total maximum annual expenditure of $5,000 per 

Councillor. 

7.25. In the first year of a new Council term, Council will provide a comprehensive induction 

program for all Councillors which considers any guidelines issued by the Office of Local 

Government (OLG). The cost of the induction program will be in addition to the ongoing 

professional development funding.  

7.26. Annual membership of professional bodies will only be covered where the membership is 

relevant to the exercise of the Councillor’s civic duties, the Councillor actively participates in 

the body and the cost of membership is likely to be fully offset by savings from attending 

events as a member. This approval is subject to a written request to the CEO. 

7.27. Approval for professional development activities is subject to a prior written request to the 

CEO outlining the:  

 details of the proposed professional development.

 relevance to Council priorities and business.

 relevance to the exercise of the Councillor’s civic duties.

7.28. Approval to attend a conference or seminar is subject to a written request to the CEO or by 

resolution of the Council. In assessing a Councillor request, the CEO must consider factors 

including the:  

 relevance of the topics and presenters to current Council priorities and business and

the exercise of the Councillor’s civic duties

 cost of the conference or seminar in relation to the total remaining budget.

7.29. Council will meet the reasonable cost of registration fees and accommodation associated 

with attendance at conferences approved by the CEO, in accordance with clause 7.22 – 

7.26 of this policy. Council will also meet the reasonable cost of meals when they are not 

included in the conference fees.  

7.30. The provisions of clauses 7.1 – 7.8 of this Policy will apply to transport arrangements 

associated with Councillor’s attendance at approved professional development activities 

including Conferences and seminars. 

Exempt Conference and Professional Development Programs 

7.31. Councillors may voluntarily elect to either complete the UTS Centre for Local Government 

Certificate Program for Councillors or the full Company Directors Course conducted by the 

Australian Institute of Company Directors  

7.32. Councillors may attend the Local Government NSW Annual Conference. 

7.33. For the Local Government NSW Annual Conference only, Council will meet the costs of the 

official conference dinner for an accompanying person of a Councillor.  

7.34. Attendance at these conferences and professional development programs is voluntary, and 

do not contribute to the monetary limits for conferences and professional development 

mentioned elsewhere in this policy. 

7.35. The provisions of clauses 7.1 – 7.8 of this Policy will apply to transport arrangements 

associated with the Local Government NSW Annual Conference attendance. 
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Council Representation at Non-Council Functions and Other Events 

7.36. The annual limit for attending dinners, non-council functions, community and corporate or 

industry events where Councillor representation would be expected, such as award nights 

which are relevant to Council’s interests, is $1,000 for each Councillor.  

7.37. The approval of the CEO is required for attendance at dinners, non-council functions and 

community events where the cost exceeds $250.  

7.38. Council will pay the entry fee/ticket cost associated with the attendance of a Councillor at a 

dinner, non-council functions, community and corporate or industry events relevant to 

Council’s interest.  

7.39. Council will not pay for or reimburse to a Councillor costs associated with attendance at any 

political fundraising event, any donation to a political party or candidate’s electoral fund or 

for some other private benefit.  

7.40. Likewise, no payment shall be made or reimbursed by Council for any component of a ticket 

that is additional to the service cost, such as a donation to a political party or candidate’s 

electoral fund or any other private benefit. 

ICT expenses 

7.41. Council will provide or reimburse Councillors for expenses associated with ICT devices and 

services up to a limit of $4,000.00 for the first year of a council term and $2,000.00 per year 

for the remaining years of a term. This may include mobile phones and tablets, mobile 

phone and tablet data, and home internet costs.   

7.42. Reimbursements will be made only for communications devices and services used for 

Councillors to undertake their civic duties. 

7.43. Councillors may seek reimbursement for applications on their mobile electronic 

communication devices that are directly related to their duties as a Councillor, within 

the maximum limit.  

Carer’s and special requirement expenses 

7.44. Council encourages wide participation and interest in civic office. It will ensure council 

premises and associated facilities are accessible, including provision for sight or hearing 

impaired Councillors and those with other disabilities.  

7.45. Transportation provisions as outlined in this policy, such as access to Cabcharge cards, will 

also assist Councillors who may be unable or unwilling to drive a vehicle.  

7.46. In addition to the provisions above, the CEO may authorise the provision of reasonable 

additional facilities and expenses in order to allow a Councillor with a disability to perform 

their civic duties.  

