
 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 

Our reference: InfoStore 
Contact:  Abdul Cheema 
Telephone:   
 
25 March 2021 
 
 
Andrew Jackson 
Director, Aerotropolis 
Western Sydney Planning Partnership 
4 Parramatta Square 
PARRAMATTA NSW 2150 
 
Dear Andrew 
 
Western Sydney Draft Precinct Planning Package Comments 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Precinct Plans for the 
Initial Precincts of the Western Sydney Aerotropolis (Precinct Plans or Draft 
Plans). Council is involved in the Western Sydney Planning Partnership 
(Partnership) and continues to commend its collaborative approach. This 
collaboration has produced a new level of involvement across all levels of 
government, creating documents which support the critical role the Aerotropolis 
plays in the growth of Western Sydney.   
  
Please find attached our comments on the Draft Precinct Plans. Council’s 
comments have been outlined and grouped to align with the structure of the 
Precinct Plans. These views have been endorsed by Council at the Ordinary 
Meeting of 22 March 2021. 
 
The economic opportunities afforded by the Aerotropolis continue to be 
welcomed by Council, although the cumulative impact of the various plans and 
studies must be reviewed holistically to ensure that development remains 
achievable, particularly regarding funding.   
  
Council is collaborating with the Partnership to complete a comparative 
analysis of infrastructure and funding; this work is not yet complete. 
The Precinct Plans should not be made until there is a clear pathway for 
funding infrastructure delivery, including community and smart cities 
infrastructure, affordable housing and regenerative sustainability measures.  
  
When the Aerotropolis SEPP was released, Council’s submission identified that 
the lack of detail on the Environment and Recreation Zone creates uncertainty 
for landowners. This remains an issue for funding fair land acquisition, future 
ownership and maintenance.  
 
As precinct planning is finalised, working with landowners will assist in the early 
and high-quality delivery of the desired outcomes for all parties, particularly the 
provision of open space, key access corridors and centres. 
 
A further summary of the key matters for your consideration is provided below: 

• Infrastructure costing and relationship to contributions – Ensuring that 
the infrastructure indicated on the Precinct Plans is identified in relation 



 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 

to specific funding sources, particularly in relation to non-business as 
usual components. The deliverability of infrastructure also needs to be 
ensured. In a non-business as usual environment such as the Western 
Sydney Aerotropolis, there is a clear incentive to “do things differently” 
and to ensure that development represents best practice in the planning 
industry. Council encourages innovation where it leads to superior 
environmental outcome especially in unique situations like this where 
there is a new city being developed around a new international airport.  

• Cooling the City - Council encourages outcomes which are consistent 
with the desired outcomes of Council’s Cooling the City Strategy. 

• Development feasibility – Providing that development related provisions 
are tested against potential applications, to ensure that development 
remains feasible and deliverable on sites under the Precinct Plans. 

• Wianamatta-South Creek – Providing clarity in relation to the future form 
and function of land within Wianamatta-South Creek zoned 
Environment and Recreation under the Aerotropolis SEPP. This should 
include details of future ownership, acquisition, maintenance 
responsibilities and funding arrangements.  

• Economic impacts – Supporting the continued focus on employment 
opportunities provided within the Precinct Plans and ensuring that 
residential is not permitted in certain locations to preserve employment 
land. 

• Consistency between technical studies and the Urban Design Reports – 
Providing clarifications between several the technical study findings, 
particularly where findings are inconsistent between reports.  

• Future desired character of Luddenham Village – Ensuring that 
Luddenham Village becomes an integrated part of the Aerotropolis and 
can take advantage of the opportunities provided in the precinct. Given 
that this represents a unique opportunity, the sustainability of the village 
needs to be ensured while it’s character is retained. More work needs to 
be undertaken by the Western Sydney Planning Partnership (WSPP) in 
this regard. At the Ordinary Meeting of 22 March 2021, Councillors 
resolved to update our submission to include a preferred zoning for the 
Luddenham Village Precinct of B3 (Business) zone. 

• Strategic consistency – Alignment with strategic principles in the Penrith 
Local Government Area (e.g. Penrith Economic Triangle), and other 
neighbouring strategic precincts (e.g. Western Sydney Employment 
Area, Greater Penrith to Eastern Creek Priority Area). 

• Location and quantum of open space – Providing detail on future 
ownership, funding, acquisition and maintenance responsibilities for 
different types of open space in the Aerotropolis, as well as how this 
open space will relate to land within Wianamatta-South Creek. The 
impact on Development Contributions while considering development 
feasibility is an important consideration that needs to be taken in 
account. 

