
PCC Submission on WSU SARP – August 2026 

Attachment – Detailed comments on Draft Site-Specific Development 
Control Plan: The Werrington Precinct (DCP) 

The following are detailed comments on the Draft Site-Specific Development 
Control Plan: The Werrington Precinct dated 23 April 2026 (DCP). The comments 
below have been structured in accordance with the sections in the DCP. 

Sect. 1.0 - Introduction 

Sect. 1.1 - Land to which this DCP applies 

• Wording in this section should be amended to expressly state that “This
chapter applies to land covered by the Werrington Precinct as shown in Figure
1.” To ensure clarity regarding the application of the DCP.

• The precinct boundary shown in Figure 1 should be amended to include the
bridge crossing the Great Western Highway that connects the northern and
southern campuses. To ensure that all land and infrastructure forming part of
the precinct is captured by the DCP.

Sect. 1.2 - Aims of this section 

• Recommend inserting an additional aim to support the objectives of Penrith
LEP 2010.

General 

• The DCP is silent on its relationship/interaction with Penrith DCP 2014. DCP must
specify its relationship with Penrith DCP 2014, and relevant contributions
framework.

• The DCP should include a ‘supporting studies’ section that references all
supporting studies and documents that were used to prepare the DCP, and
which underpin the DCP objectives, controls and overall precinct outcomes.

Sect. 2.0 - Land use plan – Werrington Precinct 

General 

• Section 2.0 has been renamed from “Structure Plan” to “Land Use Plan–
Werrington Precinct”. Council’s preferred terminology is “Structure Plan” as:

o the term “Land Use Plan” may create ambiguity, as it can imply the
allocation/regulation of land use zoning under Penrith LEP 2010.

o Structure plan is consistently used in other key precinct chapters in Penrith
DCP 2014
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o recommend using “Structure Plan” in the title, section and DCP generally to 
accurately reflect the purpose of the structure plan.  

• This section will require refinement as outstanding matters with the SARP and 
broader planning framework for the precinct are addressed. Council 
encourages ongoing review of the aims to ensure they appropriately reflect 
the intended planning outcomes and strategic objectives for the precinct. 

Sect 2.1 - Vision 

• The vision refers to the Penrith East-West Economic Corridor. Refer to 
comments in Council’s submission relating to misalignment with strategic 
framework of the East-West Economic Corridor and Council’s draft 
Kingswood-Werrington Structure Plan.  

Section 2.2 Principles  

• Control 1 lists the types of DA’s that need to consider the structure plan 
(referred to as the Indicative Land Use Plan in the DCP). Listing specific DA 
types is not supported and all development types should be generally 
consistent with the structure plan and have regard to the principles 
underpinning the structure plan to ensure the planned outcomes are 
delivered.   

• Control 2 excludes the structure plan from applying to individual dwelling or 
building DAs, unless the proposal materially alters the street network, open 
space network or other structural elements. As per the comment above, it is 
recommended that control 2 be deleted.   

Sect 2.3 - Connecting with Country 

• The current wording does not provide sufficient direction to ensure the 
application of Designing with Country principles.  

• Terms such as “should consider” are discretionary in nature and do not 
establish a clear expectation that these principles will be incorporated into 
development outcomes.  

• Stronger wording is recommended to require proponents to demonstrate how 
Designing with Country principles have been integrated into the planning, 
design, and delivery of development within the precinct. 

• Figure 3 does not include a legend or written description to clearly identify 
which Designing with Country principles, elements or features are represented 
in the figure, and as such may be open to interpretation at DA stage. Include a 
legend and written description to improve clarity and implementation. 

• The DCP should provide greater clarity regarding the circumstances in which 
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Designing with Country principles are required to be applied. While the 
principles appear to inform the structure planning process, it is unclear how 
they are intended to be implemented at the development application stage. 

• The DCP should clearly identify the types of development and public domain 
works that are expected to incorporate these Designing with Country 
principles, such as development within the town centre, public recreation 
areas, streetscapes, open space networks, and other key components of the 
precinct. This will provide greater certainty to applicants and assist in 
achieving consistent and meaningful outcomes across the precinct. 

Sect. 2.4 - Access and movement 

Sect. 2.4.1 - Street network 

Objectives 

• The wording of Objective (c) should be strengthened to provide greater 
certainty that safe and connected pedestrian and cycling links will be 
delivered throughout the precinct. 

• Terms such as “encourage” are discretionary in nature and do not provide 
sufficient assurance that the intended movement outcomes will be achieved. 
Stronger wording will ensure that active transport outcomes are embedded 
within the design of the precinct and can be meaningfully assessed as part of 
future development applications. 

Verge and median widths 

• Table 1 should be updated to include verge widths and median widths for all 
street typologies to provide greater clarity regarding the intended road 
reserve allocation and design outcomes. 

• The table should also identify the required flexible use zone width, which 
should be no less than 2.5m to accommodate utilities, street trees, signage, 
and other streetscape elements. 