7.47. Councillors who are the principal carer of a child or other elderly, disabled and/or sick 

immediate family member will be entitled to re-imbursement of carer’s expenses up to a 

maximum of $4,000 per annum for attendance at official business, plus reasonable travel 

from the principal place of residence.  

7.48. Child care expenses may be claimed for children up to and including the age of 16 years 

where the carer is not a relative.   

7.49. In the event of caring for an adult person, Councillors will need to provide suitable evidence 

to the CEO that reimbursement is applicable. This may take the form of advice from a 

medical practitioner.   
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Home office expenses 

7.50. Each Councillor may be reimbursed up to $300 per year for costs associated with the 

maintenance of a home office, such as minor items of consumable stationery and printer ink 

cartridges.  

Insurance and legal expenses 

7.51. Councillors are to receive the benefit of insurance cover while in or on any activity directly or 

indirectly connected with or on behalf of council including while travelling to and/or from 

such activity. Such injury being bodily injury caused by violent, accidental, external and 

visible means and including death, permanent disablement, temporary total disablement, 

bed care benefit and non-medical expenses but not including medical expenses, subject to 

the conditions and limitations of council's personal accident insurance policy current at the 

time of occurrence of the injury as follows:  

Personal Injury 

7.49.1. While ever on council authorised business, worldwide, covering bodily injury caused 

by accidental, violent, external and visible means up to a sublimit for death and 

capital limits of $350,000 but subject to any limitation or conditions set out in the 

policy of insurance which is taken out at the direction of council. Also covering 

permanent disablement, temporary total disability and temporary partial disability. 

The cover does not include medical expenses.  

Professional Indemnity 

7.49.2. For matters arising out of Councillors' performance of civic duties or exercise of their 

functions as Councillors provided the performance or exercise of the relevant civic 

duty or function is in the opinion of council bona fide and/or proper and is carried out 

in good faith, as required under Section 731 of the Act, but subject to any limitation 

or conditions set out in the policy of insurance which is taken out at the direction of 

council.  

Public Liability 

7.49.3. For matters arising out of Councillors' performance of civic duties or exercise of their 

functions as Councillors, carried out in good faith but subject to any limitations or 

conditions set out in the policy of insurance which is taken out at the direction of 

council.  

Travel Insurance 

7.49.4. Appropriate travel insurances will be provided for any Councillors traveling on 

approved overseas and interstate travel on council business, subject to any 

limitations or conditions set out in the policy of insurance which is taken out at the 

direction of council.  
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8. Legal assistance

8.1. Council may, if requested reimburse the reasonable legal expenses of: 

 a Councillor defending an action arising from the performance in good faith of a

function under the Local Government Act, provided that the outcome of the legal

proceedings is favourable to the Councillor; 

 a Councillor defending an action in defamation, provided the statements complained

of were made in good faith in the course of exercising a function under the Local

Government Act in a council meeting or on council related business (such as on-site 

meetings) and provided that council is satisfied that such statements complained of 

occurred during the bona fide consideration of council business, in good faith and 

without malice and the outcome of the legal proceedings is favourable to the 

Councillor; 

a Councillor for proceedings before an appropriate investigative or review body, 

provided the subject of the proceedings arises from the performance in good faith of 

a function under the Local Government Act and the matter has proceeded past any 

initial assessment phase to a formal investigation or review and the investigative or 

review body makes a finding substantially favourable to the Councillor. 

8.2. In the case of a code of conduct complaint made against a Councillor, legal costs will only 

be made available where the matter has been referred by the CEO to a conduct reviewer 

and the conduct reviewer has commenced a formal investigation of the matter and makes a 

finding substantially favourable to the Councillor.  

8.3. Legal expenses incurred in relation to proceedings arising out of the performance by a 

Councillor of his or her functions under the Local Government Act are distinguished from 

expenses incurred in relation to proceedings arising merely from something that a Councillor 

has done during his or her term in office. For example, expenses arising from an 

investigation as to whether a Councillor acted corruptly would not be covered by this section 

and such legal expenses would not be reimbursed by council. 

8.4. Council will not meet the legal costs: 

of legal proceedings initiated by a Councillor under any circumstances (including but 

not limited to any action by one Councillor against another Councillor); 

of a Councillor seeking advice in respect of possible defamation, or in seeking a 

non-litigious remedy for possible defamation; or 

for legal proceedings that do not involve a Councillor performing their role as a 

Councillor. 

