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Abbreviations and terms used in this submission

Reference Abbreviation or Term
Apartment Design Guide ADG
Australian Rainfall and Runoff ARR
Biodiversity Stewardship Agreement BSA
Conservation Management Plan CMP
Community Housing Provider CHP
Cumberland Plain Woodland CPW
Development Application DA

Draft Development Control Plan Draft DCP
Economic Development Strategy EDS

Great Western Highway GWH
Institute of Applied Technology IAT
Integrated Water Cycle Management IWCM
Local Government Area LGA

Noise Management Plan NMP
Preliminary Site Investigation PSI

Penrith Development Control Plan 2014 Penrith DCP
Penrith Employment Lands Strategy Penrith ELS
Social Infrastructure Assessment SIA
Werrington Park Corporate Centre WPCC
Western Sydney Airport WSA
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1. Key Message

Council thanks the Department of Planning, Housing and Infrastructure (DPHI) for the
opportunity to review the State-Assessed Rezoning Proposal (SARP) for the Western
Sydney University (WSU) Werrington Precinct. The strategic intent of the proposal is to
facilitate the delivery of residential and non-residential development uses, research
and education, open spaces, community facilities, transport and stormwater
infrastructure.

While not necessarily directly related to the planning proposal, Council is concerned
that WSU is selling this land without a clear strategy to reinvest funds into the Penrith
LGA. This land was granted to WSU for the purpose of tertiary education. The
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) does not commit WSU to investing in tertiary
education in Penrith and Council remains disappointed with this outcome.

This submission raises key issues and identifies other matters, which need to be
addressed and resolved. Of upmost importance to Council is ensuring the current and
future residents have access to jobs close to home and that sufficient infrastructure is
planned, funded and delivered to support growth. These outcomes are fundamental to
achieving Council's long-standing strategic objectives and maintaining the liveability,
productivity and sustainability of the Penrith LGA.

Council cannot currently support the planning framework as drafted as it does not
provide certainty on the development outcomes through the draft planning framework.
Council's assessment indicates that the proposed planning controls could facilitate a
yield of approximately 2,696 dwellings, demonstrating that the current framework does
not provide adequate certainty regarding development capacity, density and built
form outcomes.

Given the scale of change proposed and the departure from the assumptions that
underpin the existing WELL Contributions Plan, Council considers that either a
substantial amendment to the existing WELL Contributions Plan or the preparation of
new Contributions Plan will be required. This work should be undertaken prior to
finalisation of any rezoning to ensure that the infrastructure framework, funding
arrangements and developer contributions appropriately reflect the revised
development outcomes and community needs.

Council is unable to enter into a Voluntary Planning Agreement (VPA) at this time due to
the uncertainty surrounding the proposed development outcomes and lack of
assurance that the outcome supported by DPHI will deliver an appropriate benefit to
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existing and future communities. Council remains concerned adequacy and
comprehensiveness of items contained within the Public Benefit Offer. Council’s
assessment indicates there are too many technical inputs that remain outstanding or
uncertain for a VPA to progress at this time. The key reason being, if Council were to
agree to the PBO as drafted, there is no capacity or ability for Council to renegotiate or
increase the infrastructure items.

This issue is further complicated by proposed amendments to the Planning Systems
SEPP that could enable key infrastructure and subdivision works to proceed as State
significant Development (SSD), creating additional uncertainty around how locall
infrastructure will be funded, coordinated and delivered. Accordingly, a comprehensive
review of the contributions framework is required to ensure adequate infrastructure is
provided and no shortfall is created for the existing or future community.

Council is also concerned with the proposed amendments to the Planning System SEPP
which will enable an SSD planning pathway for principal subdivision and built form.
Council considers this approach inappropriate as it reduces the role of local planning
considerations, limits community input, and may result in development outcomes that
are inconsistent with the vision and objectives established through local planning
framework. Council maintains that the Development Control Plan (DCP) should be
finalised as part of the rezoning process to provided certainty regarding development
outcomes, clearly establish development controls, urban structure, land use interfaces,
built form and public domain outcomes, and ensure consistency with Penrith DCP 2014.

Providing jobs closer to home has been a long-standing strategic priority for Council
and is a key objective of the Penrith Employment Lands Strategy (ELS), which works
alongside Council's Local Housing Strategy to balance employment growth with
population growth. The strategy identifies the retention and protection of employment
lands as criterial to meeting future job creation targets and supporting the economic
needs of a growing community.

Council faces a significant challenge in delivering sufficient employment opportunities
to meet the needs of a rapidly growing population. Every employment precinct plays a
critical role in achieving this objective. The loss or rezoning of employment land
undermines Council's ability to meet its employment targets and is inconsistent with its
strategic objective of providing more jobs closer to home for the Penrith community.

Council requests that DPHI work with the proponent to increase the number and
diversity of jobs provided on the site, consistent with Council's strategic planning
framework and long-standing objectives.

PENRITH Penrith City Council | PO Box 60, Penrith NSW 2751 Australia
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Council's position is that the SARP should not be progressed until all key issues raised in
this submission are satisfactorily addressed, including the provision of a planning
framework that provides certainty regarding development outcomes, dwelling yields
and employment outcomes, and the establishment of an appropriate contributions
framework to ensure infrastructure is delivered commensurate with future growth.
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2. Strategic Planning Framework

2]. Employment land and jobs
Economic strategic context

e The SARP claims the existing planning framework for the Werrington Precinct is no
longer appropriate given the change in circumstances, including:

o the lack of a Metro station

o other more suitable employment precincts in Penrith and adjacent LGAs
serviced by the Western Sydney Airport (WSA) Metro

o better opportunities for allied industry investment and employment growth in
The Quarter gravitating towards Nepean Hospital in Kingswood (with stronger
transport connections) and

o better opportunities for education aligned jobs growth on the WSU’s Kingswood
Campus (with a potential capacity for 5,600 additional jobs).

e The SARP also raises Sydney's broader housing crisis and the priority and
opportunity to provide housing on the Werrington Precinct in response to the
National Housing Accord targets.

¢ While acknowledging changes have occurred to the economic landscape, Council
investigations have demonstrated that there are still significant opportunities for
employment and jobs on the Werrington Precinct.

¢ While some of the economic conditions and drivers may have changed for the
Werrington Precinct, there is still a major economic opportunity in providing
planning controls for industrial/commercial employment space, to attract tenants
in allied industries near the TAFE and WSU, which has not been fully leveraged in the
SARP.

Clarify guantum of retail and commercial floorspace and jobs

e Clarity is needed on the proposed quantum of retail and commercial floorspace.
The SARP’s Urban Design Report (Development Schedule) refers to 11,985sgqm GFA of
non-residential uses (excluding the proposed school), whereas the SARP ELA refers
to 10,496sgm retail GFA and 9,412sgm commercial GFA.

e Further, assuming the quantum of commercial GFA includes the existing Werrington
Park Corporate Centre (WPCC) (5,500sgm GFA), it is unclear where the remaining
3,912sgm commercial GFA is proposed.

e Clarity is also needed on the estimation of job yield on WSU Werrington site. The
SARP's Employment Land Study Assessment and Town Centre Strategy (SARP ELA)

PENRITH Penrith City Council | PO Box 60, Penrith NSW 2751 Australia
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refers to an overall yield of 1,070 jobs on the Werrington Precinct. It uses a rate of
42sgm GFA per retail job and 13.1sgm GFA per commercial job in calculating this job
yield. The NSW Government common planning assumptions list the following job
rates for various retail and commercial uses as:

o Retail: Shops and cafes — 35sgm per job; Department stores — 55sgm per job;
Large format retail — 70sgm per job; Retail services — 80sgm per job

o Commercial: Office spaces outside 10min of a transport hub — 20sgm per job;
productivity support (E3/SP4) — 35sgm per job

o Other: Childcare centre — 35sgm per job; Medical centre — 32sgm per job;
Fitness centre —100sgm per job; Sports and recreation — 225sgm per job

A number of uses proposed in the mixed-use town centre fall under the retail
services category (80sgm per job). The rates used in the SARP ELA, however, are
significantly higher resulting in an over-estimation of potential jobs. Calculation of
job yield based on the GFAs listed in the SARP’s Urban Design Report and the job
rates under NSW Government common planning assumptions indicate potential for
500 jobs in total, with 250 jobs in the mixed-use town centre, 165 jobs in the WPCC
and 85 jobs in the proposed school. Given the significant difference in job yields
(1,070 vs 500 jobs), the proponent should clarify the methodology for calculating the
estimated 1,070 jobs.

Clarify jobs identified on the Kingswood Campus

The SARP justifies removal of employment lands from the Werrington Campus
through the growth of jobs and educational opportunities on the Kingswood
Campus.

The WSU Kingswood Master Plan Study (study) indicates a potential for 132,000sgm
of additional GFA and 5,600 additional jobs on the Kingswood site over its 6-stage
development. The study is in draft, has not been subject to any approvals, and does
not address jobs from the Werrington campus that have been redirected.

The study assumes a rate of 20sgm GFA per job for ‘general’ uses (stages 2, 3, 4
and 6), 50sgm GFA per job for STEAM uses (stage 1) and 136sgm GFA per job for
recreational uses (stage 5).

These job rates are substantially different to the NSW Government common
planning assumptions which list 100sgm per job for University and TAFE premises.
The job rate of 20sgm per job used in the Kingswood Master Plan Study is suitable
for open plan office buildings near transport hubs, not tertiary education and
research premises.

PENRITH Penrith City Council | PO Box 60, Penrith NSW 2751 Australia
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Consequently, Council raises that the use of the much higher job rates has resulted
in a significant over-estimation of the potential jobs that would be provided on the

WSU Kingswood site, recalculated to be only about 1,320 jobs.

Council Position:
Council supports the presence of the University on the Kingswood campus

and would like to see a clear investment strategy and delivery plan to

1.
support its growth for the Penrith and Western Sydney.

2. Council requests that DPHI review the calculation of job figures in the SARP
and give consideration to supporting Council’s strategic framework and job

targets.

3. Council supports housing delivery but considers this should be balanced with
employment-generating land uses to maximise the precinct's strategic role
as an innovation and employment hub within the East-West Corridor.