Cross section for roads that adjoin the school 

• A separate cross section should be prepared for roads adjoining the 
proposed school site. The operational characteristics of school frontages 
differ significantly from standard residential streets and require additional 
consideration for kiss-and-drop facilities, bus stops, pedestrian movements, 
and vehicle queuing. The proposed standard cross section is unlikely to 
adequately address these requirements, and a dedicated school frontage 
cross section should be developed to ensure the safe and efficient operation 
of the surrounding road network. 
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Street section – First Avenue North 

• The proposed cross section requires further clarification and refinement to 
ensure it can effectively accommodate its intended movement and place 
functions. Confirmation is required regarding the minimum travel lane widths 
necessary to facilitate emergency vehicle access where a single traffic lane is 
provided in each direction with a central median. 

• The proposed verge width does not appear sufficient to accommodate 
uninterrupted pedestrian and cyclist movement around bus shelters and 
associated infrastructure. Additional width should be provided to ensure clear 
and accessible paths of travel are maintained. 

• There appears to be a significant level difference between the footpath and 
the adjoining residential development on the western side of the road. The 
design should demonstrate how east–west pedestrian and cyclist 
connectivity will be provided from adjoining neighbourhoods to First Avenue 
North, particularly given the proposed bus route and shared path along this 
corridor. 

• No separation has been provided between the parking lane and the shared 
path/footpath. A buffer or separation treatment should be incorporated to 
minimise conflicts between active transport users and vehicle occupants, 
particularly in relation to door opening movements. 

• While no direct vehicle access is proposed, resulting in rear-loaded lots, it is 
anticipated that dwellings will address the street and require pedestrian 
access from the frontage. The DCP should clearly demonstrate how safe and 
convenient pedestrian access will be provided to properties on the western 
side, noting the presence of the proposed swale and changes in finished 
ground levels. 

• Based on the indicative road layout, it appears that several properties at the 
northern end of First Avenue North may not achieve rear lane access. This 
inconsistency can be resolved through providing an indicative subdivision 
layout. 

Street Section – First Avenue South 

• The proposed shared path is located on the opposite side of the street to that 
shown in the First Avenue North cross section. This inconsistency would require 
cyclists travelling along the north–south corridor to undertake unnecessary 
road crossings, reducing the continuity, legibility, and efficiency of the active 
transport network. 

• A consistent placement of the shared path or cycling facility should be 
adopted along the First Avenue corridor to provide a continuous north–south 
route and minimise potential conflict points. This will improve safety, 
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accessibility, and user experience while supporting the objective of creating a 
connected and coherent active transport network throughout the precinct. 

Street Section – Secondary Road 

• The cross section shown in TMAP Figure 4-2 is inconsistent with the draft DCP. 

• A 2m wide footpath along the town centre frontage is inadequate given the 
anticipated level of pedestrian activity. Wider footpaths should be provided to 
accommodate increased pedestrian volumes, support passive surveillance, 
facilitate outdoor dining and street activation opportunities, and create a 
more comfortable and accessible public domain. 

• Council does not support the proposed on-road cycling arrangement, as it is 
likely to result in conflicts between cyclists, vehicles, and the high levels of 
pedestrian activity anticipated within the town centre environment. A 
separated cycleway is the preferred outcome, as it would provide a safer and 
more attractive route for cyclists while reducing potential conflicts and 
supporting a more legible and connected active transport network. 

Street Section – Local Road 

• The proposed cross section will create a yield street environment, which is 
suitable for low speed streets with adequate passing opportunities for parking. 

• The urban design report shall demonstrate that adequate passing 
opportunities could be provided noting of the lot frontage limitations, 
driveway locations and high on-street parking demand typical on these new 
release residential areas.  

• Typical observations from surrounding subdivisions indicate limited passing 
opportunities, thus creating safety and operational issues on these road 
arrangements.   

Street Section – APZ Perimeter Road 

• Road width calculations associated with Rural Fire Service (RFS) requirements 
should not include the width of shared paths. 

Sect. 2.4.2 - Pedestrian, cycle and public transport network 

On-street links 

• On-street cycling links mixed with general traffic is not supported as this form 
of infrastructure does not provide an appropriate level of safety or comfort for 
all users. 
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Figures 

• Separate figures should be provided for the public transport network and 
active transport network to improve clarity and allow each movement system 
to be assessed independently. Combining these networks within a single 
figure reduces legibility and makes it difficult to clearly understand the extent, 
connectivity, and functionality of the proposed transport infrastructure. 

Public transport network 

• The public transport figure should identify indicative bus routes and bus stop 
locations and demonstrate compliance with the Guidelines for Public 
Transport Capable Infrastructure in Greenfield Sites. In particular, the figure 
should demonstrate approximately 400m spacing between indicative bus 
stop locations and confirm that at least 90% of households within the precinct 
are located within 400m of a bus stop. 