• Development Application processes – Requesting further clarity 
regarding how future Development Applications would be assessed 
against the Precinct Plans, particularly with the Phase 2 Development 



 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 

Control Plan still in drafting and with the Precinct Plans only providing 
high level guidance. Further clarity is sought on the process of future 
amendments to the Plans and Development Control Plan. 

• Location and quantum of various road typologies – Providing detail on 
future costings, ownership, acquisition and maintenance responsibilities 
for different types of road typologies in the Aerotropolis. A particular 
focus on some of the larger typologies, many of which include large 
landscaped verges, cycle paths and other pieces of infrastructure which 
need to be funded.   

• Sydney Science Park – Providing clarity on the future direction of 
planning in relation to the Sydney Science Park, which currently 
benefits from a number of development consents as well as a 
transitional provision under the Aerotropolis SEPP which allows 
applications to continue to be submitted under the Penrith LEP until the 
completion of precinct planning. It is recommended that a review of the 
existing Development Applications and Precinct Plans be undertaken to 
provide a pathway which enables these existing development consents 
to be recognised, and enable applications to continue to be lodged on 
the site, should the landowner wish to act on them. Furthermore, there 
is a need to reconcile current land use permissibility to make sure that 
the site is not disadvantaged from its current potential.  

• Land ownership – Relationship to existing land ownership arrangements 
throughout the initial precincts and ensuring that the precinct plans 
consider existing land ownership impacts. Intentions for future land 
acquisitions must also be clarified. 

• Car parking – Provision of appropriate car parking rates which reflect 
the nature of greenfield development in this precinct, given that initial 
precincts will likely be away from public transport for a period.  

• Staging – Details on staging of development, infrastructure and 
community facilities. 

• Infrastructure corridors – The relationship of the Northern Gateway site 
to the infrastructure corridors, including the M12 Motorway and the 
future Outer Sydney Orbital need to be considered to determine the 
best future outcome for this site.  

• Farm dams – Further assessment should be completed to clarify 
information determining whether farm dams should be retained or 
removed. The Impact of dams on the operation of the airport needs to 
be considered carefully such as attraction of wildlife and birds that 
increase the chances of adverse impacts such as bird strike. 
This assessment should also: 

o Assess further economic considerations, including the 
relationship to development footprints and cost of retaining and 
potentially rebuilding dams to make them safe. This includes 
feasibility of retention and relationship to existing funding 
options. This will enable achievable outcomes for dam retention. 

o Identify how dams can be made safe, including maintenance 
access. 



 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 

o Provide further information on the implications of different 
retention classifications. 

o Address the management strategy Sydney Water is currently 
preparing on the impacts of development in the area, including 
the importation of fill into the floodplain. This strategy should be 
addressed before the Plans come into effect.  

• Sensitive interfaces – Ensuring appropriate and amenable interfaces 
are provided to areas including Twin Creeks and rural communities to 
the west. 

At this stage, the detail in the Urban Design studies and Precinct Plans is 
insufficient to enable a full assessment of Development Applications to be 
undertaken. Further detail needed would generally be included in the Phase 2 
Development Control Plan, and therefore it is requested that Development 
Applications not be determined in the initial precincts until the Phase 2 
Development Control Plan has been exhibited and finalised. 
 
Council welcomes the opportunity to work through the recommendations with 
you before the Precinct Plans are finalised. Council also looks forward to 
seeing how the Western Sydney Aerotropolis Phase 2 Development Control 
Plan aligns with the Precinct Plans and studies.   
  
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on these critical draft precinct 
plans. Please contact Abdul Cheema on 4732 8120 or 
abdul.cheema@penrith.city if you have any questions or wish to discuss the 
matters raised in this letter further.  
 
 
Yours sincerely, 

 
Natasha Borgia 
City Planning Manager 
  



































 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 

• Page 187 shows 2.3m parking lanes that should have a 0.3 clearance 
for door opening therefore making it a 2.5m parking lane. 

• Page 188 shows 2.3m parking lanes that should have a 0.3 clearance 
for door opening therefore making it a 2.5m parking lane. 

• Page 189 shows 2.3m parking lanes that should have a 0.3 clearance 
for door opening therefore making it a 2.5m parking lane. 

• Page 197 (Fig. 61) shows 2.4m parking lanes for the street typologies 
that should have a 0.3 clearance for door opening therefore making it 
a 2.5m parking lane. 

• Page 198-199 (Fig. 62 and 63) shows 2.4m parking lanes for the 
street typologies that should have a 0.3 clearance for door opening 
therefore making it a 2.5m parking lane. Footpaths are to be minimum 
1.5m not 1.2m and 1m as shown. 