Draft Kingswood-Werrington Structure Plan
Council endorsed the draft Kingswood-Werrington Structure Plan (draft Structure
Plan) for public exhibition, which was undertaken from 28 May - 26 June 2026. This

2.2
builds on Council's long-established vision for the Kingswood—-Werrington Corridor

[ ]

as a leading health, education and innovation precinct.

The draft Structure Plan aligns delivering 6,000 jobs, predominantly within the
health, education, research, knowledge and technical sectors, as identified through

the Penrith Employment Lands Strategy 2021 (ELS) and Economic Development

Strategy 2023-2031 (EDS).
Jobs under the draft Structure Plan
The draft Structure Plan distributes future jobs growth across multiple locations
within the Kingswood-Werrington Corridor. It seeks to balance the employment
aspirations in the ELS and EDS with contemporary market realities.

The supporting Economic, Feasibility and Market Analysis has identified:
o the Werrington Precinct is well suited to accommodate a range of employment-

[ ]
generating uses, including light industrial, research, technology and innovation-

L]
related activities, based on opportunities as discussed above

o employment development is best located either side of GWH
o this employment development would provide long-term capacity to transition
10
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towards higher-order employment activities as the surrounding health and

innovation precinct ecosystem matures.
Werrington Precinct based on employment assumptions including 13.13ha GFA for

Under the draft Structure Plan, approximately 3,950 jobs have been attributed to the
employment uses, 0.95ha GFA for a local centre and 0.86ha GFA for education uses.

In comparison, the SARP results in a shortfall of 2,880 jobs.

Residential density under the draft Structure Plan
Under the draft Structure Plan, residential densities are proposed in a balanced

approach, providing density uplift across the Kingswood-Werrington Corridor
considering factors such as public transport access, green space amenity, access

to employment and protecting the hierarchy, and scale of centre growth across the

East-West Corridor.
A significant proportion of dwellings proposed under the SARP are in residential flat
buildings and shop-top housing. Even within high density developments, the size of

individual units is assumed to be 70sgm as per the Urban Design Report

(Development Schedule). This dwelling size equates to a 2-bedroom unit. While
smaller apartment units have their merits, Council questions whether the location

lends itself to these dwelling types.
with the risk of a larger proportion of the population depending on private car-

Locating high density developments outside of transit accessible locations comes
based travel. The quantum of high-density housing on the WSU Werrington site

should be reconsidered along with increasing employment-generating uses. If
high-density housing is proposed, consideration should also be given to including a

1l

greater mix of larger, family friendly apartments including 3 and 4 bedroom units.
e A comparison of residential densities is provided below:
WSU SARP Draft Structure Plan
low density 900 dwellings (200sgm 620 dwellings (300sgm lots)
lots)
medium density | 100 dwellings (125sgm lots) | 355 dwellings (120sgm lots)
high density 500 dwellings NIL
total 1500 dwellings 975 dwellings

The draft Structure Plan has set a minimum lots size of 300m? for detached

dwellings to be appropriate to ensure acceptable residential amenity outcomes

and urban cooling, broader community liveability and to be appropriate for the

Werrington Precinct context.
Penrith City Council | PO Box 60, Penrith NSW 2751 Australia
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The draft Structure Plan is also based on 300sgm to ensure a good fit with relatively
new developments to the east and west of the northern section of the WSU
Werrington site, which have 300-400m? and 250m? minimum ot sizes respectively
for dwelling houses.

State Significant Planning Pathway

A draft DCP was placed on public exhibition as part of the SARP package however, it
is not proposed to be adopted as part of the rezoning package.

The EIE instead proposes the inclusion of a clause with Penrith LEP requiring a DCP to
be in force prior to the granting of development consent.

Under Section 4.23 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979, a
Concept Development Application may be used as an alternative to a DCP
required by an environmental planning instrument.

The EIE also proposes amendments to Schedule 2, Section 2 of the State
Environmental Planning Policy (Planning Systems) 2021 to nominate the principal
subdivision of land and built form development with capital investment value of
$30 million or more as State Significant Development (SSD).

The nomination of the principal subdivision and built form as SSD would result in the
application/s being assessed and determined by the State government rather than
Council.

This is a significant concern given the subdivision may establish public
infrastructure and assets that could ultimately be dedicated and maintained by
Council with limited influence over the assessment, design and delivery of these
assets despite potentially assuming ongoing ownership, management and
maintenance responsibilities.

Matters intended to be resolved through a DCP may instead be considered and
approved through the SSD assessment process. This would reduce Council's ability
to influence detailed planning, urban design, infrastructure and public domain
outcomes.

Council Position:

1. Council does not support the proposed amendment to Schedule 2, Section 2
of the Planning System SEPP to nominate the principal subdivision and built
form development as a State Significant Development.

2. The principal subdivision to establish the road network, public domain,

PENRITH Penrith City Council | PO Box 60, Penrith NSW 2751 Australia
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maintenance responsibilities.
3. An SSD pathway is not appropriate without certainty of the contributions

drainage infrastructure, open space and development lots should remain
subject to local assessment and determination, as assets could ultimately be
dedicated to Council and will result in ongoing ownership, management and

framework.
4. Council does not support the proposed clause to Penrith LEP requiring a DCP
to be in force prior to the granting of development consent but rather it

should be finalised as part of the rezoning.
5. The draft DCP allows for greater transparency during the public exhibition

process as it outlines the controls ahead of the rezoning being finalised. This
transparency is diminished given there is no intension to adopt a DCP as part

of the rezoning package.
Resolving outstanding DCP maitters prior to finalisation of the rezoning
provides certainty regarding the ultimate development outcome, ensures

6.
the intended urban structure, land use interface treatments, building form
controls and public domain outcomes are clearly established at the outset.

7. A DCP should be finalised and incorporated into Penrith DCP 2014 prior to the
making of any rezoning instrument to provide greater certainty regarding the
development outcome, ensure consistency with city-wide planning controls,

and enable Council, stakeholders and the community to fully understand the

implication, infrastructure requirements and likely outcomes of the proposal.

4.,

PENRITH

Penrith Local Environmental Plan 2010

The proposed planning framework outlined in the EIE to amend Penrith Local

Environmental Plan (PLEP) is not sufficiently robust and does not accurately reflect
the development that has been identified in the master plan by the proponent.

The following outlines comments on appropriate amendments to Penrith Local

Environmental Plan (LEP) 2010.

Zoning
An R1 General Residential and MUI Mixed Use zoning has been applied. This flexible
13
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approach is only suitable when there are appropriate development standards
(minimum lot size, height, FSR) in place to support desired development outcomes.

This is not the case in this instance, as outlined further below.
The application of the MUI Mixed Use zone to land east of First Avenue (South) is not
supported as it could facilitate apartment-style development that is incompatible
with the adjoining low-density residential character of Claremont Meadows. Given
the elevated position of the precinct and proposed earthworks, such development
may result in significant overlooking, privacy and amenity impacts on neighbouring
properties. Council considers that an R2 Low Density Residential or R3 Medium
Density Residential zone should be applied along the eastern boundary to provide
an appropriate transition to surrounding residential areas and ensure future

development is compatible with the existing neighbourhood character.
The RE1 Public Recreation zoning is generally supported except for the matters

identified in this submission that needs to be considered as part of a public benefit

offer. Council does not support the rezoning of Frogmore House to REI.

L
The C2 Environmental Conservation zoning is supported, which now covers the
majority and most significant areas of the Cumberland Plain Woodland on the

L
Werrington Precinct. However, Council is not in a position to accept ownership of
this land until the management options and full cost of maintenance is known.

Council Position:
Broad Rl and MUI zoning are not supported, as they provide insufficient
certainty on land use, density and built form outcomes.

1.
2. Council opposes MUI zoning adjoining existing low density residential of
Claremont Meadows, east of First Street (South). More appropriate R2 or R3

zones should be applied.
3. The expanded C2 zoning protecting CPW areas is supported.

4. More RE1 land for playing fields needs to be provided north of the GWH.

5. Zoning for Frogmore House and curtilage must be informed by CMP.

42  Height of buildings (HOB)
The proposed 22m HOB in the north-western corner of the southern part of the

Werrington Precinct (MU1 zone) is located at the top of the ridgeline and will alter

the landscape view of the ridge and Aboriginal cultural heritage appreciation of
Country as viewed from GWH from the eastern and western approach and distant
14
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better positioned in lower areas of the Precinct.
relating to the mixed use town centre and the WPCC, which needs to be rectified.

Plan.
building forms (less than 22m) in this area. However, the uniform 22m HOB control is
unlikely to deliver a mix of building heights. Apartments of this height would be

There is a discrepancy in the HOB between the Master Plan and the Planning Report

views from St Marys, as indicated in the model testing on pages 96-97 of the Master

The model testing on pages 96-97 of the Master Plan also shows a mix of lower

1.

Council Position:

The proposed 22m building height on the ridgeline is not supported due to
visual, landscape and Aboriginal cultural heritage impacts on Country.

Rectify the HOB discrepancies between the Master Plan and Planning Report.

4.3

2.

Minimum lot size (MLS)

a diversity of housing and dwelling designs and typologies.
Analysis by Council officers indicates that up to 2,696 dwellings could be
accommodated on the site based on the planning framework in the EIE (noting no

dwelling cap is proposed). This would reduce to 2,533 if the school was to progress.

This increase from the stated 1,500 dwellings would have a significant impact on

The MLS mapping does not secure meaningful variety of lot sizes to accommodate
the infrastructure demand and also questions the underlying assumptions in the

technical reports and as such does not provide certainty for Council and the

community around development outcomes.
Refer to further comments in section 3 of this submission relating to contributions.
A more diverse mix of lot sizes should be incorporated on the MLS map, including

larger lot sizes (400sgm+) in accordance with the intention of the Master Plan.
The proposed scale/extent of application of the minimum lot size of 125sgm is not

considered appropriate for the Werrington Precinct context. The site is not within 10
minutes walking distance to a railway station and 125sgm lots are inadequate to

accommodate acceptable private open space, deep soil zones to support canopy

cover, landscaped areaq, waste storage space, and required car parking.
It is noted there is a discrepancy in the Lot Size mapping between the Master Plan

and the Planning Report relating to the north-western corner of the southern part of
15

[ ]
the Werrington Precinct, which needs to be rectified.
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Council Position:
. The MLS map should incorporate a greater mix of lot sizes, including more
lots 400m?2+.

