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Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
 
Submission 
Draft West Central District Plan and Towards Our Greater Sydney 2056 
 

We have been commissioned by Sakarra, to review the above documents placed on 
exhibition and to provide a submission regarding planning issues relevant to the RWP that 
we might identify. Sakarra, acting on behalf of Riverstone Parade Pty Ltd (Sakarra), control 
the majority of the North West Priority Growth Area known as the Riverstone West Precinct 
(RWP). 

The Sakarra site has a total area of approximately 234 hectares. The site is partly grassed 
and has previously been used for animal grazing. In the southern end of the site, along 
Richards Road (private road), are existing residential dwellings that have local heritage 
significance. Central to the site are existing industrial buildings and site facilities that were 
previously used by the Angliss meat works and then a logistics company (Roadmaster), 
and are now used by a number of local and metropolitan industrial operators. The RWP has 
all required urban services available to it, with existing access to sewer, water power and 
gas. 

The Riverstone West Precinct was formally rezoned for intensive urban development, by 
the Minister for Planning, on 7 August 2009. This followed an extensive precinct planning 
process. The final documents in that process can be found on the Department of Planning 

. 

The RWP is zoned under Appendix 3 of the Growth Centres SEPP for various urban 
purposes as depicted by Figure 1. It was the first employment Precinct in the North West 
Growth Centre to be rezoned by the Government and is anticipated to provide around 
12,000 jobs once developed. 
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regard to environmental, economic and social considerations. The extensive assessment 
of flood risks undertaken at the precinct planning stage, provided for the balancing of all 
relevant considerations and concluded that it was appropriate to zone the land for 
employment generating development. The rationale for this conclusion is implicitly because 
of the need for employment within the growing north west, the strategic location of the RWP 
adjacent 2 railways station, the existing industrial use of part of the land and its proximity to 
an existing established retail centre.  
 
The issue of impacts on others has more recently been raised by Council. The rezoning 
and precinct planning process, managed by the NSW Department of Planning, involved an 
extensive and detailed assessment of flood risk. More recent detailed assessments 
considered as part of the Court appeal concluded that off-site impacts would be insignificant 
(see Attachment 1). 
 
We would expect that any future cumulative impacts will be addressed by the District and 
Metropolitan plans that provide appropriate guidance for the zoning of future lands. 
However, this should not preclude the advancement of existing zoned employment lands 
for which detailed assessments were already undertaken at the precinct planning stage. 
 
We submit that the draft West Central District Plan provides an important opportunity to 
reinforce the significance of the RWP and promote its orderly and economic development 
in accordance with its planned and zoned intent. This would include progressing the 
Planning Proposal to address legal issues with the Growth Centres SEPP. 
 
We would be pleased to work with the Commission to assist in ensuring the finalised plans 
appropriately facilitate the development of the RWP to achieve its planned outcomes, 
particularly regarding the delivery of employment opportunities. We would appreciate the 
opportunity to meet with Commission officers to elaborate on the above and to collaborate 
in the delivery of the plans, where needed. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above. If you have any further questions 
in relation to the matters in this report please contact Paul Grech. 
 
Yours faithfully 
GLN PLANNING PTY LTD 

 
PAUL GRECH 
DIRECTOR 
 
 
Attachment 1  Planning Proposal  
 
Attachment 2  Planning Proposal Lodgement Confirmation 
 
Attachment 3  Sakarra RWP Masterplan 
 
Attachment 4  Submission on Council Riverstone Masterplan 
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This Planning Proposal has been prepared by GLN Planning Pty Ltd (GLN) on behalf of 
Sakkara. It relates to the Riverstone West Precinct (RWP) and the adjoining lot to the west (lot 
11) which is located in the Marsden Park North Precinct (the subject site). 

This Planning Proposal is submitted to the NSW Department of Planning and Environment 
(DPE) to accompany a request to amend State Environmental Planning Policy (Sydney Growth 
Centres) 2006 (Growth Centres SEPP) in accordance with the Environmental Planning and 
Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act). 

The amendment relates to clause 20 of the Growth Centres SEPP  Development on and near 
certain land at Riverstone West. Clause 20 applies to properties identified within the Growth 
Centres SEPP  Development Control Map. The amendment aims to modify the wording of 
clause 20 to facilitate planned development within Lot 211, DP 830505. 

This report concludes that the Planning Proposal should be supported and recommended for 
Gateway Determination. 

1.1 Background 

Rezoning of Riverstone West 

The Riverstone West Precinct was formally rezoned by the Minister for Planning on 7 August 
2009. The Riverstone West Precinct Development Control Plan (DCP), which is the 
accompanying precinct planning document providing guidelines for future development was 
then adopted by the (then) Director General of the DPE on 19 August 2009. 