8.5. Reimbursement of expenses for reasonable legal expenses must have Council approval by 

way of a resolution at a council meeting prior to costs being incurred. Any reimbursement of 

a Councillor’s reasonable legal costs by council would also be subject to: 

the amount of such reimbursement being reduced by the amount of any monies that 

may be or are otherwise recouped by the Councillor on any basis;  

the amount of such reimbursement of solicitors fees being limited to the extent that 

only fees charged at a rate equivalent to the average hourly rate then being charged 

by council's legal services panel will be paid (i.e. any portion of the expenses 

representing any hourly charge rate higher than the then average hourly charge rate 

then being charged by law firms on council's legal services panel will not be 

reimbursed). Where Counsel is used, the reimbursement of Counsel fees is to be 

submitted to council for approval; and 

any reimbursement not including any damages awarded to, or made against the 

Councillor. 
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PART C – FACILITIES 

9. General facilities for all Councillors

Facilities 

9.1. Council will provide the following facilities to Councillors to assist them to effectively 

discharge their civic duties:   

 Councillors’ common area appropriately furnished to include photocopier, printer,

pigeon holes, lockable cupboards and appropriate refreshments

 access to shared private work spaces/offices equipped with a telephone, computer

terminal and desk

 access to shared car parking spaces while attending council offices on official

business

 a name badge which may be worn at official functions, indicating that the wearer

holds the office of a Councillor and/or Lord Mayor or Deputy Lord Mayor.

9.2. Councillors may book meeting rooms for official business in a specified council building at 

no cost. Rooms may be booked through a specified officer in the CEO’s office or another 

specified staff member.  

9.3. The provision of facilities will be of a standard deemed by the CEO, in consultation with the 

Lord Mayor, as appropriate for the purpose.  

Stationery 

9.4. Council will provide the following stationery to Councillors each year:  

 letterhead, to be used only for correspondence associated with civic duties

 business cards

 up to 1,500 ordinary postage stamps

 up to 200 Christmas or festive cards per year for Councillors and 600 for the Lord

Mayor

 minor items of consumable stationery, such as pens, pencils and paper clips.

9.5. As per Section 5, stamps shall only be used to support a Councillor’s civic duties. Councillor 

mail will only be posted using the stamps provided. Any stamps not used will not be carried 

over to the next year’s allocation.  

Administrative support 

9.6. Council will provide administrative support to Councillors to assist them with their civic 

duties only. Administrative support may be provided by staff in the CEO’s office or by a 

member of council’s administrative staff as arranged by the CEO or their delegate.  
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9.7. As per Section 5, council staff are expected to assist Councillors with civic duties only, and 

not assist with matters of personal or political interest, including campaigning.  

10. Additional facilities for the Lord Mayor

10.1. Council will provide the Lord Mayor with a maintained motor vehicle to a similar standard of 

other council vehicles, with a fuel card and toll road tag. The vehicle will be supplied for use 

in attending official business or professional development and attendance at the Lord 

Mayor's office.  

10.2. A parking space at council’s offices will be reserved for the Lord Mayor’s council issued 

vehicle for use on official business, professional development and attendance at the Lord 

Mayor’s office.  

10.3. Council will provide the Lord Mayor with a furnished office incorporating a computer 

configured to council’s standard operating environment, telephone and meeting space. 

10.4. In performing his or her civic duties, the Lord Mayor will be assisted by a number of staff 

providing administrative, secretarial and policy support. The number of staff supporting the 

Lord Mayor and Councillors will be determined by the CEO in consultation with the Lord 

Mayor.   

10.5. As per Section 5, staff assisting the Lord Mayor are to work on official business only, and 

not for matters of personal or political interest, including campaigning.  
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PART D – PROCESSES RELATED TO THIS POLICY 

11. Approval, payment and reimbursement

arrangements 

11.1. Expenses should only be incurred by Councillors in accordance with the provisions of this 

policy.   

11.2. Approval for incurring expenses, or for the reimbursement of such expenses, should be 

obtained before the expense is incurred.  

11.3. Up to the maximum limits specified in this policy, approval for the following may be sought 

after the expense is incurred:   

 local travel relating to the conduct of official business

 emergency carer costs associated with the need to attend to official business

 ICT expenditure.

11.4. Final approval for payments made under this policy will be granted by the CEO or their 

delegate.  