2. Council does not support the proposed extent/scale of application of 125m?
mMinimum lot size.

3. Rectify the MLS discrepancies between the Master Plan and Planning Report.

44 Land Reservation Acquisition Map

e The SARP proposes to remove the four existing open space locations identified on
the Land Reservation Acquisition Map. Council objects to the removal of these
locations, as they represent existing obligations under the WELL CP. While the SARP
indicates that the transfer of open space would occur through a planning
agreement, Council has not agreed to enter into such an agreement. Until an
alternative and legal mechanism is established and agreed to by Council, the four
existing open space locations should remain on the LRA Map to ensure the
continued delivery of these obligations.

45 Heritage Map

The SARP proposes to amend the curtilage of the locally heritage listed item 315
“Werrington Park House, Garden and Poplar Ave”, as identified on the Heritage Map.
Council does not support amendments to the heritage curtilage or associated
mapping at this stage. The existing curtilage should be retained until a Conservation
Management Plan (CMP) has been prepared. A CMP is necessary to
comprehensively assess the heritage significant of the item and determine an
appropriate curtilage and planning framework, including any consequential
amendments to zoning and heritage mapping.

The removal of the heritage affectation from the Kingswood Campus needs to be
considered further in the context of the suitability of this site for recreational
purposes.

46 Scenic and landscape values mapping

e The SARP should include a comprehensive scenic and visual landscape
assessment to identify significant views, view corridors and landscape features
within and surrounding the Werrington Precinct. Particular consideration should be
given to:

PENRITH Penrith City Council | PO Box 60, Penrith NSW 2751 Australia
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O

o Views of the north-south ridgeline, including views from the GWH from both the

east and western approaches:

Distant views of the ridgeline and associated landscape from St Marys and

surrounding areas:
Significant eastward and westward views available from the south-western

corner of the precinct: and
o Views towards the Blue Mountains.
Penrith LEP 2010, Clause 7.5 Protection of scenic character and landscape values,
has provisions to identify and protect areas that have particular scenic values. The
clause applies to land identified on the SLV Map. The Werrington Precinct includes

significant local and regional views to the east and west.
The SARP should include a thorough scenic analysis, to ensure all the significant

scenic views into and out of the Werrington Precinct are identified, and where
appropriate identified and protected through inclusion under Clause 7.5 of Penrith

LEP and associated mapping.

Council Position:

1. Council has not agreed to enter into a Planning Agreement at this stage. In
the absence of any alternative mechanism is established and agreed to by

Council, the four existing open space locations should remain identified on

the LRA.
The heritage curtilage for heritage item 315 should not be amended unless

2.
the proposed amendment is informed by a CMP.

3. Scenic and landscape protections should be strengthened through and
updated scenic analysis, and where appropriated recognise and protect key
view corridors, vistas and landscaped features within, into and out of the

precinct through the inclusion in Clause 7.5 LEP provisions and associated
mapping. This also relates to Council’'s concerns with the 22m maximum

building height at the ridgeline.

477  Additional local provisions
Minimum lot size by dwelling type
As outlined in section 3.3 of this submission, Council seeks greater mix of lot sizes

on the MLS map to address diversity.
Penrith City Council | PO Box 60, Penrith NSW 2751 Australia
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e The proposed clause establishes separate minimum lot size requirements for
specific housing types which are larger than the proposed mapped minimum lot
size. The proposed minimum lot size controls may inadvertently constrain housing
diversity outcomes by favouring detached dwellings over more diverse housing
forms. For example, a dual occupancy would require a minimum lot size of 450m?,
whereas the equivalent yield could potentially be achieved through two detached
dwellings on separate lots.

e The SARP should therefore justify the proposed minimum lot size requirements for
each housing type and demonstrate how they support, rather than hinder, the
objective of providing a diverse range of housing types and densities across the
precinct.

Exceptions to minimum lot sizes for dwelling houses

e The proposal includes minimum lot sizes that are smaller than those considered
appropriate by Council and also proposes further exemptions to these standards in
locations that are proximate to land zoned REI, MUl and drainage. No strategic
planning justification has been provided to support this additional flexibility, which
creates uncertainty regarding the ultimate subdivision and built form outcomes.

Absence of a maximum lot number provisions and minimum commercial floor space
e Council's assessment, applying the proposed ‘Exemptions to Minimum Lot Size for
Dwelling Houses' provisions, indicates a potential yield of approximately 2,696
dwellings across the precinct. This demonstrates that the proposed minimum lot

size controls alone do not provide sufficient certainty regarding the ultimate
development capacity and built form outcomes that may result.

e To address this uncertainty, additional local provisions should specify the maximum
number of lots and/or dwellings permitted within different areas of the precinct.
When applied in conjunction with the minimum lot size maps, these controls would
provide greater certainty for Council, landowners, and the broader community
regarding the scale, intensity and form of development that can be achieved.
Establishing both minimum lot size and maximum yield controls would ensure that
the intended development outcomes are clearly articulated and consistently
delivered.

e Asidentified above, Council is also concerned about the amount of jobs that will be
lost on the site. Consideration should be given to introducing minimum
commercial and retail floor space requirements.

PENRITH Penrith City Council | PO Box 60, Penrith NSW 2751 Australia
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e This approach supports orderly and coordinated planning, aligns development
capacity with the assumptions underpinning infrastructure and servicing strategies.

Council Position:

1. Alocal provision for further reductions to the minimum lot size is not
supported.

2. A control be included on the maximum number of lots and dwellings to
provide certainty on future development outcomes.

3. A control be considered requiring minimum retail and commercial floor
space.

5. Contributions Framework

51  WELL Development Contributions Plan 2008

e The WELL CP was established to deliver transport, water cycle, open space,
recreation and community infrastructure to support the planned development
outcomes for the precinct. It is based on the existing zoning and development
outcomes for the site of 6,000 jobs and 134 dwellings in the Werrington Precinct.
Surrounding development has previously contributed towards this infrastructure
framework with an expectation that key open space and community infrastructure
outcomes would be delivered consistent with the CP.

e The infrastructure identified on the subject site in the WELL CP has been planned to
service the subject site and the broader community.

e Allinfrastructure identified in the WELL CP should be delivered as the minimum
baseline for the site. The proposal should demonstrate infrastructure identified
within the WELL CP, outstanding infrastructure items to be delivered and any
additional infrastructure need generated by the proposal.

e In particular, the active open space identified within the northern portion of the site
was intended to support the broader catchment, located both east and west of the
development. The removal of this active open space in the proposal is not
supported, as it would reduce access to active recreation facilities for the existing
and future communities located north of the GWH.

e The proposal results in an overall shortfall of open space relative to the scale and
intensity of the proposed development. Council notes that the WELL CP anticipated

PENRITH Penrith City Council | PO Box 60, Penrith NSW 2751 Australia
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approximately 134 dwellings on the southern portion of the site, whereas the current
proposal seeks 1500 or more dwellings across the site. While the proposal indicates
an increase in the total quantum of open space compared with the WELL CP, this

comparison does not appropriately account for the substantial increase in the

projected residential population.

Table 1 below compares the provision of open space in the WELL CP compared to
the proposed offer. Council considers that both the quantity and quality of

proposed open space is insufficient to meet the needs of the future community.

L]
(This is discussed further under the open space section)
Table 1 Open Space comparison
WELL CP Public Benefit Offer
North Active Open space 3.15ha NIL
South Active Open space 2.2ha 2ha
North Passive Open space 3ha 6.8ha
2.06ha 41ha
5.4ha

South Passive Open Space
Kingswood Campus NIL

The proposed dedication of playing fields active open space within the Kingswood

Campus is not supported. Council does not consider this an appropriate location,

and the proposal does not adequately address site constraints including parking
availability, amenities and pedestrian connectivity. Additionally, uncertainty remains

regarding the integration of the open space with the Kingswood Campus and the

ongoing arrangements for public access, maintenance and management
responsibilities. The cost/value of this land should not be included in any public

benefit offer.
Analysis by Council officers indicates that up to 2,696 dwellings could be
accommodated on the site based on the planning framework in the EIE. This would

[ ]
reduce to 2,533 if the school was to progress.

e This increase from the stated 1,500 dwellings would have a significant impact on
the infrastructure demand and also questions the underlying assumptions in the
technical reports and as such, will not provide the required certainty for Council
and the community around development outcomes. Of particular concern are the

traffic impacts.

This uncertainty is increased by the proposed amendment to Schedule 2, Section 2

of the Planning Systems SEPP to nominate certain development types as State

Significant Development (SSD). Including the principal subdivision of land,
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pathway.

built form with an estimated development cost of $30 million.

This could mean that the principal subdivision of land, that would potentially
establish Council assets (if occepted) would be assessed and determined via SSD

establishing major allotments or public domain areas, or the creation of new
roadways, access roads, utilities, drainage infrastructure and associated works, and

1.

Council Position:
The proposal significantly departs from the strategic outcomes expected
under the WELL CP. The proposal should demonstrate how the proposed uplift

2. The proposal should deliver the WELL CP infrastructure as a baseline in

aligns with the strategic intent for the precinct and appropriately meets the

needs of the existing and future community.

addition to the additional infrastructure required as a result of the proposed

3. Council does not support the removal of the active open space north of the

uplift.
Great Western Highway. The removal of this land from the proposal would
reduce access to active recreation facilities for the surrounding catchment

and result in a shortfall of active open space.

4. The WELL CP identifies 10.4ha of open space (including 5.38ha of sporting
space) and 134 dwellings on the site. The proposal expects 1,500 dwellings and

more and therefore should provide open space proportionate to the

Council does not support the proposed dedication of two additional sports

S
fields at the Kingswood Campus due to location, lack of parking, amenities,
pedestrian access, integration and management and maintenance
responsibilities. The value of this land should not be included as a public

benefit.

projected population to avoid placing additional pressure on existing facilities.

Voluntary Planning Agreement

52
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Voluntary Planning Agreement (VPA). Any future offer and VPA will be assessed in
accordance with Council’s Developer Infrastructure Agreements Policy and must
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demonstrate that the proposed agreement provides a reasonable mechanism to
achieve the desired planning and community outcomes associated with the
development.

Council would ordinarily expect the developer to deliver local infrastructure items to
service new communities. Much of the local infrastructure identified in the public
benefit offer (PBO) is development contingent infrastructure and is not a public
benefit over what is ordinarily required to support a new community.