At the time the Riverstone West Precinct (RWP) was rezoned, it was held in common ownership 
with land in the adjoining Marsden Park North Precinct (Lot 11, DP 816720). Marsden Park 
North is yet to be rezoned for urban development. Following the rezoning of the RWP, the 
properties were sold separately by the Mortgagers of the previous owner. 

Under clause 20 of the Growth Centres SEPP, a Floodplain Management Strategy (FMS) is 
required to be prepared in relation to both the RWP and Lot 11. However, these properties are 
no longer held by the same owner. 

Planning Context 

The RWP is zoned under Appendix 3 of the Growth Centres SEPP for various urban purposes 
as depicted by Figure 1. It was the first employment Precinct in the North West Growth Centre 
to be rezoned by the Government and is anticipated to provide around 12,000 jobs once 
developed. 

The Precinct is ideally located with access to two railway stations (Vineyard and Riverstone). It 
is also close to major road connections within the immediate area including Garfield Road, 
Windsor Road, Richmond Road and a planned link road to the north of the Precinct, thereby 
providing excellent transport options. 
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b. Council was provided with a copy of the surface modelling used to establish the basis 
of Figures C2 to C4. An analysis of this information indicates that there will be a loss of 
about 2,650,000 m3 of flood storage for development of the full site. This loss of flood 
storage is a development principle that now underpins the Precinct Plan and DCP for 
the site. This means that this loss of flood storage has been accepted by the NSW 
Government, in principle, as a first layer of assessment of the proposal. However, the 
overall impact on the floodplain external to the site is the second layer of assessment. 

Based on the outcome required by the RWP Precinct Plan, Development Applications have 
been lodged with Council for development within the RWP. These Development Applications 
are outlined below. 

Development Application No.09-754 

A Development Application (DA) (DA-09-754) was lodged on 15 April 2009 seeking approval for 
bulk earthworks with associated site compound, car parking, internal haul roads and tree 
removal in the north-eastern corner of the site. The proposal consisted of up to 640,000 cubic 
metres of cut and 560,000 cubic metres of fill with the excess fill to be stockpiled on-site.  

Council implicitly considered this application  under clause 20(3) of the Growth Centres 
SEPP and that it would not result in unacceptable adverse flood impacts on adjoining properties 
and therefore a Flood Management Strategy was not required by Council. The DA was then 
approved by Council on 17 December 2009. That DA has now lapsed. 

Development Application No.13-1845 

The current owners lodged a DA (No.13-1845) on 30 September 2013 seeking approval for bulk 
earthworks, ground contouring, vegetation removal and extended hours of construction within 
the north eastern corner of the site. The proposal involved 1,400,000 cubic metres of cut to fill 
on-site and the importation of around 125,000 cubic metres of excavated natural material.  

DA No.13-1845 was accompanied by a Floodplain Management Strategy (FMS). The FMS 
addressed all lands within the RWP and Lot 11, as required by clause 20 of the Growth Centres 
SEPP. The FMS concluded that the proposed final landform could facilitate planned 
development with no unacceptable flood impacts. This could be achieved without any 
earthworks within Lot 11 but involved a tailoring of the extent of the fill platforms and additional 
compensatory excavation within those parts of the RWP zoned for open space and 
environmental management.  

The applicant subsequently lodged an appeal on 12 May 2014 
refusal of the DA under 97(1)(b) of the EP&A Act. The appeal was dismissed in the decision of 
Riverstone Parade Pty Limited v Blacktown City Council [2015] NSWLEC (RWP appeal). 

The issues outlined within the Statement of Facts and Contentions (SoFC) for the appeal are 
summarised below: 

 Impacts on the floodplain 

 Precedent and cumulative impacts 

 Impact on traffic movements on the Vineyard Railway Level Crossing 

 Inadequacy of the Flood Emergency Response Plan 

 Source of fill. 
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As part of the appeal, the Court considered the FMS and a Flood Impact Assessment (FIA) that 
had been prepared to support the DA. The fill option assessed as part of the FMS and FIA 
involved selective cut within Lot 211 and a net loss of floodplain storage below 17.3m AHD of 
2.65 Million m3. The Court noted within its decision that: 

Subclause 20(2)(a) requires that the proposed development will be undertaken in a 
manner that is consistent with the Floodplain Management Strategy which is part of the 
RWDCP [Appendix C]. Therefore, the SEPP requires the application of the DCP. 
Notwithstanding the deficiencies in RWDCP (discussed elsewhere), the DCP in turn 
consistently requires demonstration of compliance with the SEPP. Apart from the 
exceptions noted below, we are generally satisfied that the  detailed 
Floodplain Management Strategy, to the extent that this underpins the proposed 

 [95]. 

