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Submission content: I wanted to raise the following issues with you. 1.
The need for statutory weight to be created by the Central City District
Plans to ensure the dwelling targets set are required to be located
within the TOD Strategic Centres of Sydney Metro North West and
particularly Castle Hill. 2. The HSC LEP 2012 is informed by State
Government Masterplanned approach to TOD which has guidelines
created specifically for Sydney Metro and is update as recommended
by the Sydney Planning Panel in 2016 as a priority. 3. Population
density, masterplanning be investigated by the DPE and GSC as the
lead authority. I have attached a basic analysis showing the difference
between other centres Bondi and Chatswood that both have a train
station and a large retail centre. 4. FSR Scheme consistent with City
Planning and TOD- the problem as has been evidenced in other
countries e.g Edmonton in Canada with implementing an MRT and
having FSR too low is the land use not being adequately assessed
results in a need to completely redo the planning. In Edmonton's case
an ave FSR of 3.8 was too low. 5. Design Excellence be assessed by a
design competition process as prescribed by the changes to the EPA
and not a council appointee with potential conflict of interest in acting
as an agent of the Council. Tony Caro and associates as one firm has
been appointed by the HSC for this purpose. I have a R4 zoned 2050m



development site 170m from Castle Hill Town Centre and Castle
Towers. I have observed the inconsistent approaches taken to
rezoning and lack of masterplanning for Castle Hill since the Castle Hill
Structure Plan was released and the NSW Hills Corridor Strategy
released. The DPE and GSC in supporting Castle Hill's role a Strategic
Centre within the Central City District and the highest order centre of
the Hills Shire has yet to be defined by the recent changes to the EPA ,
specifically to discourage Spot Rezoning and to ensure the design led
approach takes priority in decisions particularly concerning land use
integration with infrastructure. This has resulted in significant and
avoidable delay to the supply of housing within the transport catchment
and has resulted in traffic generating density outside of access to
transport in Box Hill and Kellyville. This has allowed this traffic
generating dwelling density to used to satisfy the requirements of s117
but is contrary to the intention of integrated transport land use. In
respect to the Revised Draft Central City District Plans, I wanted to
draw to your attention the key issue of population density and dwelling
targets as they relate to Castle Hill Station Precinct with respect to a
submission to the GSC. The Hills Shire Council LEP 2012 The HSC
LEP 2012 was prepared prior to and not in consideration of transport
infrastructure in particular its role in linking Castle Hill to the three cities
of Greater Sydney by direct Mass Rapid Transport including Sydney
Metro and future light rail connections. This has been evidenced by the
independent panel, the Sydney West Central Planning Panel as it was
known then over 12 months ago. It made comments on the importance
of ensuring the LEP controls properly reflect the land use within Castle
Hill. I have provided the reference below for your consideration.
Planning Panel Recommendations re LEP 2012 In its approval of
Stage 3 DA of Castle Towers 27th September, 2016 the Sydney West
JRPP Determination and Statement of Reasons recognised “Castle
Hill’s role as a Strategic Centre and as a major node” and “certain
controls currently contained in the Hills Local Environment Plan 2012
(LEP) do not reflect that position”. In addition to this determination the
panel also made particular reference to the importance of Castle Hill’s



Strategic role “should be reflected in the LEP provisions applying to
the centre in order to properly inform the community and other
interested parties in their consideration of future development
proposals.” The panel goes even further than this and specifically
makes the recommendation “to the Council and the Greater Sydney
Commission that the development of relevant LEP controls be
addressed as a priority” http://www.planningpanels.nsw.gov.au/Meetin
gs/tabid/82/ctl/view/JRPP_ID/2031/mid/460/a/1/language/en-
US/Default.aspx The Hills Shire Council's Corridor Strategy- dwelling
targets not supported with evidence The Hills Shire Council's corridor
strategy and the proposed scheme for apartment development was
prepared in a hurry and did not consider the Height of Buildings or the
development feasibility for sites in the structure plan areas. ie the
reliance on the production of any dwelling targets with this level of
detail is not possible. It was prepared in response to the s117 local
planning directives and as a response to and in contrast to the NSW
Hills Corridor Strategy and Castle Hill Structure plan 2013, seeks to
provide dwelling targets which can be achieved without providing
evidence to support assumptions contained within it. It does not
contain details which allow sufficient certainty over dwelling density
approaches, setbacks, building heights, FSR’s built form, carparking
and traffic considerations. The impact on majority of developable
unconstrained land in this Strategy within the critical transport
catchment being given a blanket FSR 1:1 thwarts any development
effectively sterilising these opportunity sites to contribute to evolution of
Castle Hill. This non-statutory document has been used to guide
development assessment by the Hills Shire Council within the Castle
Hill Station Precinct in addition to the HSC LEP 2012. In order to
provide an evidence based approach to these plans and strategies
further consideration is required and these plans need to be updated to
better reflect the once in a generation opportunity afforded by the
significant local infrastructure and transport being rolled out by the
State government. It is important that the evidence is used to support
both what is reflective of the future local character of the area and what