• Page 200 (Fig 64.) shows a shared path of 2.0m which should be 
2.5m. Further a 2.8m travel lane is proposed where no bus route 
exists, this should be minimum 3.0m and 3.5m for buses where it's on 
a route in accordance with Bus Guidelines and best practice. 
Furthermore the 2.2m parking lanes should have a 0.3 clearance for 
door opening therefore making it a 2.5m parking lane.  

• Page 201 (Fig 65.) shows a 2.8m travel lane is proposed where no 
bus route exists, this should be minimum 3.0m and 3.5m for buses 
where it's on a route in accordance with Bus Guidelines and best 
practice. Furthermore the 90-degree parking bays should have 
sufficient offset to an adjacent lane to allow manoeuvring into this 
area. It must comply with Fig 2.5 of AS 2890.5   

 

6.2 Flood Risk Management Comments 
Council’s Engineering officers have reviewed the Precinct Planning Report 
and have recommended changes to reflect the relevant flooding 
considerations.  
 

Comments: 

• Section 3.2.2 provides 1 objective for ‘Flood management’. Flooding 
is an important matter for this development as is recognised in other 
studies and reports. As such, the Precinct Plan should be expanded 
in its flood management objectives to reflect the importance.  

• Section 3.2.4 Riparian Land should reference the flood controls and 
the importance of these areas in flood conveyance  

• Section 3.2.5 Water Management proposes a significant maintenance 
burden upon councils with the provision of infrastructure such as 
basins, on street rain gardens and dams in the public domain with 
significant water quality targets. The maintenance costs have an 
impact upon Councils which have not been fully addressed or agreed.  

• Road cross-sections that minimise on street parking by providing 
indented bays is not supported. Parking is required on both sides for 
the full length of the road. In addition, the parking lanes are too 
narrow and must be widened to a minimum 3.0m  

• Figure 26 is not supported as it minimises on street parking by 
providing parking on one side of the road only. Parking is required on 
both sides for the full length of the road. In addition, the parking lanes 
are too narrow and must be widened to a minimum 3.0m  



 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 

• Figure 28 is not supported as it does not provide a verge for 
pedestrians or service allocations.  

• Figure 56 - split level roads can be challenging, and the median will 
have to be wider than 2.6m as described in the figure. It should be 
noted that this is an indicative median width only. 

 

6.3 Drainage Asset Comments 
Council officers have reviewed the Precinct Planning Report and have a 
number of recommended changes to reflect the relevant considerations for 
construction and maintenance of drainage assets.  
 

Comments: 

• Detention basins, wetlands or any ornamental water features need to 
be provided with an access for maintenance by machinery (with 
appropriate weight/dimensions). Maintenance methods involving 
WHS risks i.e., maintenance by boats, manual cleaning etc. should 
be avoided. 

• When introducing large/expensive water features/WSUD devices, a 
lifecycle management plan (including a strategic maintenance 
schedule and a cost estimate) needs to be developed and agreed 
with the council. Any changes incorporated at a later implementation 
stage should not adversely affect the original life cycle intent and 
ideally be discussed with the Council. 

• There are many transverse drainage crossings along Luddenham 
Road that need to be upgraded to cater for increased impervious 
area. An additional allowance for unknown flow increases due to 
climate change affects is recommended. 

• Impermeable clay soils mentioned in the Appendix-E of “Aerotropolis 
Initial Precincts Stormwater and Water Cycle Management Study 
Interim Report (September 2020)” for flood modelling purposes 
appears to be of lower standard than that prescribed in the “Penrith 
City Council Design Guidelines for Engineering Works for 
Subdivisions and Developments” (Ref Table3) e.g., Medium Density 
Residential 85% (PCC) vs 65% (Report); Recreational areas 50% 
(PCC) vs 15%(Report).  It is better to use higher factors in flood 
estimations and sizing detention basins whereas lower factors can be 
targeted in building such areas to absorb more moisture to support 
flow peak reduction.  

• The precincts are in flat terrain and draining stormwater from such 
areas and conveying them long distances (to natural water courses) 
through open canals/swale drains with insufficient gradients is a 
challenging task. PCC experience in dealing with such open drains 
indicates that they are susceptible to frequent siltation, difficult to 
mow and create stagnant water puddles – creating breeding grounds 
for mosquitoes. 

• The following measures are recommended in remedying the above 
situation. 

o Open earth canals in the area should be concrete lined to a 
certain depth for reducing roughness/ increase flow velocity, 
and for easy maintenance. 