The Court considered the wording of subclause 20(2)(b) within the Growth Centres SEPP as 
the key to whether consent could be granted to the proposed development. Senior Counsel for 
the applicant Riverstone Parade Pty Ltd submitted that 'does not increase' should be interpreted 
as 'does not materially increase' particularly given the sensitivities of modelling.  However the 
Court did not accept this interpretation.  

In our view, subclause 20(2)(b) is the key to whether consent can be granted to the 
proposed development. This subclause requires the consent authority to reach a state 

does not increase flood levels on 
 [96] 

 

In our view 

 
our view, this subclause prohibits any development that would lead to an increase in 
flood levels on adjoining properties. 

. This is contrasted with the qualifications of 
the degree of flooding or level of impact allowed in subclause  [97] 

 

At [17] of the joint report, and confirmed in oral evidence, the experts agree that the 
proposed development will increase flood levels outside Lot 211 and therefore on 
adjoining properties; albeit the increase is less than I0 mm for most modelled flood 
scenarios, a figure acknowledged to be within the sensitivities of the models. While we 
note the dispute between the experts about the 100 year ARI Hawkesbury flood with a 
20 year ARI Eastern Creek flood and its significance, the potential increase of this 
combination is 40 mm. Even if we accept Mr Thomas' considered and reasonable 
explanation of the rarity of this event and discard this combination, as there will be an 
increase in flood levels arising from the other modelled events, we cannot grant consent 
to the development application before us. [98] 

The planning proposal seeks to amend wording within clause 20(2)(b) of the Growth Centres 
SEPP to redress its prohibitive interpretation. The intention is to provide wording that ensures 
proposed development does not cause unacceptable flooding but allows planned development 
to proceed as envisaged through the initial rezoning process under the Growth Centres SEPP in 
2009. 
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Drafting amendments are also suggested to clause 20(2)(a) as part of this planning proposal to 
provide for consistency of interpretation between the Growth Centres SEPP and the DCP as  
the FMS does not form part of the DCP but states how the FMS should be undertaken and what 
it should contain. 

Drafting clarification would also assist future interpretation of clauses 20(2)(c) and (d) as 
discussed in section 4 below. 

 

A full copy of the court decision is provided as Appendix A. 
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The subject site has a total area of approximately 440 hectares. Various vehicle access points 
are provided to access each individual lot.   

The largest parcel of land within the RWP is Lot 211. This lot contains a mix of existing uses. 
The site is largely grassed and has previously been used for animal grazing. In the southern 
end of the site, along Richards Road (private road), are existing residential dwellings that have 
local heritage significance. Centrally, along the eastern boundary are existing industrial 
buildings that are currently used by a logistics company (Roadmaster). 

Three of the lots within the subject site are used for the provision of utilities. Each of these lots 
are located towards the northern end of the RWP. They include a Transgrid Electricity 
Substation (Lot 210, DP 830505 and Lot 1, DP 598194) and Sydney Water Sewage Treatment 
Plant (Lot 1, DP 595977).  

There is an existing shop (Lot 10, DP 736235, 4 Garfield Road) located in the south-eastern 
corner of the site. This building has local heritage significanc

animals.  
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This section of the report outlines and discusses the components of this Planning Proposal in 
accordance with the D  A guide to preparing planning 
proposals , dated October 2012. These components include: 

 Objectives and Intended Outcome 

 Explanation of Provisions 

 Justification 

 Community Consultation. 

4.1 Objectives and Intended Outcome 

The objectives of this Planning Proposal are to amend clause 20 of the Growth Centres SEPP 
relating to flood prone and major creeks lands and to clarify the land to which clause 20 applies. 
A tracked changes version of the proposed amendment to clause 20 is provided as Appendix 
B. 

The intended outcomes of this Planning Proposal include: 

1. To provide for consistency of interpretation between the Growth Centres SEPP and the 
DCP in relation to the FMS. 

2. To permit development that does not materially increase flood levels outside of the 
RWP. 

This will enable a merits based approach to be undertaken in relation to flood impacts 
within the RWP.   

3.  within clause 20(2)(b) and clause 20(2)(c)  

design 
The different design flood scenarios are outlined within the DCP. 

4. Clarify drafting of 20(2)(d) so that it is consistent with preceding clauses. 

5. Update the Growth Centres SEPP  Development Control Map No.5 to identify the land 
to which clause 20(1) applies. 

This is a housekeeping amendment to update a mapping error. 