Sect. 2.4.3 - Parking rates 

Car parking reductions 

• The parking rates represent a significant reduction from Council’s established 
city-wide parking controls. The proposal has not demonstrated that the 
proposed rates are appropriate for the precinct and that the reduction will not 
result in parking shortfalls, increased on-street parking demand, or adverse 
impacts on the surrounding road network. 

Residential parking rates  

• Parking rates should be specified by individual dwelling typology to provide 
greater clarity and consistency in the application of the controls. 

• The current approach of applying rates to broad categories such as “Medium 
Density Residential” and “High Density Residential” is ambiguous and open to 
interpretation. This issue is compounded by the overlap of dwelling types 
identified within Section 3.2 of the draft DCP. For example, dual occupancies, 
secondary dwellings, and studios appear across multiple housing character 
areas, including both the Medium Density Housing and Low Scale Housing 
areas. 

• As currently drafted, it is unclear which parking rates apply to these forms of 
development. Clear and unambiguous controls should be provided for each 
dwelling typology. 

• No parking controls are currently provided for dwelling houses or other 
development within the “Low Scale Housing” character area. Appropriate 
parking requirements should be included to ensure a complete and 
consistent parking framework applies across all residential development 
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types within the precinct. 

• The proposed flat-rate parking provision for apartments is not supported. 
Parking demand is typically influenced by dwelling size and occupancy levels 
and therefore parking rates should be linked to the number of bedrooms 
rather than applying a uniform rate across all apartment types. 

Decoupling of car parking 

• The proposed decoupling of car parking from residential dwellings is also 
generally not supported. 

• The draft DCP has not demonstrated how this approach would operate in 
practice or how it would avoid adverse parking impacts within the precinct. 

• In the absence of a robust evidence base and clear implementation 
framework, parking provision should remain directly linked to the development 
and occupancy of residential dwellings to ensure adequate parking is 
provided to meet anticipated demand. 

Bicycle parking 

• The draft DCP should include bicycle parking rates for relevant residential, 
mixed-use, commercial, community, and recreational land uses. 

• The absence of bicycle parking requirements is inconsistent with the 
precinct’s stated active transport objectives and does not provide sufficient 
guidance regarding the expected provision of end-of-trip facilities. 

Sect. 2.5 - Public open space 

• This section is dependent on the outcomes of the contributions framework 
with the size, location, function, and level of embellishment of all public open 
spaces consistently reflected across the DCP and contributions framework. 

• This section provides limited detail and consideration should be given to the 
structure and level of detail contained within the open space controls of 
Chapter E7 Glenmore Park Stage 3 of Penrith DCP 2014. 

• The DCP should clearly identify the classification and  function of each open 
space in accordance with Council’s Sport and Recreation Strategy. e.g. local, 
district, sporting, linear; and active or passive (whole, not in part).  

• Minimum embellishments, facilities, and design requirements expected for 
each classification should be specified, and consistent with the contributions 
framework.  

• The DCP should demonstrate how the proposed playspace network aligns 
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with the NSW Government Everyone Can Play Guidelines and Council’s Shade 
in Playspace Policy. Specific controls should address accessibility, 
inclusiveness, shade provision, and user comfort to ensure that playspaces 
can accommodate a diverse range of users and needs. 

• Tree canopy targets for public open space are not clearly identified. It is 
unclear whether the canopy coverage targets contained within Section 6.2 
Urban Cooling, which require 25–30% site canopy coverage, are intended to 
apply to public open space areas. 

• Notwithstanding overarching concerns regarding function and classification 
of open space, the following detailed design comments are provided: 

Northern Parklands 

o Habitat corridors are supported and should be strengthened along the 
ridgeline in the park's arrangement.  

o Consider adding lookouts to celebrate big sky uninterrupted views, with 
development height controls specifically to preserve views to the horizons 
beyond.  

Between Northern Parklands and Stargazer Hil 

o A linear open space between Frogmore and the Stargazer Hill that was 
provided in the previous scheme has been removed, fragmenting the ridge 
structural element. It has been replaced with road reserve which is a weak 
link. Biodiversity and canopy are compromised and respect for the ridgeline 
is lost here.  

o This linear open space should be reintroduced. As a minimum, the road 
reserve should be significantly widened in this section to sustain double 
and triple rows of canopy trees as well as active transport. 

Stargazer Parkland 

o Stargazer Hill park should be centred on the ridge top and development be 
offset on both sides to enable views both west and east, requiring 
adjustment to street structure to more north-south orientation on the 
eastern edge of the park. 

GWH Cutting 

o The proposal should acknowledge and celebrate the GWH as a significant 
historic corridor as a boulevard statement and gateway between Penrith 
and St Marys over the saddle and the approach towards the Blue 
Mountains escarpment, with: 
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i. landscaped setbacks to establish a canopy and attractive green setting 
befitting this major transport corridor 

ii. development setback about 30m on both sides of GWH and address GWH 

iii. quality design, materiality and landscape treatment to the GWH cutting 
embankments and 

iv. controls to require the undergrounding of overhead powerlines along the 
GWH. 