Direct payment 

11.5. Council may approve and directly pay expenses. Requests for direct payment must be 

submitted to the CEO for assessment against this policy using prescribed form, with 

sufficient information and time to allow for the claim to be assessed and processed.  

Reimbursement 

11.6. All claims for reimbursement of expenses incurred must be made on the prescribed form, 

supported by appropriate receipts and/or tax invoices and be submitted to the CEO or 

his/her delegate. 

Timeframe for reimbursement 

11.7. Unless otherwise specified in this policy, Councillors must provide all claims for 

reimbursement within three months of an expense being incurred. Claims made after this 

time can only be approved by the CEO, in consultation with the Lord Mayor. 

Advance payment 

11.8. Council may pay a cash advance for Councillors attending approved conferences, seminars 

or professional development.   

11.9. The maximum value of a cash advance is $150 per day of the conference, seminar or 

professional development to a maximum of $500.  

11.10. Requests for advance payment must be submitted to the CEO for assessment against this 

policy using the prescribed form with sufficient information and time to allow for the claim to 

be assessed and processed.  
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11.11. Councillors must fully reconcile all expenses against the cost of the advance within one 

month of incurring the cost and/or returning home. This includes providing to council:  

 a full reconciliation of all expenses including appropriate receipts and/or tax invoices

 reimbursement of any amount of the advance payment not spent in attending to

official business or professional development.

Notification 

11.12. If a claim is approved, council will make payment directly or reimburse the Councillor 

through accounts payable. If a claim is refused, council will inform the Councillor in writing 

that the claim has been refused and the reason for the refusal.  

Reimbursement to council 

11.13. In accordance with the Model Code of Conduct for Local Councils in NSW Councillors must 

use council resources ethically, effectively, efficiently and carefully in the course of public 

duties. 

11.14. If a Councillor, or council has incurred an expense on behalf of a Councillor, that exceeds a 

maximum limit, exceeds reasonable incidental private use or is not provided for in this 

policy:  

 council will invoice the Councillor for the expense

 the Councillor will reimburse council for that expense within 28 days of the invoice

date.

11.15. If the Councillor cannot reimburse council within 28 days of the invoice date, they are to 

submit a written explanation to the CEO. The CEO may elect to deduct the amount out of 

the Councillor’s allowance.  

11.16. Council’s Executive Support Unit will provide Councillors regular updates on expenditure 

and provide additional notifications when approaching maximum limits. 

12. Disputes

12.1. If the Councillor disputes a determination under this policy, the Councillor should discuss the 

matter with the CEO.  

12.2. If the Councillor and the CEO cannot resolve the dispute, the Councillor may submit a notice 

of motion to council seeking to have the dispute resolved. 

13. Return or retention of facilities

13.1. All unexpended facilities or equipment supplied under this policy are to be relinquished 

immediately upon a Councillor or Lord Mayor ceasing to hold office.  

14. Reporting

14.1. Under the Act and Regulation, Council is required to include specific information in its 

Annual Report about the payment of expenses and facilities to Councillors in relation to their 

civic functions.  
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14.2. In addition to the statutory reporting requirements, Council reports the total cost of expenses 

and the provision of facilities for the Lord Mayor and Councillors by way of Council’s 

Integrated Planning and Reporting program and quarterly financial performance reporting. 

14.3 Under the Regulation, Council is also required to report on the Councillors Professional 

Development Program through the following: 

 Council is required to report to the first council meeting after the induction program

is delivered the activities offered to the Lord Mayor and Councillors as part of the

program, and whether or not the Lord Mayor and each Councillor participated in 

them. 

 Council is also required to report to the first council meeting held after 30 June each

year the ongoing professional development activities that were offered to the Lord

Mayor and each Councillor in the year to 30 June, and whether or not the Lord 

Mayor and each Councillor participated in them. 

 The CEO is also required to ensure these reports are published on Council’s

website.

15. Auditing

15.1. The operation of this policy, including claims made under this policy, will be included in 

Council’s audit program and an audit undertaken annually.   

16. Breaches

16.1. Suspected breaches of this policy are to be reported to the CEO.  

16.2. Alleged breaches of this policy shall be dealt with by following the processes outlined for 

breaches of the Code of Conduct, as detailed in the Code and in the Procedures for the 

Administration of the Code.  
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PART E – HISTORY  

Document History 

2012 Policy was reviewed and amended by Parramatta City Council resolution on 25 June 

2012  

2013 Policy was amended. Part 13.17 Facilities, Charitable and Community function part 2 

was included via Councillor Notice of Motion on 25 February 2013.     