Council would not support the offer provided as it does not demonstrate sufficient
public benefit proportionate with the scale of the proposed development uplift. The
proposed agreement relates directly to a significant change in zoning and increase
in development capacity; as such the value and scope of the proposed
infrastructure must reflect the additional demand generated by the development.

The proposal does not adequately demonstrate that the infrastructure and
community benefits proposed would offset the additional demands placed on
existing and future infrastructure networks resulting from the increased population
and intensity of development.

Council does not support the proposed dedication of Frogmore House as a
community facility, particularly in the absence of a Conservation Management Plan
(CMP). Council's preference is for a monetary contribution to be provided in lieu of
delivering an onsite community facility.

Council notes the proposed cycleway along the collector road connecting to
Chapman Street on the eastern side of the development site. Further consideration
is required to determine the most appropriate location of the cycleway to ensure
an effective and integrated connection with the existing cycleway infrastructure
located on Corymbia Road.

Council notes the proposal includes a preliminary infrastructure schedule outlining
the proposed scope of works. Additional detail would be required as part of a future
offer including description of works, land and works values, components proposed
as Works-In-Kind and indicative staging.

Council is unable to accept ownership or ongoing maintenance responsibility for
the bridge infrastructure or structural supports. It is understood that this is being
discussed with Transport for NSW.

Council requires further clarification regarding the future ownership of the lot on the
southern site currently owned by the Minister for Education and Training, including
confirmation of whether the proponent intends to acquire the land or if the Minister
will be a party to any future agreement.

PENRITH Penrith City Council | PO Box 60, Penrith NSW 2751 Australia
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households at no more than 30% of the households’ gross income.

Refer to Council's Affordable Housing Strategy.

Council notes the provision of 3% affordable housing proposed within the offer.

However, the package does not include an affordability or feasibility assessment
that justifies this rate. Additionally, further information will be required including

delivery triggers, timing and the confirmed Community Housing Provider (CHP) to
ensure the most appropriate outcome is achieved.

Additionally, management of affordable housing needs to be enforced through a
CHP and dwellings should be rented to very low, or moderate income level

1.

2.

Council Position:
With the significant increase in population compared to that of the WELL CP,

Council must be satisfied that the infrastructure is appropriate for the

existing and future population.
The VPA offer would not be supported by Council as it does not meet the

assessment criteria within Council's Developer Infrastructure Agreements
Policy and does not demonstrate sufficient public benefit for existing and

future communities.
3. Council does not support the proposed dedication of Frogmore House as a

community facility. Council’s preference is for a monetary contribution that
provides greater flexibility to deliver community infrastructure outcomes

relevant with the needs of the broader catchment.
4. An offordability assessment is needed to support the proposed affordable
housing inclusion, and further detail is needed in relation to delivery triggers,

timing and the confirmed Community Housing Provider (CHP).

5. There are outstanding technical details that prevent Council from
understanding the full impact of the proposal, particularly in relation to traffic

impacts and cost of maintenance for conservation land.

6. Management of affordable housing needs to be enforced through a CHP
and dwellings rented to very low, or moderate income level households at no

more than 30% of the households’ gross income.

23
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Open Space, Facilities, Asset Management, Landscape

6.1.

6.
Open space demand and shortfall
The existing open space network was planned to service the current community
and previously planned development within the WELL Precinct and surrounding
catchment. The WELL CP does not plan for the additional population generated by

the proposed uplift in dwellings.
e Although the proposal provides approximately 11ha of passive open space and 2ha
of active open space on the site, this cannot be directly compared with the WELL
CP, as the proposal includes an uplift of 1,500 dwellings or more.

The Social Impact Assessment (SIA) identifies a shortfall in existing active open
space. The proposal identifies 18.4ha of public open space (13ha at Werrington and

L]
5.4ha at Kingswood Campus). While this exceeds Council's quantitative
benchmarks for local and linear parks, it remains below Council's adjusted
requirement of 22.53ha, accounting for the WELL CP baseline requirements and the

needs of the expected population, resulting in a net shortfall of approximately

413ha.

e Council has strong preference to retain the 2.2ha of RE1 zoned land that is adjacent
to the Caddens Corner Shopping Centre site as this is a central location within the
WELL Precinct and supports the Precinct Centre as a hub. Council notes the

proposal retains 2ha of this RE1 zoned open space.
Council does not support counting the rectangular RET land south of the bridge over
the Great Western Highway towards the overall open space provision. While it is
supported as a linear park and pedestrian connection between the northern and

southern precincts, its configuration and proximity to the highway limit its
recreational functionality. This space does not meet Council’s Sport and Recreation

Strategy and should be treated as a movement corridor rather than

programmable open space.
Kingswood campus to offset local open space shortfalls. The proposal does not
adequately address site constraints including parking availability, amenities and
pedestrian connectivity. Additionally, uncertainty remains regarding the integration

Council is concerned about the inclusion of the additional open space at the
of the open space with the Kingswood Campus and the ongoing arrangements for

L
public access, maintenance and management responsibilities.
Additionally, the proposed open space on the Kingswood Campus is located on

flood prone land and/or along local overland flow paths, which may limit its
24
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these facilities.

Reliance on these facilities disadvantages residents located further from the
campus, particularly communities north of the GWH and those with limited mobility.

functionality and usability. Active open space should not be located on flood-prone
land, as this compromises the quality, usability and long-term maintenance of

Council Position:

1.

2.

The proposal does not provide sufficient quality or quantity of open space to
meet the needs of the future population and is inconsistent with Council’s

Sport and Recreation Strategy.

The proposal results in a shortfall of open space, particularly active open
space. Additional function active open space is required to address future

sport and recreation demand and reduce pressure on existing facilities.

3. Council is concerned about the provision of open space on Kingswood

Campus to offset local open space shortfalls.

4. Councilis not in a position to accept land ownership of RET land until these

matters are resolved.

6.2.

Frogmore House heritage curtilage (recreation)
Council does not currently support ownership of Frogmore House and therefore, any

land that will not come into Council ownership should not be zoned REl. The REl area
should be unconstrained and capable of supporting future passive recreation

programs and community activities.
Frogmore House and its associated car park should be zoned RE2 Private

Recreation.

The unconstrained portion of the proposed 2.1ha heritage curtilage should be clearly
space should be counted toward open space provision calculations and to enable

identified, and only land capable of being programmed as functional public open

Council consideration of future ownership.
Zoning should represent and clearly define the ownership and function of
open space. REl needs to be useable public open space and this needs to be

Council Position:
demonstrated prior to Council accepting this zoning and future ownership of

1.
the RE1 land surrounding the Frogmore House curtilage.
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6.3. Biodiversity, conservation land and protection
The findings of the Biodiversity Assessment Report indicate the development would

result in the following impacts:
o Loss of 0.84ha of Cumberland Plain Woodland.
Loss of 0.35ha of PCT 3975 Southern Lower Floodplain Freshwater Wetlands, low

(@]
condition (Associated with constructed dams, is not a TEC)

o Loss of 0.17ha of potential habitat for Swift Parrot
o No quantified area of planted native vegetation
Loss of vegetation also represents habitat for a wide range of threatened fauna

o
such as microbats, megachiropteran bats, birds

o Loss of 16 hollow-bearing trees.
It is noted that the Biodiversity Assessment has not provided a quantified

assessment (area in ha) of how much planted native vegetation will be removed or

exotic trees will be removed.
In addition to the impacts that have been assessed in the BAR the Master Plan on

page 63 in the Urban Design Report shows walking trails through the conserved
bushland to the north of the site. Creation of these tracks will result in further

L]
clearing of Cumberland Plain Woodland that has not been accounted for in the
current Biodiversity Assessment Report. Access to these areas for recreation is likely
to result in further impacts that comes from increased occupation and demand for

open space and areas of bushland becomes risk of further tracks and trails being
created for bike jumps, firewood collection and vandalism. The BAR confirms that
Cumberland Plain Land Snail was identified in the Cumberland Plain Woodland

located in the Conserved Bushland to the north. The placement of tracks in this
area will further impact on habitat for this species. It is understood impacts

associated with this would be assessed at future DAs.
e Surveys have not been undertaken for Myotis Macropus (Southern Myotis). The
impacts on these species have not been assessed.
Following the site inspection undertaken on 5 February 2026 which was undertaken
with relevant representatives including DPHI and Niche etc it was apparent that

some of the areas that have been mapped as planted vegetation meet the
definition of Cumberland Plain Woodland. It is possible that some of the areas were

L
planted, however planted stands conform to the TEC and needs to be confirmed.

The proposal notes the high-value native vegetation and species habitat within the
C2 zoned land will be protected through a Biodiversity Stewardship Agreement
26
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(BSA) or through a VMP. A BSA would offer the highest level of biodiversity protection

however given this land would be dedicated to Council, further information is

required to understand funding and management responsibilities.
In addition, management of the site under a VMP would give Council greater control

and flexibility over site management. The decision about site suitability for a BSA

would be made by the Biodiversity Conservation Trust.
The SIA identifies approximately 12.5ha of conservation land available for low impact

L]
recreation and visual amenity. Whilst Council supports this additional land for use

by the public, it is noted the conflict that may arise if this land is managed under a

BSA.

The proposal should clearly identify the extent of unconstrained, programmable
constraints, detention basins, biodiversity, topography and other limitations.

A significant proportion of the proposed open space is constrained, limiting

unless the functionality can be demonstrated.

open space compared with land affected by heritage curtilage, overland flow, flood

Council's ability to embellish, activate and program these areas for community use.
Constrained land should not be included in the quantum open space requirements

Council Position:

Further information and detail is required in relation to the BSA and/or VMP to
understand funding and management responsibilities to enable Council to

1

consider future ownership and management.
2. A VMP would give Council greater control and flexibility over site management

and reduce conflicts to use this additional land for low public recreation use.

3. Constrained land should not be relied upon to meet active open space

verify whether mapped planted vegetation satisfies the criteria for CPW.

requirements unless the recreation function and useability is demonstrated.

4. Quantify the extent of planted native vegetation and exotic tree removal, and

within conserved bushland, including vegetation clearing, habitat

fragmentation, impacts on Cumberland Plain Land Snail habitat, and
potential indirect impacts arising from increased public access and

recreational use.

5. Assess and account for the biodiversity impacts of proposed walking trails

6. Undertake targeted surveys for Southern Myotis and assess the potential
27
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impacts of the proposal on the species and its habitat to ensure a

comprehensive biodiversity assessment.