Eastern Conservation Parkland 

o Adjust site elements so paths lead to signalised intersection crossing point. 
Extend CPW planting to the First Avenue and GWH edges. 

Figtree Town Park 

o The arrangement is simply a path connection and is not considered a park. 

o A 'volume' of space is needed for park identity and to support a range of 
uses. This open space with ideal north orientation and views should support 
adjacent residents and town centre users with a reason to 'stay' in the space. 

o Integrated play in this design is considered inadequate for the need. 

o The 5m wide path should transition to generous verges and paths south of 
the park.  

o Equally, the southern road crossing could enhance supporting safe 
pedestrian movement. 

Southern Conservation Parkland 

o There is opportunity to provide pedestrian connections to Claremont 
Meadows residential. 

o Park elements for 'staying power' are lacking. 

o There is opportunity to divert active transport off-road through more 
amenable areas in the parkland. 

Southern parklands 

o Greater clarity is required regarding the interface between the proposed 
active recreation space in the south-western portion of the precinct and 
future development associated with land adjoining and surrounding the 
Caddens Corner Shopping Centre to the west. The DCP should clearly identify 
how potential interface issues will be managed, including car parking 
demand, access arrangements, noise generation, lighting impacts, hours of 
operation, and amenity impacts on surrounding development. 
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Werrington South 

o Active recreation offering in this park varies between the Master Plan design 
and the Landscape Strategy documents - field vs courts and needs to be 
clarified. 

o Play space should be located in a less noisy part of the park. 

o A minimum 40% tree canopy cover should be provided over the total 
combined area of all car parking spaces in accordance with Council’s Urban 
Heat Management Chapter of Penrith DCP 2014.  

o Acoustic impacts of multi-courts on adjoining residential in Caddens Corner 
development should be tested. 

Sect. 2.6 - Street furniture and public art 

Public art 

• Clarification is needed as to when the Public Art Strategy for the Werrington 
Precinct will be prepared. The Social Infrastructure Assessment submitted with 
the SARP outlines that a Public Art Strategy is to be developed for Werrington 
Precinct in the ‘detailed design phase of the project’.  Clear timing for this is 
needed.   

• It is understood that the Public Art Strategy will then inform Public Art Plans 
submitted within individual DA’s. The DCP lacks clear triggers for when and the 
type of development applications that require to provide public art.  

• Control 3 reads “Development applications that involve the development of 
public art are to be accompanied by a Public Art Plan”. This does not clearly 
specify when a public art plan is needed, and provides no detail to support 
development assessment. Clear assessment criteria should be included, as 
well as reference to the overarching Public Art Strategy.  

• Public art should be considered across Werrington Precinct in: 

o The Town Plaza or other community focal and gathering point in the town 
centre 

o Locations of Aboriginal cultural heritage significance e.g. the parklands 
around Frogmore House 

o Locations of European cultural heritage significance e.g. Hilltop Park 

o The Parklands along the ridge line 

o Parks and open spaces and 

o Where place-making is an important outcome 
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Alignment with the Penrith DCP 

• The DCP should include a cross-reference to Chapter C8 – Public Domain of 
Penrith DCP and require public art to be planned, designed, and delivered in 
accordance with Council’s established public domain and public art 
provisions. This will ensure consistency with Council’s broader place-making 
objectives and public domain outcomes. 

First Nations cultural and intellectual property 

• Control 4 should be amended to include a reference to the Protocols for using 
First Nations Cultural and Intellectual Property in the Arts (available at 
creative.gov.au). Where public art incorporates or references Aboriginal 
cultural knowledge, stories, themes, imagery, or cultural expression, the 
preparation, commissioning, and delivery of artwork should be undertaken in 
accordance with these protocols to ensure that First Nations Cultural and 
Intellectual Property is recognised, respected, and appropriately protected. 
The inclusion of this reference will assist in promoting culturally appropriate 
engagement and the respectful incorporation of Aboriginal cultural values 
within the public domain and public art outcomes of the precinct. 

Sect. 3.0 - Built form and design 

Sect. 3.1 - Town centre development 

Sect. 3.1.1 - Urban layout and use 

• The controls are drafted at a high level and provide insufficient detail to 
support the consistent assessment of future development applications. 
Additional objectives, controls, and assessment criteria are required to 
provide greater certainty regarding the intended built form, public domain, 
interface treatments, servicing arrangements, and design outcomes for the 
town centre. 

• Figure 15 should be renamed to “Town Centre Precinct Structure” to better 
reflect its strategic role in guiding the layout, built form, movement network, 
and key design elements of the town centre. 

Conditional setback within the gas pipeline 

• The conditional setback into the Great Western Highway frontage is not 
supported. As this frontage is not intended to function as an active street 
frontage, the encroachment reduces the opportunity to provide an 
appropriate landscape buffer and does not contribute positively to the 
presentation of the precinct. The setback area should instead be utilised to 
deliver substantial landscaping, tree planting, and visual screening that 
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enhances the presentation of development to the GWH and contributes to 
broader urban cooling and canopy objectives. 

