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27 October 2016 

 

The General Manager  

Liverpool City Council 

Locked Bag 7064 

Liverpool BC NSW 1871 

 

 

Attention: Toni Averay 

 
 
Draft Georges River Precinct Plan 

 
As you are aware Goodman has lodged a planning proposal to Liverpool Council for the rezoning of 

the Goodman site from existing IN1 Industrial zone to high density B4 with Mixed Use.   

 

This submission together with the planning proposal previously lodged, should be read together as 

providing Goodman’s comment on the Draft Georges River Precinct Plan (Plan), which was recently 

approved for exhibition at the Liverpool Council meeting of 31 August 2016.  We understand the Plan 

is on exhibition to enable stakeholder comment.  While we provide our initial commentary on the 

Plan, we reserve our position in relation to a number of matters pending completion of Council’s 

assessment of our planning proposal.  Once that assessment is completed, we anticipate a 

workshop process with Council to resolve any technical issues arising out of our planning proposal 

and the Plan. 

 

Our comments on the draft Plan include the following:  

 

1. River City Vision (Executive Summary) 
 

 We are supportive of “The River City Vision”, particularly the aim of “mixed use development 
overlooking the river” and that “new and upgraded open space along the river will encourage 
greater interaction and enjoyment of the area”. The planning proposal we submitted is directly 
consistent with this vision and provides for substantial embellishment of Council owned land as 
well as dedication of over 3 ha of additional, embellished open space. 
 

 We agree with draft Plan’s view that the City Centre cannot accommodate the future spatial 
requirements of the health and education sectors, and that Moorebank, particularly the 
Goodman site, may assist in accommodating these uses. Specifically the Goodman proposal 
provides for over 330,000m2 of commercial land for the purposes of job creation specifically 
allied with medical and educational needs as well as high tech jobs. 

 

2. Opportunities and Constraints (Section 3.2 & 3.3) 

 
Opportunities 

 Riverfront use and accessibility - The redevelopment of the Goodman site will increase public 
accessibility and recreational facilities along the waterfront land (stimulated by proposed 
pedestrian and cycle paths along the frontage). 

 

 Conservation - The redevelopment will enable opportunities to conserve the environmental 
qualities of the Georges River (particularly along the northern portion of the site earmarked 
for its ecological value). 



 

 
 

 

 Permeability - The proposal will increase permeability through the addition of a more fine 
grain road network to that which currently exists on the Goodman site. 

 

 Enhanced land uses - The site, through its proposed B4–mixed use zoning, will function as 
an extension to the CBD.  The planning proposal makes use of the site’s proximity to the 
city and train and bus interchange. 

 

 Aspect - The site will be developed where possible to face the river and utilise the north-
facing aspect. 

 

 Large lot ownership - Goodman, as single owner (spilt into two funds) of the 24ha site, are 
in a position to facilitate a unified redevelopment of the site, which may act as an effective 
catalyst for the precinct.  

 
Constraints 

 

 Contamination – the historic uses of the site is that of light industrial / warehousing.  There is no 
history of contaminating heavy industrial uses on the site which may otherwise require 
remediation strategies prior to use of the site for mixed / residential uses. 
 

 Vehicle / Pedestrian connectivity – the proposed addition of a pedestrian river crossing at some 
point along the site’s frontage and also one at the Pirelli site will assist in connecting the 
precinct to the CBD and train station / bus interchange. A future bus / light rail network may 
further assist connectivity across the river to the CBD. 
 

 Neighbouring low density residential enclave – While there is a fragmented low density 
residential enclave to the east of the site, this should not unduly limit redevelopment of the site. 
 

 Heritage items – While the riverfront will be assessed for Aboriginal heritage upon development, 
there are no apparent other heritage constraints which would limit the site’s redevelopment. 
 

 Intermodal Terminal truck movements – While there is a concern the Intermodal will increase 
truck movements through the Study Area, the majority of trucks will most likely move between 
the Intermodal and the M5 Motorway, likely bypassing the Study Area. 
 