6.4 Landscape Strategy and Urban Heat
There is limited certainty that the proposed urban heat management outcomes will

be achieved within the precinct. The draft DCP (Section 6.2 Urban Cooling) lacks

sufficient detail, clarity and supporting evidence to demonstrate that the intended
urban cooling and tree canopy outcomes can be achieved. The controls appear to
rely heavily on canopy provision within the public domain, with limited integration of

urban heat mitigation measures on private land. In addition, there is no clear

evidence that the proposed canopy targets will contribute to achieving the
precinct-wide 40% tree canopy objective. Further detail, justification and testing are
required to ensure the controls are measurable, effective and capable of delivering

the intended outcomes.
A coordinated street tree masterplan for the precinct would need to be developed
and provided to Council for its approval. Include exotic and cultural plantings where

appropriate to enhance placemaking, identity and character.
Consider including cooling and greening as landscape outcomes for the precinct

[ ]
Refer Council's Cooling the City Strategy
The road alignment is generally perpendicular to the natural landform contours,
which may compromise walkable neighbourhoods and accessibility.
The Master Plan design should endeavour to incorporate existing trees into the

design, wherever possible. To assist survival of trees to be retained:
during subdivision works, adjoining existing levels should be retained, (such as at

O

parkland boundaries for park trees)
ensure there are no cut and fill impacts on existing vegetation to be retained

o
and
established trees in the south-west corner of the northern precinct.

adequate tree protection areas such as in road verges, such as First Avenue
The proposal should consider the site opportunities for cultural plantings and

(north) and in dwelling lots, such as deep lots to enable retention of large

O

expanding canopy, reinforcing key site features and infrastructure.
Cross sections on page 71 of the Master Plan show trees shown to be retained in the

First Avenue (north) road reserve. It is questioned if these trees will survive
construction impacts. This needs to be reviewed and verified by a suitably qualified

[ ]
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precinct-wide.

Detailed comments on the design of public open spaces [ proposed parks is
provided in Council's feedback on the draft DCP. Refer to the attached Detailed DCP

consulting arborist to demonstrate that the proposed works can be delivered
without unacceptable impacts to the existing mature trees during and post

construction.
There are concerns over the extensive retaining walls visible from the public
domain (streets) and compromised accessibility in lots, open space areas and

3.

4.

comments.
Greater emphasis is required on urban cooling, with tree canopy expansion,

Council Position:
cultural planting and ensuring retention of existing mature trees.

1.
2. A coordinated street tree masterplan is required to support long-term

growth and landscape character.

more effectively to landform, improve accessibility, incorporate contour

The street network, active transport routes and public spaces should respond
information, and minimise impacts arising from road alignments that conflict

with natural topography.
Landform design, retaining walls, street design and street tree planting
configuration must demonstrate feasibility to protect existing trees, support

new vegetation and avoid future conflicts between trees and infrastructure

7. Traffic and Transport

Comprehensive transport assessment

PENRITH

The TMAP does not provide a comprehensive traffic and transport assessment of
the proposal, aligned with the TINSW TMAP Guidelines 2024 five-step process:

o Step I: Initiate — TMAP Modelling Methodology Report (MMR) has not been

o Step 2:Understand — The TMAP does not provide adequate information on

reviewed and approved by Council.
existing and future travel patterns and movement and place context of the site.

o Step 3: Test — The level of detail presented in TMAP is not adequate to assess the
29

short and long term traffic and transport impacts of the proposal. Whilst the TMAP
identified required upgrades to some intersections, there are no adequate details
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provided on how to mitigate these impacts.

o Step 4: Validate — The TMAP does not include adequate information to address
this step as further discussed in this submission. In addition, Appendix C and D

were not attached in the submitted TMAP.
o Step 5: Agree — Council cannot support the TMAP at its current form due to the

reasons stated in this document.

A number of responses to Council's previous comments have been deferred to DA

stage. This is not acceptable as the TMAP will inform long term and significant
transport infrastructure provisions, DCP amendments, infrastructure delivery,

funding mechanisms and planning agreements.
Without this information, Council cannot have certainty regarding the traffic

upgrades that are required to accommodate the growth, and therefore, cannot

effectively negotiate a PBO or VPA.

Strategic assessment and modelling

The modelling approach is heavily intersection-based and focused on vehicular

traffic operations, primarily through SIDRA analysis.
The assessment does not adequately consider corridor-level network function,

multimodal network performance, cumulative corridor impacts, pedestrian delay,
public transport reliability, network resilience, flood evacuation implications or

person movement outcomes.

The TMAP assumes future multimodal outcomes and reduced car dependency

without demonstrating that the required transport infrastructure, service
improvements and operational commitments are funded, committed or
realistically capable of delivery within the staging timeframe of the proposal.

The assessment converts development yield largely into vehicle traffic impacts

rather than integrated person movement outcomes.
The TMAP is inadequate in its modelling methodology and assumptions:
Existing traffic volumes — There are differences in the method of obtaining

existing traffic volumes for the assessed intersections. There are a number of

intersections where the existing traffic volumes were obtained from SCATS data.
The MMR indicates the limitations of using this methodology and assumptions

O
on how directional traffic counts were assumed. Diagrams showing the existing
traffic volumes at each intersection shall be attached in the TMAP for further
assessment of accuracy and validity.
o Trip generation — There are no details provided on the potential multi-modal trip
PEN R'TH Penrith City Council | PO Box 60, Penrith NSW 2751 Australia
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generation (cars, active transport, public transport and freight/servicing) of the
proposed development for each land use and development stage. The

assumed trip generation shall be reflective of Penrith LGA’s context.
Directional trip distribution — MMR indicates that the trip distribution was based

on TINSW SDTA, with some assumptions applied to intersections not included in

the TINSW model. It is noted that the trip distribution is different per land use,
travel mode and staged delivery of development and road network. Diagrams

showing how the trips were distributed (per land use, mode, peak period and
development stage) and TINSW STFM plots shall be attached in the TMAP for
further assessment of accuracy and validity. It is also noted that there were
improvements in the LOS in future years 2031 and 2036 in which the TMAP
indicated that these are associated with trip redistribution from TINSW
modelling. It is critical to review further details on what caused this trip
redistribution and other assumptions in TINSW model (i.e. future infrastructure

projects, significant developments, traffic attractions/redistribution from
adjacent developments, etc). Trip diagrams shall show separate numbers for

existing traffic, development trips and total trips for clarity

o Modelling years - Modelling years are only up to Year 2036 which is the
projected completion year of the development. As per previous comments,
modelling scenarios shall include 10-year post completion as the TMAP shall
assess long-term impacts of the development. Future year modelling shall
include all proposed development stages as this would identify impacts of

proposed network staging and nexus for any required upgrades.
Modelling scenarios — Modelling scenarios shall include Future Base with
Development + Do-Nothing. This will determine the impacts of the proposed

O
development without any proposed improvements.
Intersection and Network Layout — The TMAP shall include diagrams showing the
modelled SIDRA intersection and network layout for further review, both for

O
existing and proposed future upgrades.

Model calibration — The MMR shall include further information on how the base
model has been calibrated, including comparison of baseline observed queue

vs modelled queue.
and long term impacts of the proposal, missing the following information:
o Assessment of internal road network including alignment with movement and
place objectives, lane capacity assessment, intersection control assessment

O
The information presented in the TMAP is inadequate to assess the comprehensive
Multi-modal assessment (further comments on each mode are discussed in the

31
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following sections)

Proposed mitigation measures including concept layouts. Any proposed
widening should be minimized as longer pedestrian crossing distance would

discourage active transport trips and increase risks to pedestrians (longer

o

waiting time = low adherence to signals)
Impacts of known future significant developments e.g. Werrington Arterial Stage

O
2, Outer Sydney Orbital, Metro, Orchard Hills North and South

Impacts of proposed Kingswood Campus Masterplan
Map showing development and infrastructure delivery staging

o

O
o Costing and funding arrangements

Detailed modelling results
The TMAP has identified a number of intersections requiring upgrade to
accommodate the proposed development. However, the TMAP indicates that this is

o

responsibility of TINSW and not the developer.

Road Network Layout and Design:
The proposed road network layout and design shall demonstrate alignment with
NSW Design or Roads and Streets (DORAS) Manual and Council's specifications.
GWH is a major corridor which significantly divides the north and south site rather

than achieving a cohesive development. The proposed road network does not

maximise opportunities to increase transport access across/along GWH. The
proposal does not investigate provision of new access along GWH or duplication or

widening of existing bridge to allow for internal north-south connection which could

reduce trips utilising the signalised intersection at GWH-First Avenue.
Relocating the town centre to north site would result in a better outcome for the

[ ]
following reasons:
Less competition with Caddens Corner noting that the town centre is only ~800m

Reduce north-south trips across GWH between town centre and northern
from Caddens Corner; WSU South is within catchment of Caddens Corner whilst

O
developments

WSU North could be the catchment for the new town centre

O
Having the town centre on the north site would also cater for residential

developments surrounding WSU North (e.g. Kings Central and residential

O
The resulting topography shown in the Earthworks Study indicates steep road
32

subdivision to the west)
sections and intersections which could encourage high travel speed and cause

[ )
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sightline issues, thus resulting to poor road safety outcome.
Lack of through connections to Caddens and Claremont Meadows results to poor

access and permeability between these surrounding residential areas and
proposed school and employment areas. Trips would be required to travel longer

distances thus adding more traffic pressure onto surrounding roads.

Strategic transport integration

The TMAP does not adequately consider the broader strategic transport issues in

L
the corridor including:

o corridor severance and strategic north—south connectivity
rail corridor barriers and GWH crossing deficiencies

bus network restructuring and integrated station access planning

O
O
o flood evacuation resilience and network redundancy and

o the relationship between affordable housing and transport accessibility.
These issues have been identified in the Kingswood—-Werrington Corridor Strategic

Transport Assessment undertaken to inform the draft Structure Plan. The SARP
should better demonstrate how it contributes positively to broader corridor-wide

[ ]
transport objectives and integrated land use and transport outcomes.

Movement and Place

Movement and Place principles are referenced but are not meaningfully
embedded within the transport assessment framework, street hierarchy or network

[ ]

planning approach.

The assessment would benefit from a clearer Movement and Place framework
identifying movement corridors, place-based streets, pedestrian priority areas,

multimodal interchange functions and key active transport spines and interfaces.