The intended outcomes of the Planning Proposal listed above will facilitate the anticipated 
outcome as envisaged under the DCP within the RWP to develop Lot 211 for future 
employment uses. It will also clarify the extent to which clause 20(1) applies. 

4.2 Explanation of Provisions 

The explanation of provisions provides a detailed statement of how the objective or intended 
outcomes are to be achieved through amending the Growth Centres SEPP. 



Planning Proposal 
Riverstone West 

1 July 2015 
GLN 10228 

14 

 

The proposed outcome of this Planning Proposal will be achieved by: 

1) Amendment to the wording of clause 20(2)(a) of the Growth Centres SEPP as follows: 

will be undertaken in a manner that is consistent with the Floodplain Management 
Strategy (prepared in accordance with the Riverstone West Precinct Development 
Control Plan) 

2) Amendment to the wording of clause 20(2)(b) of the Growth Centres SEPP as follows: 

does not materially increase flood levels on adjoining properties in events up to and 
including the 100 year recurrence flood event 

3) Amendment to the wording of clause 20(2)(c) as follows: 

limits any increases in flood velocities on adjoining properties in events up to and 
including the 100 year recurrence flood event 

4) Amendment to the wording of clause 20(2)(d) as follows: 

is not likely to result in materially adverse flood impacts on adjoining properties 
(including during any construction stage of the proposed development) 

5) Amendment to Growth Centres SEPP - Development Control Plan Map No.5 to identify 
the extent to which clause 20(1) applies (housekeeping amendment). 

The proposed amendment will facilitate future development in line with that envisaged within the 
Growth Centres SEPP and DCP. 

4.3 Justification 

 

The need for the proposed amendments relating to clause 20 arise from the RWP Court 
decision. The decision was based on an interpretation of clause 20 that is considered to be 
inconsistent with what was intended by the Growth Centres SEPP and an unnecessary barrier 
to achieving the planned outcome for RWP.  

Appendix C of the RWP DCP (Figures C2  C4) provides fill profiles to achieve a minimum 
ground level of 17.3 m AHD (the adopted 100 year ARI Hawkesbury Nepean flood level) that fits 
the DCP and zoning plans. The FMS submitted for the RWP identified a net loss of flood 
storage from all DAs in the Precinct to achieve this planned outcome of no greater than 
2,650,000 m3. This loss of flood storage 
appeal of DA-13-1845 dated 27 November 2014. Council's report identified that 
loss of about 2,650,000 m3 of flood storage for the development of the full site. This loss of flood 
storage is a development principle that now underpins the Precinct Plan and   

Based on the proposed works under DA (13-1845), there was an anticipated loss of 
1,116,255 m3 of floodplain storage within the Precinct which was consistent with the FMS. 
However, the Court held that the interpretation of subclause 20(2)(b) was key to whether 
consent could be granted to the proposed development.  

The need for the amendment is based on a technical interpretation by the Court of clause 
20(2)(b) which prevents a merit based analysis of the flood impacts. In this regard, we note the 
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In our view, subclause 20(2)(b) is the key to whether consent can be granted to the 
proposed development. This subclause requires the consent authority to reach a state 
of satisfaction that the proposed development 'does not increase flood levels on 
adjoining properties up to the d [96]  

In our view, 

 
our view, this subclause prohibits any development that would lead to an increase in 
flood levels on adjoining properties. There is 

. This is contrasted with the qualifications of 
 [97] 

Both the Council and applicant flood experts engaged in the Court appeal agreed that the flood 
modelling showed that the proposed development could potentially lead to an increase in the 
100 year ARI Hawkesbury River flood level of between 5 mm and 9 mm [70]. However, the 
Court could not be satisfied that there was no increase (literally interpreted as 0 mm) despite 

the FMS [95]. 

In relation to clause 20(2)(b) and (c) 'design' also caused some confusion and uncertainty in its 
interpretation. The flood modelling also considered 3 flood scenarios that recognised the 
potential for flooding of Eastern Creek concurrent with flooding of the broader Hawkesbury-
Nepean River system as set out in clause 4 of Strategy Formulation Requirements  in Appendix 
C of the DCP: 

a. 100 year Eastern Creek (local) + 100 year Hawkesbury Nepean (HN) flooding. 

b. 100 year Eastern Creek (local) + 5 year HN flooding. 

c. 100 year Eastern Creek (local) + no HN flooding. 