 PANS-OPS – The PANS-OPS height restrictions have been taken into account with the 
Goodman planning proposal, and it will not limit the site’s redevelopment. 

 

3. Moorebank Transformation (Section 4.4) 

 

 We do not agree with the reference to a shortage of industrial/employment generating floor 
space, as this does not properly recognise the contribution from the Moorebank Intermodal 
Terminal, which will create an additional 1,000,000sqm of new employment generating space.  
This is the equivalent of six (6) times the floor area that will be lost by rezoning the river 
foreshore land of Moorebank. Furthermore, as the Goodman site provides for the creation of 
some 330,000m2 of commercial floor area as part of the redevelopment of the land, the 
Goodman site will provide for some 8,300 new jobs which is more than sixteen (16) times the 
current job density of the existing site. 

 

4. Development Sequencing (Section 4.6)  
 

 We request that Council review its Development Sequencing discussed in Section 4.6 (Fig.1).  
While the draft Plan shows a southern portion of the Goodman land included in Stage 2 – 



 

 
 

Southside Quarter, it is important for coherent and holistic assessment and development of the 
Goodman site that it be included in Stage 1 - Georges River Quarter. 

 

 It is logical for the site to be developed as identified in the staging diagram included in 
Goodman’s planning proposal (Fig.2).  The land under fragmented ownership to the south, 
between the Goodman site and M5 Motorway, should then be included in draft Plan’s Stage 2 – 
Southside Quarter. 

 

              
                 Figure 1 - Staging Sequencing Plan and Goodman site 

  
 

  

 
   Figure 2 - Goodman site staging plan 

 

 

 



 

 
 

5. Achieving Mixed Use Outcomes (Section 4.8) 

 

 We strongly agree with the intention of creating integrated packages of development land to 
ensure that infrastructure is responsive to existing or created demand and is delivered in 
completed packages. 
 

 Our proposed masterplan demonstrably achieves the stated objectives of the framework plan, 
through the inclusion of river front open space, parks and community facilities etc. 

  

 

 

    Figure 3 - Goodman Site, Social Infrastructure 

 

 Nevertheless, we have identified a few anomalies that would prevent us achieving the mixed-
use outcomes described by the framework plan as follows: 

 

A. The extension of Church Street bisects part of the Goodman site that is owned by 

Goodman Australia Partnership (GAP) (Fig.4). This is a separate legal entity to the 

Goodman fund that owns the remainder of the estate, KWASA-Goodman Industrial 

Partnership (KGIP).  The manner in which the draft masterplan impacts on the GAP land 

is such that there is no prospect of that land being developed in the manner suggested 

by the draft Structure Plan, if at all.  The reason is that the extension of Church Road, 

the proposed open space at the end of that street and the small residual land left for 

future development makes it economically unviable for the owner of that land to 

participate in the redevelopment. Separately, if one was going to extend a vehicular 

crossing over the Georges River the logical place to do that is via Hellas Avenue as both 

the timing and alignment of that crossing are always in the Council’s control and it would 

be cheaper than acquiring land for that purpose. 

 



 

 
 

        

Figure 4 - Proposed green belt bisecting the GAP owned site 

 

B. The Plan locates recreational space at the southern end of the precinct and then 

connects this via a Green link to Clinches Reserve and Kelso Park (Fig.4).  With respect 

we see this as a sub-optimal outcome. Apart from the limitations of this given the 

ownership issues set out above, the Goodman land should have its own large central 

park, as proposed in our masterplan.  This outcome ensures that there is an equity of 

access to the whole community and that the functionality of that space is enhanced by 

its integration within the new community. Most of the underutilised parks in the vicinity 

are in the condition they are because they are not integrated within the community. 

 

C. It appears that the proposed location of the open space in the Hellas Avenue area is 

intended to  support the ambition of locating a district sports centre as part of the 

embellishment of Hellas Avenue.  Again, we question the logic of this location for such a 

purpose.  There are existing well established residential precincts that already have 

good road connectivity, established public open space and an existing residential 

population of scale that can benefit from that new sports and recreation facility would 

provide better locations for a district sports centre.  For example the Warwick Farm area.  