will enable a better outcome that responds to and prioritises the
importance of Castle Hill as Strategic Centre and Major Centre with the
Central City District and Hills Shire. Council as a Developer In Castle
Hill, the Hills Shire Council has acted as the largest property developer
and has acquired sites within the Castle Hill Town Centre including in
Garthowen Cr, Castle Hill Medical Centre reportedly for $15million and
Castle Hill Day Surgery for $31million. The strategic site acquisition
creates the perception in the absence of a Master Plan that a repeat of
51-53 Old Castle Hill Rd will occur. If a commissioner in the land and
environment court was to determine the planning controls over land
that they owned it would create an issue of probity. The Hills Shire
Council is in competition and directly opposing land rezoning which
raises the same probity issue particularly given one of the reasons for
lack of supply of developable land given by the Hills Shire Council is
landowners expectations of land value is too high. Dwelling Supply
Forecast unreliable due to lack of feasibility analysis The structure of
the controls provided by the Hills Shire Council cannot provide the
dwelling projections as claimed as these strategies are dependent on a
flawed FSR incentive scheme which seeks to make any development
unviable if it cannot conform to the Hills Shire Councils demands, and if
development does comply it creates a product which is so expensive a
developer would have significant delays in reaching presales required
for development to occur. The lack of any statutory requirement for the
Hills Shire Council to evaluate the feasibility of development raises
serious doubts over any claims made with respect to the projected
dwelling supply. In addition, there is no statutory requirement that the
dwelling supply is with the transport catchment area. This allows
dwellings that are not within walking distance to transport to fulfill the
dwelling targets provided they are with the LGA which is inconsistent
with the objectives of s117. FSR Incentive Scheme Base Controls ,
The current (HSCLEP 2012) controls of 1:1 do not reflect the
importance of Castle Hill as a Strategic Centre and adequately respond
to the impact of transport infrastructure to ensure the development of
sites and integration of the land uses result in optimal metro precinct



activation and the capacity of the available transport catchment is
utilised consistent with best practice TOD principles and in line with the
role of Castle Hill as a Strategic Centre. Bonus FSR, scheme - the
basis of which allows the "bonus" to only be achieved for providing the
apartment mix to 40% of the apartments, 20% of the apartments must
be 3 bedroom and the carparking requirements must comply with the
DCP carparking and not RMS. The net result of adopting this approach
is that dwelling density can only be achieved if these requirements are
met. This in itself is the reason the proposal made by the Hills Shire
Council must fall as in order to comply with the dwelling targets set an
assumed uptake of rezoned land needs to be accepted by the Minister
of Planning in order that the Hills Shire Council remain as the RPA
relevant planning authority to comply with the s117 Directives which
are the local planning directives of the Minister primarily being the
increase to the supply and diversity of housing and the efficient use of
land within the transport catchment area to ensure land that has
access to infrastructure is being used appropriately. The exact reason
the Hills Shire Council cannot guarantee that the FSR bonus will be
applied and land rezoned it the exact reason why it is not able to
comply with the s117 directives of the Minister for Planning and state
governments corridor strategy and structure plans for station precincts.
Recommendation The Hills Shire Council's Corridor Strategy not be
supported due to the breach of s117 local planning directives. An
alternative FSR scheme would better reflect schemes in other urban
infill areas which are often needed particularly where tall buildings are
required to ensure the feasibility for development can occur. Example
FSR scheme _____________________________________________
_____________________________ Base Controls: In order to
address this the THSC LEP could be amended to include incentives to
FSR as follows: Incentives- Bonus FSR Community Infrastructure
Bonus 1:1 applied separately to the base FSR control to ensure
community services are incentivised in particular mixed use
development Design Excellence Bonus: is .5:1 for sites able to achieve
the established guidelines set by THSC. High Performing Buildings