Despite the prescription within the DCP, in consultation with Council, it was agreed that a further 
scenario comprising the 100 year Eastern Creek (local) + 20 year Hawkesbury River (regional) 
flood scenario be considered (100/20 combination). As a result, this scenario was also 
modelled as part of the FIA.  The results of the modelling of this scenario showed that the 
proposed development had the potential to cause an increase in peak flood levels outside the 
RWP for the 100/20 combination of up to 40 mm.  However, this increase would only mean that 
peak flood levels for the 100/20 year combination would increase from 13.73 to 13.77 m AHD, 
which is more than 3.5 metres below the adopted 100 year ARI flood level of 17.3 m AHD as 
adopted for this area of the Hawkesbury-Nepean River system.  

However, this scenario was argued by Council
Growth Centres  by 
the Growth Centres SEPP.  

Council's lawyer in discussion regarding the Growth Centres SEPP and the DCP stated that 
"the phrase 'design 100 year recurrence flood' is not defined anywhere in the SEPP, the DCP or 
anywhere, but it has an understanding from the 2005 floodplain design manual of essentially 
being the 100 year ARI flood" [line 32, page 37 of the transcript of the decision]. 

 expert argued that the applicant had not explored whether the 100/20 combination 
flood is the worst case scenario.  expert argued that the 100/20 combination was 
rarer than the flood scenarios required to be modelled in the DCP and in any case produced a 
100 year ARI flood level of 13.73 m AHD being well below the established HN 100 year ARI   
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flood level of 17.3 m AHD. The Court concluded  explanation was 
 

Despite the above, in Court the experts agreed a small refinement to the south-east 
corner of the fill footprint within Lot 211 would likely reduce the predicted flood level for the 
100/20 combination to an acceptable (but unspecified) level.  [69]. Consequently, to remove any 
uncertainty as to what flood scenarios are required to be assessed, the planning proposal 
includes the deletion of a This will 
allow an assessment consistent with that required by the DCP and to deal with potential impacts 
associated with a 100/20 combination flood in assessing a detailed development application, 
being a matter determined capable of resolution. 

In addition, it follows that clause 20(2)(d) should be also amended to include materially to 
enable a better measurement and assessment of adverse flood impacts.  The inclusion of 
materially clarifies the drafting to better address the purpose of the clause. 

This Planning Proposal seeks to amend the wording of clause 20 to facilitate a merits based 
approach to the flood impact assessment and the intended planning outcome for the RWP. This 
is consistent with the primary objective of the NSW Flood Prone Land Policy (NSW Floodplain 
Development Manual 2015, pg.1): 

The primary objective of the New South Wales Flood Prone Land Policy, as outlined below, 
recognises the following two important facts:  

 ood prone land is a valuable resource that should not be sterilised by 
unnecessarily precluding its development; and  

 if all development applications and  land are 
assessed according to rigid and prescriptive criteria, some appropriate proposals 
may be unreasonably disallowed or restricted, and equally, quite inappropriate 
proposals may be approved. 

The NSW Flood Prone Land Policy (NSW Floodplain Development Manual 2015, pg.2) 
specifically provides for: 

 ased approach to be followed by councils, when dealing with 
 

These amendments are considered to provide the necessary framework within the Growth 
Centres SEPP to continue to require an appropriate and robust assessment of flood impact 
having regard to the site characteristics and planning context, without being unnecessarily 
constrained by a specific wording interpretation of clause 20.  

Is the Planning Proposal as a result of any strategic study or report? 

No.  

This Planning Proposal seeks to amend the wording of clause 20(2) to enable a merit based 
approach to flood impacts to be undertaken. This is required to facilitate the planning outcome 
determined by the precinct planning studies that led to the rezoning of the RWP. The outcome 
will also be guided by the Growth Centres SEPP Precinct Plan, DCP and the FMS prepared by 
Worley Parsons dated 19th September 2014. 

Is the Planning Proposal the best means of achieving the objectives or intended 
outcomes, or is there a better way? 
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Yes. Amendments to the Growth Centres SEPP are required to enable development within the 
RWP to be considered where it results in no unacceptable adverse flood impacts.  

4.3.2 Relationship to Strategic Planning Framework 

 Is the planning proposal consistent with the objectives and actions of the 
applicable regional or sub-regional strategy (including the Sydney Metropolitan 
Strategy and exhibited draft strategy)?A Plan for Growing Sydney 

the North West Growth Centre as a 
release growth area and includes objectives and actions to guide the development of this area. 

The Plan identifies the Riverstone West industrial zoned land with a transport investigation route 
traversing along the northern extent of the precinct. Once the RWP is developed, the 
employment opportunities will facilitate the Plan in that it will provide for jobs and support the 
overall growth of the Western Sydney Region.  