Built form controls 

• The DCP does not currently provide sufficient built form and design controls 
relating to the presentation of commercial and mixed-use development to 
the Great Western Highway. Additional controls should be included to address 
matters such as building articulation, façade design, landscaping, screening, 
signage, service integration, and the treatment of highly visible frontages to 
ensure a high-quality urban outcome along this major transport corridor. 

Servicing/loading facilities 

• Service areas, loading facilities, waste storage areas, and loading docks 
should be located away from, and not be visible from, the Great Western 
Highway. Given the strategic significance of the corridor, these elements 
should be appropriately screened and integrated within the overall building 
design to minimise visual impacts and maintain an attractive streetscape 
presentation. 

Active street frontages 

• The delivery of active street frontages is a critical component of the town 
centre's success and should be clearly required by the DCP. The repeated use 
of the term “indicative” in relation to active frontage locations does not 
provide sufficient certainty that these outcomes will be achieved. More 
definitive controls should be included to identify required active frontage 
locations and establish clear design expectations regarding building 
activation, ground-floor uses, pedestrian engagement, and streetscape 
interaction. This will provide greater certainty for future development 
proposals and help ensure the town centre delivers a vibrant, accessible, and 
pedestrian-oriented environment. 

Sect. 3.1.2 - Building Design 

Alignment with the ADG 

• An additional objective should be included requiring the design of residential 
flat buildings and mixed-use development to be consistent with the principles 
and design criteria of the ADG. This will help ensure that future development 
achieves high-quality residential amenity outcomes, including appropriate 
solar access, natural ventilation, building separation, privacy, communal open 
space, and landscape integration. 
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Visual presentation to the GWH 

• Control 11 should be removed, as the proposed outcome is likely to result in an 
undesirable landscape and visual amenity outcome along the Great Western 
Highway frontage. The Great Western Highway forms a major gateway and 
transport corridor and should be characterised by high-quality landscaping 
and built form presentation. Car park ramps, loading areas, servicing zones, 
and similar back-of-house functions should be located away from this 
frontage and appropriately screened from public view. 

Signage 

• Control 13 states that signage is to contribute to legibility from the Great 
Western Highway; however, this control focuses primarily on the visibility of 
signage and does not provide sufficient guidance regarding its design and 
integration into the built environment. Additional controls should be included 
to address the type, number, size, height, illumination, placement, and design 
of signage to ensure it contributes positively to the visual character of the 
town centre and does not detract from the streetscape or building 
presentation. 

Sect. 3.1.3 - School 

Applicability for assessment 

• The controls in section 3.13 are unlikely to be enforceable, as the development 
of educational establishments is assessed under Chapter 3 of the State 
Environmental Planning Policy (Transport and Infrastructure) 2021, together 
with applicable NSW Government guidelines and assessment requirements. 

Sect. 3.2 - Residential development 

Mapping anomaly 

• There is a misalignment between Figure 15 and Figure 16 in terms of land that 
is located within the Town Centre Core. This needs to be rectified in order to 
clarify which sections would apply to the development of land to the north 
west portion of the south site of this precinct. 

Sect. 3.2.1 - Lot diversity 

Definitions 

• Standard LEP dwelling terms should be used as opposed to ‘medium density 
housing’ and ‘low scale density housing’ for clarity.  

• In addition, a definition has not been proposed under the Penrith LEP or the 
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DCP for Small lot single dwellings. This should be provided to determine where 
this form of development is most suitable for assessment. 

Dwelling diversity 

• The lot sizes required for each dwelling typology is unclear and should be 
specified per dwelling typology. Control 2 and 3 propose that the area of land 
for each dwelling should range between 125sqm-450sqm for medium density, 
and 200sqm-450sqm for low scale density (except secondary dwellings or 
studios). A generic range is difficult to implement, and sizes should be 
specified based on dwelling typology. See section 7.5.4.2 Dwelling Diversity of 
Glenmore Park Stage 3 as a reference on how dwelling diversity should be 
worded. 

School site 

• The school site is mapped for residential development on Figure 16- Lot 
Diversity Guide. Refer to previous Council comments regarding preference for 
zoning map and DCP to reflect use as educational establishment.  

Mapping anomaly 

• The DCP shows the extent of medium density housing to include land the 
western boundary south of the GWH which has a 6 storey height limit. This is a 
mapping anomaly as the urban design report proposed residential flat 
buildings and the proposed development within this part of the precinct be 
clarified. 

Sect. 3.2.2 - Residential amenity 

• Further consideration is needed to ensure high level of residential amenity is 
achieved, particularly in relation to solar access, privacy, adequate private 
open space, landscape and tree canopy outcomes. 

• Council seeks a wider variety of lot sizes and frontages to enable a diversity of 
housing sizes to suit different household needs and afford good amenity.  

Sect. 3.2.4 - Boundaries and fencing 

• Fencing on the top of retaining walls is not supported as it adds visual height 
and barrier when presented from the public domain. 