Bonus: is an additional 0.5:1 FSR provided that certain requirement
relating to Ecologically Sustainable Development (ESD) are met.
These could include guidelines that a mixed-use development with at
least 24m frontage, minimum site area of 1,800 and maximum FSR of
at least 10:1 can access this incentive, provided that the part of the
building that is a dwelling meets the following requirements: · The
energy target is a minimum 10-point increase in the BASIX score
compared to current requirements. · The water target is a minimum
10-point increase in the BASIX score compared to current
requirements. Also applying to a mixed use development including at
least 2000sqm of commercial premises must also meet the following
requirements for its commercial premises: · The energy target is a
maximum 140 kg/m2 per year. · The water target is a maximum .65
kL/m2 per year. These objectives can be achieved by the application of
a site-specific clause to ensure that the HPB requirements are met.
Opportunity Site Bonus: For opportunity sites that are able to meet the
criteria which “unlock” an Opportunity Site FSR bonus is applied if: a.
The development site must be at least 40 metres wide at the front
building line and have an area of at least 1,800 square metres. b. The
development must demonstrate an appropriate transition to any
heritage items. c. The development must first include the additional
FSR available under the “Incentive” controls, and therefore must
include a Community Infrastructure contribution to the satisfaction of
the consent authority. d. The development must achieve the Design
Excellence bonus (through completion of a competitive design
process) e. The development must achieve the High Performing
Buildings bonus (through meeting High Performing Building
requirements) f. A site-specific DCP is prepared g. An additional
contribution to Community Infrastructure is made to the satisfaction of
the consent authority. _______________________________________
________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
Design Excellence Panel the Hills Shire Council being appointed as the
decision maker for what constitutes design excellence. IF the history of



delaying tactics, conflicting approaches, lack of collaboration and
continuing to act as a major property developer is a guide. Placing the
Hills Shire Council in a position to discriminate represents a conflict of
interest that is unacceptable. Only independent planning panels should
be allowed to make decsions based purely on the merits of the
application and consistent with district and metropolitan planning
objectives. Allowing this mechanism to remain in place would allow any
development to be thwarted that did not meet with the Hills Shire
Council's favour. Recommendation If design excellence is to be
included this should be assessed on the basis of a design competition
and independent panel. Allowing the council to use this process will
only provide another way to thwart development regardless of the
strategic merit of the design if it deviates from the Hills Shire Councils
perspective. SPOT rezoning vs Master Planning The lack of Master
Planning and Precinct Planning has resulted in spot rezoning being the
only pathway being available to developers seeking to rezone land.
This is time consuming, extremely expensive and contradictory to
proper precinct planning consistent with district and metropolitan plans.
The obvious consequences of allowing this fragmented approach to
continue is lengthy delays and significantly increased the costs to
creating an affordable supply of housing and of equal importance
ensuring the interactions of the community within the precinct and sub
precincts critical to the success of density being done well. Planning
Proposals approved to date Vivien Place
http://leptracking.planning.nsw.gov.au/PublicDetails.aspx?Id=5030
Garthowen Cr
http://leptracking.planning.nsw.gov.au/PublicDetails.aspx?Id=5047
Cecil and Roger Ave
http://leptracking.planning.nsw.gov.au/PublicDetails.aspx?Id=2526
Clause 4.6 variations were successfully applied to and SEPP 65
apartment design and apartment sizes have been approved for
299-309 Old Northern Rd (under construction) http://www.planningpan
els.nsw.gov.au/Meetings/tabid/82/ctl/view/JRPP_ID/1552/mid/460/a/1/l
anguage/en-US/Default.aspx and 51 – 53 Old Castle Hill Rd



(development approved) http://www.planningpanels.nsw.gov.au/Develo
pmentRegister/tabid/62/ctl/view/mid/424/JRPP_ID/2797/language/en-
AU/Default.aspx This has created a precedent with a marked
inconsistency to proposed controls which have been applied to other
sites with the Castle Hill Station Precinct which has increased
uncertainty for the community and other stakeholders. Inconsistent
controls have been applied to these proposals and this create mistrust
and uncertainty within the planning system and the community.
Recommendation Master planning be undertaken by the DPE for
Castle Hill Station Precinct. By facilitating the removal of the planning
uncertainty and delay created by outdated and inconsistent strategies
which are not reflective of current and future strategic plans for Castle
Hill your role as the Minister , the Secretary of DPE and the Greater
Sydney Commission will be required to overcome the barriers to
development and to enable the increased supply of housing and
employment in these key locations. The success of the planning for
transit oriented development in these strategic centres is critical to
ensure the land use integrates with transport and the priorities of the
Central City District Plans and Metropolitan Plans are achieved in an
orderly and timely way. The problem is that the targeted 8550
dwellings by 2021 relates to the LGA and not within the TOD
catchment area specifically for Castle Hill. This means dwellings within
other station precincts within the LGA, Rouse Hill, Norwest, Kellyville,
Bella Vista and Showground can permit compliance with the s117
directions and the Central City District Plan with no statutory
requirement for the increase in dwellings to be located in Castle Hill to
2021 despite its significance as a major centre and more significant
role in proximity to Parramatta and Macquarie Park. With dwelling
supply in broadacre subdivisions of Box Hill and Kellyville being used
as a means of complying with the s117 dwelling targets and priority
being given to infrastructure investment and State government and
Council's focus on other station precincts the potential for delay or no
dwelling supply to Castle Hill Station Precinct is a cause for concern
and I believe warrants greater certainty to be provided by the GSC.