We do not support the location of a district sports facility in the Hellas Ave area as this 

would exacerbate the very traffic and transport problems that the framework plan seeks 

to avoid. We suggest that more work is done to identify alternate appropriate locations.  

The contributions raised from the redevelopment of the Georges River precinct can still 

contribute to that facility if required, but a more suitable location should be found. 

 

 

6. The Precinct Plan (Section 5.2) 

 

 We include a copy of the draft plan with some annotated comments: 
 

GAP owned site 



 

 
 

         
            Figure 5 - Structure plan with annotated comments 

 

7. Strategy 1: Street Network (Section 5.3) 

 

 We do not understand the logic of the multiple river crossings and in particular bisecting the site 
with new extensions of Church Rd and a new road extension through the middle of the 
Goodman estate. Neither of these outcomes are desirable or supported and they are 
fundamentally incompatible with the redevelopment of the Goodman site. 
 

 We are not in favour of introducing new roads through the Goodman estate. While access to the 
river is a priority to enable connectivity to the community, encouraging vehicular access through 
the estate to connect to the Hume Hwy is counterintuitive to the redevelopment of the precinct.  
We think that if there is any extension of any road to connect ultimately to the Hume Hwy, then 
it should occur via Hellas Ave as it can be delivered independently of the redevelopment of the 
Goodman land and it would not create noise and other externalities within the newly created 
residential and recreational precinct. 
 

 The Plan’s proposed three (3) roads running east to west between the river and Clinches 
Reserve passes through the existing low density residential parcel to the east of the Goodman 
site.  The fragmented ownership of this parcel and other likely challenges facing its 
redevelopment will constrain the establishment of these roads in the foreseeable future. We 
seriously question the need for these new through site connections. They are not supported by 
our traffic modelling and are not required to access the public foreshore, as our masterplan 
provides sufficient alternative access points. 
 



 

 
 

 We do not agree with the suggested discouragement of the widening of Moorebank Ave, 
particularly when the Council has no traffic report supporting that conclusion. Our proposal 
seeks to offer this widening as an aide to improve existing traffic flows as opposed to 
accommodating any additional traffic added by redeveloping the Goodman site.  Furthermore, 
our masterplan suggests that the widening would allow dedicated bus transit lanes to be 
created and potentially preserved for future light rail.  If this reservation is not considered and 
made as part of the rezoning process, that opportunity will not be available after redevelopment 
of the Goodman site. 
 

 We do not agree with the proposed ban of right turn from Heathcote Road to Moorebank 
Avenue. This diversion would eliminate the important road connection from the CBD to the site.  
We believe a full intersection redesign is required. 

 

 

8. Flood Mitigation (Section 5.4) 
 

 We are concerned about the draft Plan’s 5.4 Strategy 2: Flood Mitigation, which suggests 
cutting of the Helles Park and other land fronting the Goodman site to provide flood storage to 
benefit development potential of land to the north.  This strategy would effectively remove 
Helles Park and potential future riverfront embellishment proposed by Goodman along the 
frontage, and may reduce riverfront amenity of this otherwise valuable community asset.  
 

 It is inequitable for the amenity of the Goodman site to be burdened by the provision of flood 
storage to enhance development opportunity for flood prone land to the north.   
 

 We are not in favour of carrying out any works to the Georges River, other than restoration 
works to biodiversity habitat and improvements to water quality. If land up-stream cannot be 
redeveloped due to flood storage issues then that is a matter to be cured by means other than 
changing the banks of the river itself. 
 

 There is a concern that the proposed cutting of Helles Park, which is underlaid by garbage 
landfill, may result in contamination of the Georges River. 