Sect. 3.2.5 - Site facilities 

• The DCP must refer to Council’s Waste Management Chapter in the Penrith 
DCP to ensure waste service requirements can be met. 
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Sect. 3.2.6 - Dwelling controls 

Typology specific controls 

• It is recommended that this section should provide typology specific controls 
as opposed to providing controls based on lot width.  

• This section should specify maximum site coverage requirements to 
demonstrate that private open space can be adequately provided as well as 
to ensure that an overdevelopment of a site is permitted. 

Tree provision 

• Tables 6-8 require a minimum two small trees to be provided per lot, with one 
tree located in the front setback. However, the DCP does not define what 
constitutes a ‘small tree.’ A clear definition should be included, specifying tree 
height and width, and required planting areas and soil volumes to support 
healthy growth and long-term establishment.   

• Chapter C14 Urban Heat Management of Penrith DCP 2014 defines tree sizes as 
per below:  

 

• For larger sized lots, consideration should be given to requiring a mix of small 
and medium sized trees to support objectives in section 6.2 of urban cooling, 
increasing tree canopy cover, sustaining long term tree health, and providing 
high environmental quality.  

Deep soil provision 

• No minimum deep soil requirements are provided. It is recommended that 
minimum deep soil requirements should be included to support deep soil 
landscaping including shade trees supported by multi-layered understorey.  

Sect. 3.2.7 - Studios 

Strata subdivision 

• More details should be provided to specify the requirements for the strata 
subdivision for a studio dwelling must be provided. In line with E11 North Penrith 
where a strata subdivision of a studio dwelling and a dwelling house can 
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occur, the following criteria needs to be met: 

o appropriate private open space 
o separate pedestrian access 
o one on-site car parking space 
o separate services for mail delivery and waste collection, and an on-site 

garbage storage area which is not visible from public street 
o separate connections and metering for utilities 
o compliance with the Building Code of Australia. 

Sect. 4.0 - Environmental management 

Sect. 4.1 - Biodiversity values 

• The effectiveness of this section is dependent on the completion and 
assessment of the Biodiversity Assessment to ensure that the proposed 
development controls are appropriate, evidence-based, and responsive to 
the environmental constraints and opportunities of the precinct. Until the 
Biodiversity Assessment is finalised, it is difficult to determine whether the 
proposed controls will adequately protect biodiversity values and support the 
achievement of broader environmental outcomes. 

Sect. 4.2 - Bushfire hazard management 

• This section should include a figure identifying the locations and extent of 
residential Asset Protection Zones (APZs), consistent with Figure 8 of the 
Strategic Bush Fire Study. The inclusion of this mapping will provide guidance 
during the subdivision development application stage and assist in ensuring 
that future lot layouts, road networks, and development interfaces 
appropriately respond to bush fire protection requirements. 

Sect. 4.4 - Stormwater, water cycle management and flooding 

• This section is currently limited in scope and does not comprehensively 
address the range of water management considerations relevant to the 
precinct. It is recommended that the section include a clear cross-reference 
to Council’s city-wide Water Management chapter within Penrith DCP 2014. 

Sect. 5.0 - Heritage conservation and interpretation 

Adaptive reuse and operation of Frogmore House 

• The controls relating to the adaptive reuse, ongoing operation, and long-term 
management of Frogmore House are insufficient and require further detail.   

• Controls in this section need to be informed by the Conservation 
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Management Plan.  

Visual corridors 

• Control 2 should also be replicated within the residential development section 
of the DCP to reinforce the importance of preserving and enhancing 
significant view corridors. In particular, controls should seek to protect views 
towards the Blue Mountains from Hilltop Park and views towards Wianamatta 
South Creek from Frogmore House. Embedding these requirements within the 
residential development controls will assist in ensuring that future built form 
outcomes appropriately respond to the precinct’s landscape and heritage 
context. 

Aboriginal heritage impact permits 

• The DCP should include a control requiring the preparation and approval of a 
whole-of-site Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit (AHIP) under Section 90 of the 
National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 as part of the first development 
application for the precinct. This will provide a coordinated and 
comprehensive approach to the assessment and management of Aboriginal 
cultural heritage across the site, rather than relying on fragmented, site-by-
site investigations. 

Archaeology 

• The Historical Archaeological Assessment contained at Appendix E identifies 
areas of historical archaeological potential, including those shown in Figure 
4.2. The DCP should explicitly recognise these areas and incorporate any 
relevant recommendations arising from the assessment. This should include 
clear controls and assessment triggers identifying when archaeological 
investigations, assessments, monitoring, or other heritage management 
measures are required prior to the commencement of development. 
Providing clear guidance within the DCP will assist in ensuring that 
archaeological resources are appropriately identified, assessed, and 
managed throughout the development process. 

Sect. 6 - Other provisions 

Sect. 6.1 - Sustainability 

Alignment with the Penrith LEP 

• Control 1 should be expanded to address all relevant principles of sustainable 
development contained within Clause 7.4 (Sustainable Development) of 
Penrith Local Environmental Plan 2010. This will ensure consistency between 
the DCP and LEP frameworks and provide a comprehensive basis for 
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assessing sustainable development outcomes across the precinct. 