Recommendation Reports and input be obtained from Architectus -
 and Ethos Urban -  providing place making

recommendations and AEC GROUP- providing population data and
evidence http://www.aecgroup.com.au/  providing
the following 1. Carry out case study analysis of select strategic
centres (comparable retail facilities, public transport and comparable
position in retail hierarchy) for comparison with Castle Hill. Points of
comparison include: a. Population and dwelling densities b. Population
and dwellings growth c. Development pipeline and private investment
2. Identify impediments to Castle Hills’ potential for growth to fulfil
principles of TOD and to leverage government infrastructure
investment 3. Make recommendations for further work and
investigation Submission to the GSC These reports used to inform the
Central City District Plans to create the statutory weight to capture the
dwelling targets to be located inside of TOD Strategic Centres and
NOT the LGA. Mehra Jafari a strategic planner formerly from Mecone
and now team leader of strategy at the GSC has an appreciation of this
issue and has recommended making a formal submission.

-b6168525/ Hills Shire Council
The Hills Shire Council has also made its position on the District Plans
clear and is to discussed as an agenda item at the meeting on
Tuesday. It is making clear that what is and is not caught by s79C will
be the room it has for "negotiating" with the DPE . p 216 https://www.th
ehills.nsw.gov.au/files/sharedassets/public/ecm-website-documents/m
eeting-council/28112017-cnc/agenda-28112017-cnc/ordinary_meeting
_of_council_-_28_november_2017.pdf Ensuring the statutory
requirements for dwelling density to be located inside transport nodes ,
particularly Castle Hill, is contained within the Central City District
Plans are caught by s79 C will be necessary to ensure the statutory
mechanism and the timing for implementing the objectives specifically
the location dwelling density and intent contained within the District
Plans is enforceable and reflected in the amended HSC LEP 2012
consistent to these objectives. ie the dwelling targets will be defined
and measured for Castle Hill Station Structure Plan area to be met by



2021. The HIlls Shire Council's approach to dwelling density and its
projections were the subject of a population ID study
http://forecast.id.com.au/the-hills/residential-development?WebID=150
the difference between its approach for similarly located sites at 30-80
dw /ha vs the approach for the site it has rezoned at 51-53 Old Castle
Hill Rd of 650 dw/ha needs a much more strategic assessment to
planning to ensure the development of Castle Hill Station Precinct
occurs in a timely and orderly way. If this is of interest to you in
pursuing and would like to discuss feel free to contact me, given the
date for submissions closes on 15th December, support to achieving
consistent design led place making approach within the Castle Hill
Station precinct is timely. Kind Regards  
PS Although not specifically related to dwelling density targets,
providing a guide to TOD within Sydney Metro Station Precincts would
be of particular benefit to ensure a consistent urban design principles
are taken for all areas identified for TOD with the Central City District
Plans for Sydney Metro Station Precincts. PSS i have attached a
comparison of the population of Castle Hill to Chatswood and Bondi
showing the comparisons of the current populations with Castle Hill. It
is quite obvious the difference.
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CASTLE HILL STATION PRECINCT- within 1 km radius 

Population in 2016 = 11703 

Family Structure Couples with Children- 59% 

Dwellings = 11703/2.5= 4681 

 

 



BONDI JUNCTION within 1 km radius 

Population 2016 = 24 196 

Family Structure Couples with Children- 47% 

Dwellings = 24 196/2.5= 9678 

 

 



CHATSWOOD within 1 km radius 

Population 2016 = 22 244 

Family Structure Couples with Children- 53% 

Dwellings = 22 244/2.5= 8897 
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