2017  Draft Policy was revised after review. 

Sept 2017 clause 6.33 to include “provide or” as per admin briefing note 

Nov 2017  Definition of “official business” revised as per NOM 13.11.2017 min 913 

May 2018 Policy reviewed and revised for pubic exhibition. 

Associated documents 

Relevant legislation 

• Local Government Act 1993, Section 252

• Local Government (General) Regulation 2005

Related council policies 

• Code of Conduct

• Gifts and Benefits Policy
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NOTICE OF MOTION 

ITEM NUMBER 14.1 

SUBJECT Creating an accessible for all and inclusive City of Parramatta, 
particularly achieving an age-friendly City 

REFERENCE F2005/01944 - D06126923 

REPORT OF Councillor     

To be Moved by Councillor Sameer Pandey. 

RECOMMENDATION 

That staff provide a consolidated report to Council on the existing and future actions 
being undertaken to create an accessible and inclusive city, including consideration 
of the actions included in the background to this notice of motion and the attached 
correspondence. 
BACKGROUND 

As a Councillor, I recently received a letter from the Council on the Ageing (COTA- 
letter attached). 

COTA pointed out that the people they represent – those over 50 years old, make up 
almost 28 % of the Parramatta population.   

During a consultation with their local consumer reference group, a number of issues 
relating to the city were raised by local older people, including footpaths, parks, 
parking, seating and quality liveable urban environments. 

While I am aware that many actions are currently in progress, I would like a 
consolidated summary on how we are addressing these issues to create a city which 
meets the needs of older residents and address accessibility issues.  

I would like staff to consider a number of actions in their report, including (but not 
limited to) the following: 

 a comprehensive audit of footpaths that considers the quality of walking

access, particularly from North Parramatta, Westmead and surrounding areas 

into the CBD. 

 Braille street name strips on multi-function street poles (such as used in Sydney

CBD) 

 Broad implementation of timed pedestrian crossings 

 Safety considerations 

 Recognise the great diversity within the City of Parramatta.

 Wayfinding and mapping accessible areas 

 Tactile strips at crossings and footpath 

 Meaningful Signage. 

 An accessibility map for the CBD. 

In addition, I recommend staff also review the World Health Organisation Age-
friendly Cities Framework website which contains some excellent resource 
information on this issue. 
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ATTACHMENTS: 
1⇩  Letter from Council on the Ageing (COTA) NSW 1 Page 
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NOTICE OF MOTION 

ITEM NUMBER 14.2 

SUBJECT Blueprint of Future Possibilities for Parramatta 

REFERENCE F2017/01922 - D06126913 

REPORT OF Councillor     

To be Moved by Councillor Sameer Pandey. 

RECOMMENDATION 

That staff provide a summary of draft city ideas that will form the blueprint to address the long 
term needs of the City of Parramatta for Councillor consideration by the end of 2018. 
BACKGROUND 
In the past Council has identified a number of significant infrastructure elements and successfully 
advocated with State and Federal Governments for these to be included in project delivery, grant 
funding programs and future strategies. Current projects under consideration include the 
Parramatta Light Rail, West Metro, Westmead hospital expansion, and ring road projects. 

As the city grows, it is important that we as Councillors start thinking not only of the next major 
infrastructure projects for the Central City, but also the social infrastructure investments required 
to make this a great city. By this I mean not just a summary of our views on jobs, connections 
and transport, but also the open space, schools, libraries, traffic solutions, services etc. that will 
be required to service the Parramatta of the future. 

While I appreciate that some of these ideas will be physical, others might initially be benchmarks 
or simply advocating for minimum future provision across precincts or broader areas. Some 
ideas are already in long term government plans, but are not yet prioritised or scheduled. Other 
ideas might be presently unfunded, but still be great opportunities for a future city deal or a 
private investment such as an unsolicited proposal. 

Where possible, a consolidated summary plan of these ideas and how they might benefit 
Parramatta and its community in the future would be a useful starting point for discussion. Once 
agreed, Councillors could use this resource as an advocacy tool, and potentially prompt a 
different approach at all levels of Government to addressing the needs of the city.
ATTACHMENTS: 
There are no attachments for this report. 
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