 

 

9. Land Use (Section 5.6) 

 

 We agree with the draft Plan’s assumption that “the achievement of residential growth and 
employment outcomes for the Liverpool CC and Moorebank will require some flexibility in the 
delivery of land use mixes”.  We request the planning proposal be considered with a view to 
enabling a degree of flexibility be retained with the proposal, with detailed land uses to be 
established at DA stage; 
 

 The Plan suggests (Fig.6) a small southern portion of the Goodman site for “Employment” uses 
rather than the proposed “Mixed Use”.  In order to retain flexibility across the Goodman site, 
Mixed Use zoning should be retained across the entire Goodman site, with an adequate 
proportion of uses allocated to employment generation. In this regard, Goodman is willing to 
entertain a performance bond to achieve a certain minimum number of jobs as it transitions 
industrial activity out of the precinct; 

 



 

 
 

   

   Figure 6 - Goodman site and structure plan proposed uses 

 

 As discussed above, we are concerned with the manner in which the southern portion of the 
Goodman estate is proposed to be treated.  The extension of Church Rd and the associated 
open space (Fig.6) puts significant community infrastructure on lands that are the lowest 
density.  It is not likely that those imposts can be delivered by those lands and thus, unless the 
land is compulsorily acquired, those outcomes will not be delivered. We suggest that this part of 
the strategic plan be reconsidered.  
 

 In relation to the predictions about employment opportunities, we find ourselves in disagreement 
with the statements made on page 48.  We refer the Council to our economic report by Hill 
PDA, which confirms that the structural changes occurring in the southwest will create 
significant new opportunities as the Moorebank Intermodal Terminal is developed as well as the 
Western Sydney Airport.  Furthermore, Goodman will contractually commit itself to no net 
decrease in jobs as it relocated its industrial tenants to other land in the South West. 
Notwithstanding, the Goodman proposal will provide some 330,000m2 of commercial land, 
which, when fully developed will provide some 8,300 new jobs. 

 

10. Multi Modal Transport (Section 5.8) 

 

 We do not agree with the suggested river crossing shown on page 54 of the Plan.  If the point of 
the diagrams is to identify investigations to be carried out then that is appropriate. However, 
multiple bridge crossings are unnecessary. Any additional vehicular crossings in the precinct 
are not supported by our traffic engineer, but if there was such a need then the logical place to 
locate that is via Hellas Avenue.   

 

 We strongly recommend a rationalisation of the road and pedestrian access plans that respond 
to the masterplan we have submitted. 

 

11. Open Space (Section 7) 

 

 As mentioned above, we suggest that given the size and staging of development, it is 
necessary to include a central communal park as shown in the Goodman master plan, for 
resident amenity.  This should not detract from the operation of the town park zone due to the 
distance separating them. 
 
 

To be zoned mixed uses, to reflect 

consistent zoning with the remainder of 

the Goodman site 



 

 
 

 The draft Plan considers both the NSW (2.83ha per 1,000 inhabitants) and South Australian 
(12.5% of site area) development standards for calculating optimum open space provision.  It 
concludes that the South Australian method “more accurately reflects the expectations and 
current inner Sydney examples of high density living”.  Utilising the South Australian calculation, 
the Goodman site with its area of 238,842sqm requires provision of 29,855sqm open space.  As 
the Goodman proposal seeks to provide 36,143sqm of open space (including the central park, 
plaza and edge park), it more than satisfies the stated requirement.  

 

 Open Space Option 1 
This option does not deliver suitable open space directly to the new residents of the Goodman 
precinct. It relies on existing or new reserves that are not immediately adjoining the future 
residential units. This is not current best practice and therefore we consider this to be a sub-
optimal outcome. 
 

 Open Space Option 2 
This similarly fails to deliver the required open space for the new precinct and has the added 
disadvantage of locating a major traffic generating development with the heart of the precinct, 
which the Council recognises suffers from an under capacity. We do not understand the logic of 
locating a district sports facility in an area that will increase traffic generation in Moorebank 
Avenue and that would require new bridge crossings to make it accessible.  There must be 
more and better locations for such a facility. 

 

We ask that Council take the above comments into consideration in its review of submissions to the 

Georges River Structure Plan and in analysing our planning proposal.  We look forward to working 

with Liverpool Council to resolve outstanding issues. 

 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

Guy Smith 

Planning Manager 

 