Public transport
term public transport strategy capable of supporting reduced car dependency

Public transport analysis remains relatively conceptual and lacks operational detail.
The TMAP assumes mode shift outcomes without demonstrating a credible long-

and reduced parking rates.
Greater consideration should also be given to north—south bus connectivity,
integration with surrounding strategic growth areas and first/last mile access to

[ ]
major destinations including WSU, TAFE, train stations and the hospital precinct.
The public transport map should indicative bus stops as this would affect road
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network design and costings of required bus infrastructure. Bus stops are to be
provided with maximum 400m spacing. The application should demonstrate that

all developments are served within 400m catchment. This should include a major
bus stop on GWH near the bridge, supporting high frequency bus services along
GWH and accessible bus stop and connections to the mixed use town centre, TAFE,
employment land, school and higher density housing around this central area of

the Master Plan.
Concurrence is required from TfNSW and bus operators to support the proposed

bus routes.

e The proposed public transport connections should provide details /
recommendations if the proposed routes would be provided by modifying existing
routes or as new routes.

Active transport

Although active transport is referenced throughout the TMAP, the assessment
remains relatively high-level and lacks sufficient detail for a precinct of this scale.
The TMAP repeatedly references the existing north—south bridge crossing over the

GWH, however issues relating to accessibility, operational integration, structural
feasibility, user comfort, bus compatibility and multimodal functionality have not

been adequately resolved. The draft Structure Plan proposes that this bridge be a
multimodal bridge. The active transport assessment should be strengthened

through:
o school travel and child accessibility analysis

o directness and permeability assessment

o comprehensive walking and cycling network analysis
o cyclist and pedestrian level of service assessment

o universal accessibility assessment
o consideration of vulnerable road users including children, older users and people

o Safe System alignment

with disability.
TMAP shall include map showing walking catchment to demonstrate that 15-minute
neighbourhood and network permeability is achieved. Walking catchment should

be analysed based on distances along paths and not as radial distances. Show
locations of pedestrian/cyclist crossing facilities and recommended facility type to

L
suit desire lines and anticipated level of pedestrian/cyclist volumes.
The proposed road gradients as shown in the Earthworks Study are not suitable for

PENRITH
CITY COUNCIL
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compliant, comfortable and equitable access for pedestrians and cyclists.
Austroads Guide to Road Design Part 6a specifies maximum acceptable grade of

3%. The Earthworks Study shows that majority of the roads have grades steeper

than 5%. This is unacceptable particularly for greenfield sites.
The proposed on-road shared cycleways are not supported. Mixed traffic is not
supported on roads that will serve as key cycleway route and on roads with trucks

or buses. Mixed traffic is only applicable on quiet local streets and laneways. As per
NSW Network Planning in Precincts Guide, Cycleway Design Toolbox and DORAS,

separated cycleway facilities should be provided for speeds above 30km/h or

volume higher than 2,000 vehicles per day.

Car parking and demand management

The proposed reduced car parking rates appear aspirational and are not currently

supported by sufficient evidence-based transport analysis.
While reduced car parking outcomes may be appropriate in principle, the car

parking strategy must be supported by evidence-based car parking demand
modelling, multimodal accessibility analysis, staged car parking delivery and review
mechanisms, adaptive monitoring frameworks and detailed travel demand

management initiatives.

Car parking requirements set out as maximum without minimum rates are not
supported. The site is not highly accessible to public transport therefore there would
still be a heavy reliance on car trips. Inadequate provision of off-street car parking

would result in high car parking demand on streets.
Car parking calculation has not included visitor car parking spaces. Comparison of

DCP car parking rates and proposed rates is not accurate.

Council as a TMAP stakeholder
While Council has been consulted on traffic and transport matters as part of the
assessment of the earlier PP, failure to include Council as a stakeholder in the
preparation of the TMAP for the SARP is a concern given the scale of the proposal.

[ ]
The TfNSW TMAP Guidelines identify councils as key stakeholders in the TMAP

.
pprocess.

Without consultation with Council, the TMAP has not adequately considered local
planned transport upgrades, accessibility outcomes or broader Movement and

traffic and access issues, cumulative growth impacts, infrastructure constraints,

Place objectives.
Further consultation with Council should occur and the TMAP should be revised to
35
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address local multimodal network, accessibility, infrastructure and place-based
considerations in collaboration with Council officers.

Council Position:

1.

3.

The TMAP be revised to provide a comprehensive assessment suitable for the
scale, complexity and long-term impacts of the proposal, using rigorous
modelling methodology and assumptions, prepared in line with the TINSW
TMAP Guidelines 2024 and SARP Study Requirements.

The TMAP be revised to provide a stronger integrated multimodal transport
assessment that prioritises person movement over vehicle throughput, better
applies Movement and Place principles, and demonstrates credible mode
shift outcomes supported by evidence-based modelling and infrastructure
planning, with key improvements including:
o stronger multimodal analysis and accessibility assessment
o clearer mode share targets and person-movement outcomes
o improved integration of walking, cycling, public transport and
micromobility
o detailed public transport planning, including bus priority and station
impacts
comprehensive active transport and safety analysis
evidence-based car parking and travel demand management strategies
stronger accessibility, permeability and Safe System outcomes.

The TMAP undertake a more comprehensive analysis and recommendations
for the road network layout and design, aligned with NSW Design or Roads
and Streets (DORAS) Manual and Council's specifications, including:
o maximising opportunities to increase transport access across/along GWH
o investigating the transport merits of town centre located in the northern
Precinct.
ensuring street structure includes gradients that support active transport
accessibility and road safety outcomes.

Infrastructure Delivery Plan to include development staging and sequencing
of supporting traffic and transport infrastructure.

The TMAP revisions be based on consultation with Council as a key
stakeholder.

Council cannot negotiate a Public Benefit Offer until the traffic impacts and
understood so that appropriate upgrades can be identified.

Penrith City Council | PO Box 60, Penrith NSW 2751 Australia
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Provision

8. Social Infrastructure
Broadly there is inconsistency between the social infrastructure evidence and the

proposed outcomes of the SARP. There is also a lack of clarity regarding
infrastructure delivery and timing. This reduces confidence that implementation of

social infrastructure can be achieved.

There should already be documentary evidence from State agencies (including the
Department of Education, NSW Health and Transport for NSW) of support for the

delivery of key State infrastructure as part of supporting documentation of the PP.
Social infrastructure delivery should meet the following expectations:

Ensure adequate provision and equitable distribution of infrastructure in

O
accessible locations that meet current and future community needs.

o Promote co-location with open space and complementary uses (e.g. schools,
childcare, community facilities) where appropriate.
Deliver flexible, multipurpose facilities capable of adapting to changing

(@]
community demands.
Ensure infrastructure is contemporary, resilient, sustainable, and safe.

o

Council Position:
clear staging, agency commitments and implementation pathways, to

The SARP must demonstrate the timely, coordinated and equitable
ensure community needs are met and a liveable, inclusive and resilient

delivery of social infrastructure, based on evidence and supported by

1.

precinct is achieved.

Comments on the SIA
regarding the intended planning and delivery approach.
Additional information is required to clearly articulate the proposed outcomes and

The supporting SIA outlines the types of infrastructure under consideration.
However, the SIA contains a number of inconsistencies and lacks sufficient detail

enable meaningful assessment responding to the following comments.

Primary and Secondary Schools
The SIA indicates that the incoming population is unlikely to generate sufficient
demand to warrant a new primary or secondary school. However, a site has been

identified for investigation for a K-6 educational facility.
Penrith City Council | PO Box 60, Penrith NSW 2751 Australia
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Given the advanced stage of the planning process, the continued uncertainty
regarding whether school infrastructure is required, and where it would be located,

is concerning. This uncertainty undermines Council's ability to properly evaluate the

proposed precinct structure.
The assessment notes that existing childcare capacity within the locality may be

Early Education and Care Centres
sufficient to accommodate demand generated by the incoming population, while
also identifying a potential need for an additional childcare facility. This results in

[ ]
mixed messaging regarding the scale and certainty of demand.
Clarification is required as to whether an additional facility is anticipated. Demand

should be clearly quantified, including assumptions, and the likely timing of
provision articulated. The SIA and the Planning Report should also identify how

delivery would be supported through zoning, design, or other planning

mechanisms.
The SIA concludes that the incoming population would not generate sufficient

Community Centres
demand to justify a new standalone community facility, however it contemplates

the inclusion of community facility space, creating uncertainty regarding its
intended role and justification. This presents a disconnect between demand-based

L
evidence and proposed outcomes, particularly in the context of identified shortfalls

in community infrastructure across the broader catchment.
It is also noted that Council has previously indicated it will not accept dedication or

management of Frogmore House, which has implications for its ongoing use as a

community facility.
As previously identified, Council would prefer a monetary contribution to provide

community facilities for the new population.

Arts and Creative Centres

The assessment identifies limited demand for dedicated arts and cultural
infrastructure, however opportunities such as a Public Art Strategy are referenced
without clear justification or delivery pathway. This results in a lack of alignment

L
between the evidence base and the proposed infrastructure response.
Clarification is required on the intended approach to arts and cultural provision,
including whether this will be limited to public domain outcomes (e.g. public art) or
38

extend to dedicated facilities.
Penrith City Council | PO Box 60, Penrith NSW 2751 Australia

| T 47327777 | F 4732 7958

PENRITH
CITY COUNCIL



Po S /'{-/-b
e

Libraries
e The assessment indicates that the proposal will not generate sufficient demand for
a new library, while also identifying a need for additional library floorspace and
potential expansion of existing facilities. This creates ambiguity regarding the
intended response to identified demand. It is unclear whether the proposal intends
to contribute toward upgrades of existing library services, provide new floorspace,
or rely on existing capacity within the network.
Clarification is required on how library demand generated by the proposal will be
addressed, including whether infrastructure contributions, facility upgrades, or other

L
mechanisms are proposed, and the basis for this approach.

Council Position:

The social infrastructure assessment contains inconsistencies and lacks
sufficient detail on infrastructure planning, delivery and justification. Further
information is required to clearly articulate proposed outcomes and support

1.

assessment.

Provide a clear strategic justification for proposed school infrastructure,
supported by agency input, including consideration of future catchment

2.
demand and opportunities for integrated education precincts.