• The term “flexible housing” should be clearly defined, as it is not a land use 
term or development typology recognised under the Standard Instrument – 
Principal Local Environmental Plan or Penrith LEP 2010. Without further 
clarification, the application of the control is open to interpretation and may 
create uncertainty for applicants and consent authorities. 

Infrastructure delivery 

• Greater clarification is required regarding how an interconnected, renewable 
smart grid system is intended to be achieved across the Werrington Precinct. 
While this objective is identified within the DCP, the Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
does not provide sufficient detail regarding its scope, implementation 
pathway, governance arrangements, infrastructure requirements, or long-
term management. Additional information should be provided to 
demonstrate how this outcome can be practically achieved. 

Water management 

• Integrated water management matters are more appropriately addressed 
within Section 4.4 – Stormwater Management, Water Cycle Management and 
Flooding. Consideration should be given to relocating these provisions to 
avoid duplication and ensure all water management controls are 
consolidated within a single section of the DCP. 

Pilot programs 

• Control 3 refers to pilot projects, however it is unclear what this means or 
intents to capture. Further explanation is required e.g nature of projects, 
intended outcomes, delivery mechanisms etc.  

Smart grid system:  

• Control 2 says ‘where applicable, investigate the incorporation of an 
interconnected, renewable smart grid system across the Werrington Precinct.’ 
This wording is vague, not enforceable and provides little detail as to intended 
outcome, timing of delivery and implementation.  

Sect. 6.2 - Urban cooling 

Alignment with the Penrith DCP 

• This section lacks sufficient detail to facilitate development assessment. As 
drafted, it is questionable whether the controls are capable of achieving the 
stated objectives.    

• It is recommended to include reference to Council’s Urban Heat Management 
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chapter in Penrith DCP 2014, with key precinct controls applying to the extent of 
any inconsistency.   

Structure 

• Controls 1 to 3 are missing from the section, with the numbering commencing 
at Control 4. Error to be reviewed and resolved.  

Misalignment with the Principles of the DCP and with State based strategic 
planning frameworks 

• Control 4 requires development to contribute to the Werrington Precinct’s tree 
canopy coverage targets, including: 

a)  25–30% total site canopy coverage; and 

b)  5–10% canopy coverage on private land, dependent on lot size. 

• However, the control lacks sufficient detail and clarity is needed, including: 

o it is unclear what development types are required to achieve the 25–30% 
total site canopy coverage target in clause (a).  

o clause (b) provides a sliding scale of 5-10% canopy cover dependent on 
lot size, but fails to identify the specific lot size thresholds.  As currently 
drafted, this will create uncertainty and inconsistency in application.  

o It is unclear the relationship between Control 4 and the objective in 
Section 2.2 of contributing to 40% tree canopy target. Testing should be 
provided to ensure the requirements in Control 4 can achieve 40% 
precinct target. 

Operation of public infrastructure 

• Control 10 should be amended to ensure that street tree planting does not 
adversely affect the operation of public infrastructure over time. The control 
should require the selection, species, spacing, and placement of street trees 
to ensure that the illumination of roads, intersections, footpaths, shared paths, 
and public spaces is not compromised at tree maturity. This will assist in 
maintaining safety, visibility, and the ongoing functionality of the public 
domain. 

Sect. 6.3 – Acoustics 

General 

• The Noise Management Plan’ (NMP) prepared by SLR Consulting Australia 
(dated 20 March 2026, ref. 610.032489.00001 Revision 2.3) submitted with the 
SARP has given consideration to potential noise impacts on the proposed 
development, including from road and rail traffic, adjacent land uses, and the 
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potential impacts associated with the new commercial areas 
proposed.  Further, it has assessed the potential noise impacts from the 
development on existing receivers, such as noise from the town centre and 
additional traffic. 

• The NMP has found that road traffic noise may impact future residential 
dwellings along the key collector roads and along the GWH. 

• The northern portion of the site will be impacted by rail noise, though the 
areas impacted by the highest noise levels are consistent with the proposed 
open space area.  It is likely that mitigation measures will be required to be 
implemented to reduce the internal noise levels of future sensitive receivers, 
such as through the construction of noise barriers / mounds, internal building 
design and upgraded façade construction. The NMP has identified that the 
latter strategy is the most likely to be implemented, with Figure 15 and Figure 16 
showing areas of the site where these construction measures may be 
needed. 

• The NMP considered whether any existing properties will require mitigation as 
a result of the increased road traffic noise generated by the development.  It 
was found that 12 Redwood Place would be eligible for mitigation measures, 
and it was put forward that this should be further assessed at a later design 
stage.  Whilst it is acknowledged that detailed planning has not yet been 
undertaken, it does still need to be recognised that a mechanism for 
capturing these works will need to be ensured (the signalised intersection is 
already in place, so how will these works be triggered?). 