 West Central Subregion 

Riverstone West is identified within the Plan as being located within the West Central Subregion 
of Sydney  refer to Figure 6. While planning for the subregions is yet to be completed, the 
Plan provides guidance and overarching aims that will be further outlined as part of the detailed 
subregional plans.  

The Planning Proposal is consistent with the objectives outlined for the West Central Subregion 
in that it will support the priority 
business and industries at Riverstone West.   

The Planning Proposal is consistent with the objectives of the strategy as it will support the 
future development of employment land uses within the North West Growth Centre and 
particularly the Riverstone West Precinct.   
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Source: Department of Planning and Environment 

Figure 6 Extract from West Central Subregion Map  

Is the Planning Proposal consistent with C
plan? 

 Blacktown Planning Strategy 2036 

The Blacktown Planning Stra
that will facilitate and manage future growth and development within the City of Blacktown to 
2036. A key direction under the strategy is to promote employment growth in centres and 
employment areas. 

The Planning Proposal is consistent with this direction and supports the development of the 
Riverstone West Precinct as a key employment precinct as identified within the Strategy. 

Is the planning proposal consistent with applicable State Environmental Planning 
Policies? 

A list of relevant State Environmental Planning Polices (SEPP) to this Planning Proposal has 
been reviewed within Table 3. 
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Is there any likelihood that critical habitat or threatened species, populations or 
ecological communities, or their habitats will be adversely affected as a result of the 
proposal? 

No. A review of impacts related to threatened species and habitats was undertaken at the 
rezoning stage with no significant impacts anticipated as a result of the proposed changes 
under this Planning Proposal.  

Are there any other likely environmental effects as a result of the Planning Proposal and 
how are they proposed to be managed? 

The amendments sought within this Planning Proposal are not considered to result in any other 
adverse environmental impacts.     

Has the Planning Proposal adequately addressed any social and economic effects? 

The benefits of amending the policy wording will facilitate the intended development within the 
Precinct which will provide for significant employment opportunities.  

 

There are not considered to be any State or Commonwealth interests in this Planning Proposal 
other than ensuring general consistency with the State Policies as detailed above.  

Is there adequate public infrastructure for the planning proposal? 

This is not relevant to the Planning Proposal.    

What are the views of State and Commonwealth public authorities consulted in 
accordance with the Gateway determination? 

Where necessary, consultation with relevant State and Commonwealth public authorities can be 
undertaken as part of the exhibition of the Planning Proposal following Gateway Determination. 

4.4 Mapping 

An amendment to the Growth Centres SEPP  Development Control Map (No.5) is proposed as 
part of this Planning Proposal. This is required to clarify the extent of the land to which clause 
20(1) applies as illustrated within Figure 5. 

4.5 Community Consultation 

It is expected that direction as to the nature and extent of the public exhibition will be given by 
the Minister as part of the Gateway Determination. No formal community consultation has been 
undertaken in relation to this Planning Proposal to date. 
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The submitted Planning Proposal seeks amendments to the Growth Centres SEPP to modify 
clause 20(2) to facilitate future development that will not cause unacceptable flood impacts on 
adjoining properties. 

The proposal is in accordance with the objectives of a Plan for Growing Sydney and the West 
Central Subregion, applicable SEPPs and applicable Section 117 Directions. There are not 
considered to be any environmental, social or economic impacts arising as a result of the 
proposal with the benefits including: 

 Facilitating employment growth within the RWP in line with the intended outcome for the 
area. 

 Enabling development to proceed within a rezoned Growth Centre Precinct.  

The proposal is consistent with the Growth Centres aims and the subsequent policies relating to 
the use of the RWP. The amendment will allow a more merits based approach to the 
assessment of flood impacts from development.   

It is therefore concluded that this Planning Proposal be supported and the amendment to the 
SEPP be undertaken in accordance with the EP&A Act. 



Court Decision



























































Tracked Changed- Proposed Amendments to Clause 20



PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO CLAUSE 20 OF GROWTH CENTRES SEPP 2006 

 

20   Development on and near certain land at Riverstone West 

 

(1)  This clause applies to the land shown outlined in red on the North 
West Growth Centre Development Control Map. 

 

(2)  Despite any other provision of this Policy (including any Precinct 
Plan), the consent authority must not grant consent for development on 
land to which this clause applies unless it is satisfied that the proposed 
development: 

 

(a)  will be undertaken in a manner that is consistent with the 
Floodplain Management Strategy (being part ofprepared in 
accordance with the Riverstone West Precinct Development 
Control Plan), and 

 

(b)  does not materially increase flood levels on adjoining 
properties in events up to and including the design 100 year 
recurrence flood, and 

 

(c)  limits any increases in flood velocities on adjoining properties 
in events up to and including the design 100 year recurrence flood 
to minor increases only, and 

 

(d)  is not likely to materially result in adverse flood impacts on 
adjoining properties (including during any construction stage of the 
proposed development). 