3. Clarify the need, timing and delivery pathway for additional childcare
facilities, supported by quantified demand analysis and appropriate

planning mechanisms.
4. Clarify the role, scale, justification and delivery of community facility space.

5. Align arts and cultural infrastructure outcomes with identified demand and
clearly articulate delivery mechanisms, ensuring any community facilities are

flexible and multipurpose.
6. Clarify how library demand will be addressed, including any contributions,
facility upgrades or new floorspace, with a clear justification for the proposed

approach.
9. Flooding, Stormwater and Waterway Management

9.1. Flooding affectation and implications

The flood assessment recognises that the majority of the site lies above the PMF

extent from South Creek and Hawkesbury—Nepean River. As such, mainstream flood

Penrith City Council | PO Box 60, Penrith NSW 2751 Australia
39

| T 47327777 | F 4732 7958

PENRITH
CITY COUNCIL



Po S l.?/-b
e

risk is therefore minimal, and flood constraints are primarily driven by local overland

flow flooding, and internal stormwater drainage system.
The flood assessment relies primarily on the College, Orth and Werrington Creeks

FPRMS&P 2021 for assessment of local overland flow flooding.
While the Penrith Overland Flow Flood Overview Study 2006 is referenced, its findings

have not been incorporated for areas draining to Claremont Creek. Inclusion of this
study would assist in better understanding existing local overland flow flooding and

informing appropriate land use planning and detention basin siting.
It is also noted that Council is currently in process of undertaking a flood study for

L
Claremont Creek Catchment, which should be considered in future flood impact
assessment once adopted by Council.
The flood assessment acknowledges that the potential development will result in
increased imperviousness areas and, if unmitigated, would generate higher peak

L
overland flow and runoff volume.
e While a detention-based stormwater strategy is proposed, there is no detailed
assessment of the detention basins, as presented in the Water Cycle Management
Plan (WCMP) to demonstrate that there are no adverse flooding impacts to
surrounding properties. This assessment should consider the fully developed

scenario and a full range of design flood events.
A conceptual detention strategy is proposed comprising multiple basins to

[ )
manage runoff;, however:

basin locations and sizing have not been verified through detailed hydraulic
there is no assessment of basin failure, spillway performance, overtopping

o
modelling

o

behaviour, or PMF routing through the system and

o itis unclear whether basins are located within or adjacent to major overland

flow paths, which may compromise their functionality and flood behaviour.

No detailed flood impact assessment has been provided for the post development
scenario to demonstrate the impact of the rezoning on surrounding properties. The

flood planning level (FLP) is defined primarily using the 1% annual exceedance

probability (AEP) local overland flow flood level plus climate change plus 0.5m

[ ]
freeboard. This is acceptable in principle.
e The WCMP prepared by Enspire (April 2026) forms the basis for stormwater quantity
and detention design, however:
the strategy is based on matching the pre-development peak flows for these
Penrith City Council | PO Box 60, Penrith NSW 2751 Australia
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two design flood events 50% and 1%AEP and

rainfall intensities and temporal are derived using Australian rainfall and runoff
(ARR) 1987 procedures, which does not comply with the current best practice.

Current best practice requires the use of ARR 2019 (latest version 4.2) rainfall and

temporal patterns, along with updated intensity-frequency-duration (IFD)s
incorporating climate variability. Reliance on ARR 1987 procedures is likely to:

underestimates short-duration rainfall intensities

result in non-conservative detention basin sizing, and
lead to outcomes that may not comply with contemporary design standards.

Accordingly, the claimed peak flow attenuation performance of the detention
basins cannot be relied upon without re-modelling in accordance with ARR 2019

latest version.

In addition, ARR 2019 requires an assessment across the full range of design flood
events to confirm basin performance and downstream impacts. There is no explicit

consideration of climate change impact in either the flood assessment or WCMP.

WCMP concludes that the development will not increase downstream flood risk,
and no further flood assessment is required. This conclusion is not supported, as it is

based on limited flood modelling inputs, and relies on outdated hydrology.
It is also noted that a significant portion of the proposed playing fields open space

in the Kingswood Campus appears to be located within the flood prone land
and/or along the local overland flow paths, which may constrain their functionality

and usability.
The SARP has not yet demonstrated that flood impacts can be appropriately

Council Position:
1.
managed and will not cause downstream flood risk, given the flood

assessment is based on limited flood modelling inputs, relies on outdated
hydrology data and does not consider the fully developed scenario and a full

range of design flood events or climate change impacts.

Further flood assessment is required to confirm basin performance and that
there will be no worsening of flood impacts on surrounding properties (local

2.

and downstream), incorporating:

o current and any future flood studies

o detailed hydraulic data, based on current ARR 2019 (latest v4.2) rainfalll
and temporal pattern data, along with updated IFDs incorporating climate
variability

PEN R'TH Penrith City Council | PO Box 60, Penrith NSW 2751 Australia
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o assessment across the full range of design flood events

o consideration of climate change impact
o detention basin detailed sizing and routing and

post-development flood impact analysis.

O
Location of playing fields in the Kingswood Campus within the flood prone
land and/or along the local overland flow paths may constrain their

<k
functionality and usability.
4. Council cannot consider or accept ownership of the proposed stormwater

basins until these matters are resolved.

Integrated water cycle management

The stormwater report outlines the proposed stormwater management strategy for
the precinct, with conceptual design plans provided for review. However, no MUSIC

9.2
modelling has been submitted to support the proposed approach.

It is understood that DPHI will consider and assess the performance of the
proposed stormwater infrastructure, in its ability to meet the relevant water quality

requirements. However, based on the information available, the predicted water

quality outcomes appear to sit between the current Penrith DCP requirements and
the more stringent and catchment specific Wianamatta South Creek waterway

[ ]
health targets established for the catchment. The strategy has also considered the
SEPP (Biodiversity and Conservation) requirements.
Notwithstanding the above, it is considered that a more robust and strategically
aligned outcome would be achieved if the stormwater strategy and rezoning of the
site was developed as part of the broader Kingswood to Werrington Corridor

[ ]
Integrated Water Cycle Management (IWCM) study currently underway.

By adopting a more catchment-wide, integrated approach, there is greater
potential to identify coordinated solutions that improve overall performance while

delivering a more cost-effective outcome. This, in turn, may assist in reducing the

L
long-term lifecycle costs, particularly if Council is being requested to take on these

Given the precinct’s location is within the Wianamatta South Creek catchment, it is

assets.
suggested that in assessing the development proposal and approach to
stormwater management, DPHI needs to consider how the development complies

with the relevant waterway health objectives, as well as consider how the proposed

vegetated basins work with respect to water quality outcomes.
42
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DPHI should consider how the vegetated basins perform with respect to the
proposed removal of nutrients and loss of stormwater through evapotranspiration.

This needs to be considered in the context of the Wianamatta South Creek

waterway health objectives (e.g. MARV).

With respect to the design of stormwater infrastructure, adequate space must be
allocated to ensure that basins can be effectively integrated into the open space,

riparian corridors, existing vegetation and to enable sufficient access for
maintenance. The design should minimise the use of retaining walls, not including

steep walls with fencing, instead incorporate batters wherever possible and
achieve an integrated and context-responsive outcome.

Any tiering of retaining walls need to accommodate sufficient space for
landscaping. It is noted that the conceptual designs for the basins in the E2 Design

report, are less engineered when compared to the concepts being put forward by

[ ]
Enspire. While it is acknowledged that this could be further assessed as part of
future DA, there may be impacts / encroachment into open space and vegetation

as the designs are further detailed.
In terms of water reuse and conservation, Council suggests incorporating
infrastructure to capture and reuse stormwater runoff for the irrigation of open

spaces should be considered as an element of the approach to stormwater

management.

(as is being undertaken in the Kingswood to Werrington work).
With respect to the modelling of water reuse, in the past Council has only allowed

It is acknowledged that the site has limited opportunity for irrigation, which provides
for 50% of dwellings to be modelled with tanks. It is noted that they have adopted a

L]
further rationale to consider water management in a catchment wide approach

less conservative approach to modelling than Council normally adopts.

L]
Any proposed stormwater infrastructure, such as naturalised detention basins,
must be sited in accordance with DEECCW guidelines for Controlled Activity

[ ]
approvals.
Controlled activities — Guidelines for riparian corridors on waterfront land and

Council's DCP (i.e, Chapter C3 Water Management). It is agreed that this can be

The riparian corridor (and associated infrastructure including permanent pond /
considered in the assessment of future DA. Basin S5 appears to be located within

detention basin) needs to be designed in a manner consistent with DPE -Water's

an existing overland flow path or waterway. It is unclear what impact this
43

placement may have on existing flow regimes, including potential implications for
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done as part of a future DA.

runoff conveyed from the nearby Caddens development. This matter requires
further assessment and clarification, but it is acknowledged that this likely could be

Council Position:

1.

4.

Further evidence, including MUSIC modelling and water quality assessment, is
required to demonstrate development will achieve compliance with relevant

catchment water quality standards.
2. Stormwater planning and opportunities for irrigation would be better
considered within the broader Kingswood to Werrington Integrated Water

Cycle Management study, to support coordinated, efficient and sustainable

catchment-wide outcomes.

3. Stormwater infrastructure design requires refinement to confirm appropriate
basin siting, functionality, maintenance access and integration with the

landscape, minimising reliance on retaining walls.
Further assessment is required of lifecycle costs, water reuse opportunities,

waterway health outcomes and compliance with riparian corridor and

controlled activity requirements.

5. Council is not in a position to accept ownership of these assets until this work

has been undertaken.

10.

10.1.

Environmental Matters

Kangaroo management
The Werrington Kangaroo Management Scoping Document has identified that the
most appropriate management option will occur post-rezoning once detailed
planning progresses and will be considered through a separate approval process.
From the public exhibition of the draft Structure Plan, Council received over 200
written and face-to-face representations from members of the community,
including groups such as WIRES, raising concerns related to the protection of the

kangaroos on the WSU Werrington sites and surrounds, and conservation and

biodiversity issues more generally.
and fragmentation, wildlife displacement, habitat connectivity, biodiversity

conservation and the potential impacts of future development on wildlife and

In particular, community feedback focused on kangaroo protection, habitat loss
44
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Concerns were also raised regarding road safety associated with wildlife

movement and the need for evidence-based wildlife management.
There was a strong public sentiment against any future proposed culling of the

Accordingly, Council recommends that the proponent prepare a Kangaroo Plan of

kangaroos.
Management. The plan should clearly explain how the kangaroo population would
e managed over time, and the plan be made easily accessible to the public, so
members of the public have the opportunity to consider and respond to the planin

a meaningful way, such as through a public exhibition process.