• The NMP has concluded that the noise impacts on the development and 
those caused by the development can both be effectively addressed.  Further 
specific assessments will be required to be undertaken during the subdivision 
stages, and when the commercial uses are proposed, and these are to be 
submitted with the DAs made for each stage of the development of the 
precinct. 

• Potential noise impacts from road, rail and future commercial activities should 
be addressed through detailed design, including building design measures, 
façade treatments and other mitigation strategies for sensitive land uses. 

• Clear mechanisms should be established to require noise mitigation for 
affected existing properties and ensure noise management requirements are 
embedded within DCP controls and future subdivision DAs. 

Alignment with the Penrith DCP 

• Section 6.3 of the DCP lacks sufficient detail to support efficient development 
assessment. Consider referring to Council’s city-wide Noise and Vibration 
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Chapter in Penrith DCP 2014, with section 6.3 prevailing to the extent of any 
inconsistency.  

Application of noise controls 

• Control 1 does not consider the potential for all noise generating activities to 
impact on development, only referencing that mitigation measures will be 
needed to respond to road and rail noise.  Figure 22 does identify ‘Noise 
Sources’, which correspond with roads, rail and commercial and industrial 
noise sources (though not all of the collector roads).  The control could be 
more general, such as having an application consider all noise sources and 
demonstrate that the internal noise criteria can be achieved. 

Development specific noise impact assessments 

• Development in coloured areas (green/purple) should still be guided by a 
development-specific noise impact assessment. 

• It is not appropriate to solely identify that mitigation measures are required, as 
an assessment should be carried out to assess the extent of the impact and 
then recommend what measures can be used to mitigate this impact. 

• For example, should a DA be submitted for subdivision to create residential 
lots along the Great Western Highway, this application would be required to 
be supported by a noise impact assessment which would usually then identify 
impacted lots, recommend construction requirements to ensure that the 
criteria is achieved, and then we would place a restriction on title to ensure 
that the built form can achieve the criteria. 

• Control 1 does not capture the need for a development-specific assessment.  
Attention is drawn to E17.5.17 of the Penrith DCP 2014 for road traffic noise for 
Orchard Hills North which may assist. 

Noise generation from collector roads 

• Figure 22 does not capture the potential mitigation required due to the noise 
generated by the collector roads in the northern part of the precinct. 

Sect. 6.4 - Site grading and retaining walls 

• Include reference to Council’s Land Management chapter of Penrith DCP 2014 
to provide a clear framework for the assessment of earthworks, retaining walls, 
and associated land management outcomes, with section 6.4 prevailing to 
the extent of any inconsistency.   

• Control 1: wording should be tightened and remove use of ‘preferably’. Site 
benching should occur at subdivision stage.  

DRAFT



• Control 2: All retaining walls must be of masonry construction (regardless of 
location). 

• Controls 3-4: would allow inter-allotment retaining walls of up to 3m height 
along side and rear boundaries. This is considered a poor design and amenity 
outcome for a new release housing precinct, particularly in the context of 
small lot development where opportunities/space for tiering retaining walls is 
limited. Consideration should be given to reducing retaining walls heights. For 
example, the Glenmore Park Stage 3 controls limit lot retaining walls to a 
maximum height of 1.5m.   

• Control 8 says ‘variations in setbacks and building design may be considered 
where they will not comprise the objectives of this section and will contribute 
to a varied and attractive streetscape.’ This is unnecessary, and is captured 
by merit assessment. Recommend removing control 8 in its entirety.   

Sect 6.5 - Development staging 

VPA matters 

• Development staging in the DCP needs to be informed by the outcome of the 
contributions framework, and consistent with the contributions framework.  

• Delivery of infrastructure (open space, traffic and transport, water cycle 
management) should be tied to relevant stage/precinct area. i.e. as each 
development stage is delivered, the supporting infrastructure must be 
provided. 

Objectives 

• An additional objective should also be included to ensure that development 
staging is undertaken in a coordinated manner that manages and minimises 
potential adverse impacts on existing and future residents, infrastructure, 
services, and adjoining land uses. Appropriate staging controls should require 
proponents to demonstrate that each stage of development can operate 
independently, maintains acceptable levels of amenity and accessibility, and 
does not compromise the orderly and efficient development of subsequent 
stages within the precinct. 

Introduce a concept plan requirement 

• It is recommended that a control to require a Concept Plan be lodged prior to, 
or with, the first subdivision development application for each of the different 
development zones/stages. The Concept Plan would need to meet the 
objectives and controls of the Chapter. 
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Alignment with the TMAP 

• Section 1.4 Staging of the TMAP notes development to phased across 7 
precincts/stages. Please clarify and show the proposed staging maps in line 
with Table 1-1 of the TMAP. 

• The staging plan should show areas and development yields that will be 
delivered for each stage as well as the transport infrastructure that will 
support the staged delivery. 

• Each stage shall be connected to external transport network and not be 
delivered in isolation. The proposed staging should also demonstrate that the 
15-minute neighbourhood and 30-minute city objectives are achieved. 
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