 

(3)  This clause does not apply to development that the consent authority 
is satisfied is minor and will not result in unacceptable adverse flood 
impacts on adjoining properties. 
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We understand that the DPE will now be progressing to the exhibition of the 
amendment of clause 20 of the Growth Centres SEPP. We appreciate the opportunity 
to respond to any submissions that might be received. 

Should you have any questions please contact Paul Grech. 

 
 
 
Yours faithfully 
GLN PLANNING PTY LTD 

 
 
 
 
 
 

PAUL GRECH 
DIRECTOR 
 

CC Mr David Bedingfield (Sakarra) 
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The Precinct is ideally located with access to two railway stations (Vineyard and 
Riverstone). It is also close to major road connections within the immediate area 
including Garfield Road, Windsor Road, Richmond Road and a planned link road to the 
north of the Precinct, thereby providing excellent transport options. 

The DCP envisages that the RWP will be developed as a master-planned estate that 
focusses on the creation of employment opportunities to meet the needs of the planned 
population growth within the North West of Sydney. Consistent with best planning 
practice, such a Masterplan needs to consider its relationship with surrounding areas. 
The RWP DCP (clause 2.2) includes the following relevant objectives: 

1) maximise employment opportunities within Riverstone West for the local and 
regional communities 

5) maximise employment uses around Riverstone and Vineyard Stations 

6) facilitate development that complements and supports the existing Riverstone 
town centre 

8) provide a road system that relieves heavy vehicle traffic movement around 
Riverstone town centre and Garfield Road 

10) create linkages between Riverstone West and Riverstone town centre and 
adjoining urban areas 

To assist in realising a longer term vision for the RWP, Sakarra commissioned the 
preparation of a preliminary concept Masterplan (RWP Masterplan) to inform its on-
going planning for the precinct. This is an ongoing process that is being refined as the 
Precinct is developed. 

The RWP Masterplan is being prepared with regard to the existing planning policies 
and background documents relevant to the Precinct. In addition, it is also based on 
discussions with Council and the Department of Planning and Environment about 
potential options associated with major road infrastructure projects including a railway 
overpass to replace the existing Garfield Road level railway crossing and the Richmond 
Road - Bandon Road link road.  

The RWP Masterplan has informed current development applications and an extract of 
a version relating to the northern stages of the RWP was submitted with a superlot 
subdivision development application (DA-16-03198) on 8 March 2016.  

Based on earlier discussions with Council, the RWP Masterplan has considered an 
alternate railway road overpass crossing to the north of Garfield Road connecting to 
Loftus Street. This would be complemented with the strengthening of pedestrian 
linkages between the future businesses in the RWP with the existing Riverstone Town 
Centre. This alternate Loftus Street option was initially identified by Council and would 
result in minimal disruption to the existing centre while likely providing a more cost 
effective and quicker delivery option. 
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Issues with the Draft Riverstone Masterplan 

Impact on Existing Town Centre 

The Draft Riverstone Masterplan proposes a 60m wide road along the alignment of 
Garfield Road East as depicted by Figure 5.32 of the Masterplan report, and 
reproduced below as Figure 2. 

 

Figure 2 Riverstone Masterplan Overpass Cross Section 

Despite the intention of moving  the main street north to Market Street, this structure 
will produce a significant and undesirable barrier within the town centre. There will be 
various impacts on pedestrian crossings, vehicle movements and visual and acoustic 
impacts to existing businesses during the likely lengthy process of redevelopment and 
in the long term by dissecting Riverstone.  

The proposed overpass road will require the resumption of a significant number of 
commercial properties on the south east side of Garfield Road East  this has not been 
clearly articulated in the exhibition documents. An indicative overlay showing the extent 
of the proposed 60m wide road reserve is illustrated within Figure 3.   

The Draft Masterplan is vague but seems to suggest that the south east side of 
Garfield Road East will mostly become a linear park which will coincidentally be backed 
onto by the rear boundaries of properties fronting Castlereagh Street.  
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Recognition of the RWP in the Masterplan documents is either absent or superficial. It 
is not until Figures 4.1 to 4.5 (and subsequent similar figures) that the Masterplan 
includes a vague recognition of a Potential Business Park and Potential Industrial 
Area within the RWP. The Masterplan provides only general references to the 
proximity to the RWP which is a significant employment centre. Additionally, the 
Masterplan does not analyse the significance of the RWP development and the 
planning imperative of ensuring the establishment of strong linkages with the 
Riverstone Town Centre. 