An evidence-based Kangaroo Plan of Management should be prepared to

Council Position:
1.
clearly outline long-term kangaroo population protection and

management, considering matters such as habitat protection, connectivity

measures and road safety.
2. The Kangaroo Plan of Management should be publicly accessible and

subject to meaningful community consultation, recognising strong
community interest in kangaroo welfare, biodiversity conservation, wildlife

movement and opposition to culling.

10.2.

The SARP is supported with a ‘Preliminary Site Investigation’ (PSI) prepared by JBS&G

Contamination
Australia Pty Ltd (dated 20 March 2026, ref. 71537 | 173,736 (Rev 0)). This report
documents an investigation into the current status of the land and includes a
conceptual site model that confirms that exposure pathways may occur.
e Areas of concern identified include agricultural uses (including market gardens and
orchards), former building footprints, fill materials of unknown origin, ground surface
wastes (stockpiles), former dangerous goods storage area and existing dams.
It is concluded that there is the potential for site contamination to have occurred,
though it is “unlikely to be such that it cannot be cleaned-up or managed by the

L

application of commonly used methods”.
The PSI has confirmed that land subject to the proposal may be
contaminated. Further, the documentation has also confirmed that remediation

works can be carried out to ensure that the land is suitable for all land uses
permitted by the new zoning, with further assessment and remediation works

(where needed) carried out as the development of the site progresses.
45
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It is recommmended that detailed investigations be undertaken as part of specific
development proposals, and that planning instruments incorporate provisions

requiring these investigations.

The RAP identifies that a ‘cap and contain’ strategy may be implemented to

Remedial Action Plan (RAP)
remediate some of the identified areas of concern. Whilst Council does not oppose

the utilisation of this strategy as a remedial option, Council does not support the
containment of contaminated materials beneath public land (roads, open spaces,
etc.) or future residential lots. In turn, with consideration of the current proposal, this

may limit the land available across the precinct that would be considered suitable

for a containment location.

required to respond to the specific land uses proposed in future
applications. Though it is suggested that this can occur at a later DA stage, in line

with the above point, Council recommends that remediation be considered on a

The RAP puts forward that further assessment and area-specific RAPs may be
broader scale at this early stage in the planning process to ensure that appropriate

[ ]
containment cell locations can be identified and nominated for future land use
planning, should on-site containment be the remediation strategy pursued.

Contamination management must be addressed in DCP controls to facilitate key
remediation objectives and to better restrict the use of a ‘cap and contain’

[ ]
remediation strategy in certain locations.
Further contamination investigations should be undertaken as development

progresses, to confirm the nature and extent of contamination, ensure land

Council Position:
suitability for intended uses, and inform appropriate remediation

1.

requirements through planning controls.

If on-site containment will be the remediation approach to contamination
management, then a precinct-wide remediation strategy should be

prepared with the SARP that identifies suitable containment locations, with

2.
DCP controls restricting containment of contaminated materials beneath

public land (roads, open spaces, etc.) or future residential lots.

11. Heritage and Designing with Country
46

1.1.  Aboriginal cultural heritage
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR)
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e The public exhibition package includes only a draft ACHAR in support the proposal.
The proposal indicates recent engagement with the Werrington First Nations
Working Group and Registered Aboriginal Parties.

In 2025, Council engaged Zion Engaging and Planning to undertake an independent
adequacy assessment, Werrington Proposal Cultural Review Report (15 August

2025), of an earlier Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Report submitted in support of the
previous PP with Council. The matters that were raised in this adequacy assessment

that need to be address in the ACHAR are:
include reasoning behind the lack of First Nations representatives in a 2025 walk

o
on Country in the report

provide more detailed understanding on proposed ground disturbance in

o clarify position on identifying and defining a scar tree and provide further
investigation of the scar trees
relation to across the entire site, in respect to PAD areas, identified scar trees,

o
other important sites.
will affect culturally significant sites, i.e. scar trees
engagement with Traditional Owners and the Werrington First Nations Working

impact of drainage across the entire site and how the management of water
Group and other relevant stakeholders about the preparation of a kangaroo

O

O

management / relocation plan
determine what other environmental factors and animal species may

o
impacted as part of future development

LEP and DCP controls to address culturally significant views.

O
The Master Plan has not fully demonstrated how the Connecting and Designing

Designing with Country
with Country vision and principles have been directly applied in the design,
particularly in relation to the ridgeline, significant vistas, Country values and

protection of canopied skylines.
The proposal should more clearly celebrate the site’s identity and broader Country
connections by protecting outward views and strengthening the ridgetop

landscape treatments.
The proposal requires further consideration of built form, public access, street
layout, lot sizes, verges and landscape outcomes to better respond to existing
topography, protect conservation areas, support healthy tree canopy, and deliver
47

the cool Country vision.
Penrith City Council | PO Box 60, Penrith NSW 2751 Australia
| T 47327777 | F 4732 7958

PENRITH
CITY COUNCIL



POsyz,
"
%

While the principle on P14 of the Master Plan is for a corridor of green landscape

dominating the ridgeline, this will not fully be achieved and will alter the

appreciation of Country.

The proposal should ensure it capitalises on the ridgeline for outward views to the
views, and that vistas are not built out for this unique site that needs to celebrate its

east, not only to the Blue Mountains, including distant views and big sky panoramic

place and identity.
hierarchical street tree presence across the Werrington Precinct.
While the Northern Conservation Park is zoned C2 to protect the CPW areas, the

Master Plan design introduces paths for public access. If this area is to be protected

There is potential to strengthen ridgetop roadway verges for more substantial and
for its natural conservation and Country values, public access is likely to create

significant impacts on this significant aspect of Country.
While topography is shown on the Site analysis the Master Plan it wrongly identifies

the north-south ridgeline as it heads to the south of the Werrington Precinct on
pages 15, 48, 51, 55, 60 and 61 of the Master Plan. The ridge actually runs through the

Westwood Estate and the south-western corner of the WSU south site, with
significant views also from the south-western corner of the Werrington Precinct.

Page 118 of the Master Plan presents a "Design with Topography” approach. However,

the overall Master Plan design does not show the topographic contours, to
appreciate how the proposal is designed with the topographical nature of Country.

Overlaying the proposed landform on the existing topography indicates substantial
modification of the natural landform is proposed, such as the bowl-shaped area in

the southern Precinct having significant cut and fill works to create a more
uniformed and developable landform. This approach does not appropriately

respond to the existing topography or the underlying character of the site.
The Master Plan vision is to create a cool Country, however Council have identified

that the smalll lot sizes, built form controls (setbacks, londscaped area) and
generally narrow streets/verges will not enable the landscape space to support a

substantial healthy tree canopy to enable this vision for visual greening, shade and

cooling of the streets and properties.

Council Position:
The ACHAR should address the matters identified in Council’s independent
adequacy assessment prepared by Zion Engaging and Planning, as outlined

1.

in this submission.

2. The Master Plan has not demonstrated how the Connecting and Designing
Penrith City Council | PO Box 60, Penrith NSW 2751 Australia
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with Country vision and principles have been directly applied in the design,
particularly in relation to the ridgeline, significant vistas, Country values and

protection of canopied skylines.
3. The proposal should more clearly celebrate the site’s identity and broader

Country connections by protecting outward views, strengthening the ridgetop

landscape treatments.
4. The proposal requires further reconsideration of built form, public access,
street layout, lot sizes, verges and landscape outcomes to better respond to

existing topography, protect conservation areas, support healthy tree canopy,

and deliver the cool Country vision.

N.2.
Conservation Management Plan (CMP)
Frogmore. Council supports the need for a detailed CMP, especially to inform

appropriate zoning and curtilage.

a landscaped buffer from future houses.

As noted in contribution and Penrith LEP 2010 sections, Council does not accept this

Frogmore house
Council understands that a CMP is currently being prepared for the heritage item,

The heritage curtilage must be sufficient in size to protect the significant setting,
trees and landscaping identified within the proponent’s heritage assessment.

In particular, the proposal involves construction of a new road through the row of
coral trees to the north of the heritage item. The proposed curtilage also appears to

cut through the trees to the immediate west of the heritage item. Instead, the road

[ ]
should be setback further from the heritage item to enable the trees to be
retained/reinstated to interpret the extent of the house's grounds, as well as provide

curtilage to be part of the public open space area or be zoned RE1 Public

Council Position:

1

significance.

Recreation.
A detailed CMP must be completed to guide the future zoning, curtilage, use,
restoration, conservation and long-term management of Frogmore heritage

item, ensuring informed decision-making and protection of its heritage

2. Determine the appropriate new heritage listed areq, based on heritage
significant curtilage, trees and other landscape elements to protect
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Frogmore's setting, supported by appropriate planning controls such as

setbacks of roads and future housing development.
Planning and other management controls are to collectively retain and

manage the heritage listed area of Frogmore House and its curtilage,
appropriate for a private purpose noting it is not accepted to be dedicated

3.

to Council.

12. Draft Development Control Plan
Council requests clarification regarding the interaction of the Draft DCP with Penrith

DCP 2014. Council's strong preference is for the chapter to be incorporated into

L]
Penrith DCP 2014 as a key precinct chapter, rather than as a standalone DCP.
If the Draft DCP is progressed as a standalone document, this means that the
established controls within Penrith DCP 2014 can no longer be relied upon. This is

considered to weaken the planning outcomes for the precinct, particularly in
relation to environmental outcomes including urban heat mitigation and canopy
cover. It also has implications for the ongoing servicing of development in relation

to waste management.
The Draft DCP lacks sufficient detail to support development assessment,
particularly as a stand-alone DCP. If the Draft DCP was embedded into Penrith DCP

2014 is this would allow relevant city-wide chapters in Penrith DCP to apply, and at a
minimum, references should be included to the following city-wide chapters in

Penrith DCP 2014:
o Vegetation Management

o Water Management
o Land Management

o Waste Management
Culture and heritage

Noise and Vibration

o
o
Urban Heat Management
Detailed comments on the Draft DCP are provided in a separate attachment.

O
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