PARRAMATTA

Land Use Planning Harmonisation
Discussion Paper

Following Council boundary changes in May 2016, different planning controls
apply to different parts of the Parramatta Council Local Government Area
(LGA). Council is working to create a single consolidated set of controls that

will apply to the whole LGA. This process could result in changes to the current
planning controls applying to certain areas, such as what types of development
are allowed and changes to car parking and tree protection controls.

In January 2019, Council asked the community what should be included in a
consolidated set of planning controls. Council’s Land Use Discussion Paper
(exhibited from 21 January to 4 March 2019) outlined suggestions for the
planning policies and controls that will form the basis of a new LGA-wide Local
Environment Plan (LEP) and Development Control Plan (DCP).

Here's what you told us:

Across the many topics raised in the Discussion Paper, the majority of community feedback was on dual
occupancy development, and in particular the issue of where in low density areas dual occupancies should
be permitted.

A breakdown of submissions by topic is outlined below. Some submissions provided feedback on more than
one issue.
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301 submissions were received specifically in relation to where dual occupancy development should be
allowed. Of these:
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(59 out of 301 submissions) (36 out of 301 submissions) (196 out of 301 submissions) (10 out of 301 submissions)
Preferred Option 1to Preferred Alternative Preferred Alternative Did not indicate a clear
prohibit dual occupancies  Option 1 to have larger Option 2 to have fewer preference for a particular
in low density prohibition areas, to prohibition areas. Mostof  option
neighbourhoods in the prohibit dual occupancies  those who supported this
former Hornsby Council in areas identified in option wanted to see dual
and The Hills Council Option 1 plus in parts of occupancies allowed in
areas, plus some additional  Carlingford, Dundas, Epping and Carlingford,
parts of Oatlands and Eastwood, Epping and particularly in areas that
Winston Hills, Rydalmere. were part of the former
Hornsby Council area,
A small number of where dual occupancies are

submissions recommended  currently prohibited.
prohibition areas be

extended to other parts of

the LGA including

Ermington, Dundas Valley,

Oatlands and Melrose Park.

The top five reasons people gave for supporting or not supporting
dual occupancies

Amongst those
in support of
dual occupancy
development:

Amongst those who
supported prohibiting
dual occupancies:

© Dual occupancies were incompatible with the @ The suggested prohibition areas are unfair
character of low density areas. and Inconsistently applied.

© Dual occupancies would create traffic and Dual occupancies will contribute to housing
parking congestion, particularly in narrow choice and affordability in the council area.
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housing renewal.

Feedback received on other issues

There was mixed feedback on some DCP controls suggested in the Discussion Paper, including those relating
to housing design, car and bicycle parking, and tree protection.

There was overall support for most LEP-related policy suggestions, including minimum lot size provisions for
dual occupancies and prohibiting places of public worship and indoor recreation facilities within the R2 Low
Density Residential zone

There was not a majority of support for the following policy suggestions:

Placing restrictions on the form and
48% subdivision of dual occupancies in
heritage conservation areas was

supported by 48% of submissions
(156 submissions received)

Increasing the minimum
47% subdivision lot size to 550sqm in
residential zones in the former

Holroyd and Hornsby areas was
supported by 47% of submissions.
(35 submissions received)

Allowing markets, and some food
46% and drink premises on public open
spaces, was supported by 46% of

submissions.
(24 submissions received)

Prohibiting tourist and visitor
accommodation in industrial zones
(IN1) was supported by 41% of
submissions

(17 submissions received)

Restricting dual occupancy

@ forms was supported by 37% of

development to attached
submissions
(95 submission received)

Prohibiting function centres and
27% registered clubs in industrial zones
(IN1) was supported by 27% of

submissions.
(15 submissions received)

Who participated?

Numerous channels were activated to reach as 1 6

many community members as possible, to notify «O MiLLION

them of the opportunity to have their say on Land people on average saw the opportunity to provide
Use Harmonisation and direct them to Council's feedback - multiple channels used to promote the
engagement portal or to email the project team to project including letters, advertising, social media,
provide feedback. community drop-in sessions

Communications and engagement activities 535

included, letters and emails to landowners, LGA

wide newspaper advertising in four English and
three community language I
a media release, activating various social media

networks (Facebook, Linkedin, Twitter) and creating 317

email campaigns for distribution to various

databases. Council's corporate website was also via Council's engagement portal and 218 email
utiised. Council officers also distributed fiyers and and letter submissions

postcards and managed a number of community
drop in sessions.

formal submissions were received (464 unique
N =

Individual residents: 472 submissions
Resident groups: 5 submissions
Landowners (not resident in the LGA):
35 submissions

+ Government agencies: 11 submissions

Neighbouring councils: 2 submissions
«+ Other: 12 submissions

+ Businesses: 7 submissions

+ General public not resident in LGA:

3 submissions

250

community drop-in sessions attendees

telephone and email enquiries answered

Project Timeline:

Consultation on Discussion Paper

Review of submissions and work to
prepare draft LEP and DCP

Consideration of feedback on Discussion
Paper and recommendations for the
draft LEP by the Local Planning Panel
and then Council

Subject to Council's endorsement

of the draft LEP, Council submits
planning proposal for the new LEP to
the Department of Planning, Industry
& Environment (DPIE) for review and
Gateway Determination

Anticipated public exhibition of draft
LEP planning proposal and draft DCP
(subject to Gateway Determination
from DPIE).

Expected finalisation and
adoption of plans

Want more detail?

A Consultation Report has been prepared to provide a full overview of the feedback received and officer
responses to issues raised.

This is available from Council's website at www. NSW.gOV.

We will continue to keep you updated as this project progresses via
Council's engagement portal
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