Section 5.4 and Figures 5.16 and 5.17 propose pedestrian access over the railway to 
the north of the station to connect the future town centre to the RWP business park. 
Later, sections of the Masterplan (see Figure 5.37 and 5.38) include indicative 
extension of this pedestrian access as part of heritage interpretation walk past the 
heritage cottages within the RWP.  

Further assessment of how links between the RWP and Town Centre will be designed 
and funded is needed. This needs to include the consideration of alternate options for 
the railway overpass location such as the Loftus Street connection. The economic 
viability of different land use zonings and the scale of development should be analysed 
with recognition of the existing zoned development potential that exists with the RWP. 
Constructive discussions with Sakarra should be undertaken as part of this further 
assessment. 

Consideration of Upgrade of Railway Line 

Page 52 of the Draft Masterplan discusses the possibility of the upgrading and 
duplication of the railway line. However, it is not clear what consultation has occurred 
with Sydney Trains to ascertain the possible timing of this and whether this has been 
fully considered in the overpass design. 

Flood Risk Management 

Page 19 of the Masterplan states: 

Flood affected land: The western part of the Town Centre is particularly affected 
by 1-in-100 year floods. The land between Church Street and King Street 
addressing Riverstone Parade is not suitable for re-development due to it being 
2.5m below the flood level. 

We cannot ascertain why the Draft Masterplan report takes the view that land higher 
than 2.5m below the 100 year flood level is not constrained. The Draft Masterplan 
shows that parts of the area below the 100 year flood level will occupy existing flood 
storage area and could affect flood behaviour. The cross section of the proposed 
overpass (see Figure 3 above) depicts a significant structure and the draft Masterplan 
depicts substantial buildings that are proposed within the 100 year flood extent (as 
shown on Figure 2.9).  

No assessment of flood impact has been undertaken.  

While flood impacts could be acceptable this would need to be verified by detailed 
modelling and a flood impact assessment that considered all issues including risk to 
life. The assessment should consider how to manage the flood risk to new 
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development and the impacts that this might have on existing development. The flood 
impact of implementing the Draft Masterplan should be assessed on the basis of the 
RWP being fully developed, as the RWP is zoned and committed to urban 
development. 

Cost and Timing 

The extent of change and cost of new infrastructure associated with the exhibited draft 
Riverstone Masterplan would likely involve a significant time frame to realise. This is 
not adequately documented within the Masterplan. 

The RWP has been zoned for some time and Sakarra is undertaking planning and 
submitting applications to progress its development as quickly as practical. The 
development of the RWP could contribute to delivering the required new road structure. 
For example, the construction of the internal RWP spine road could be designed and 
coordinated to facilitate the Loftus Street Overpass option. However, these linkages 
need to be considered in the short term, if to form part of the RWP planning and 
development program and constructive communication between Council and Sakarra 
is essential.  

Additionally, the timing and resumption implications for existing businesses along 
Garfield Road East should be clearly stated with the Draft Masterplan. A better 
understanding of the implications would be relevant to ascertaining the attitude of the 
community to the proposal and to evaluating all options. 

Conclusion 

The draft Riverstone Masterplan has not adequately taken into consideration the 
impacts of the narrowly conceived overpass proposal on the both the existing 
Riverstone town centre and the planned development of the RWP within the Sydney 
Region Northwest Priority Growth Area. Consequently, there has been a failure to 
consider the relationship of this planned development with alternate options for the 
railway overpass and consequent impacts to the existing Riverstone Town Centre. In 
particular, the alternate Loftus Street overpass option previously identified by Council 
has not been considered. 

We recommend that Council consider further options such as the Loftus Street option 
with which Sakarra has undertaken preliminary planning investigations. Sakarra would 
be please to meet with Council, together with appropriate consultant representation, to 
engage in constructive discussions. 

The impacts of all options need to be better considered and communicated. This 
includes financial costs (including land acquisition) the social and economic effects on 
existing land owners, visual and acoustic impacts, flood impacts, connectivity 
constraints and development outcomes for residual resumed lands. 
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Should you have any questions please contact Paul Grech. We look forward to a 
positive response from Council. 

 
 
 
Yours faithfully 
GLN PLANNING PTY LTD 

 
 
 
 
 
 

PAUL GRECH 
DIRECTOR 
 

CC Mr David Bedingfield (Sakarra) 
 
 
 




