
	  

	  

 
 
 
 

17 September 2015 
 
Department of Planning and Environment,  
Land Release,  
GPO Box 39,  
Sydney NSW 2001 
 
Dear Sir / Madam, 
 

Re: Amendment to State Environmental Planning Policy  
(Growth Centres) 2006 – Riverstone East Draft Precinct Plan Exhibition  

 
 
Think Planners Pty Ltd represents the owners of Lot 81 Cudgegong Road, 
Rouse Hill.  The site is located within Area 20, but has been considered in the 
amendments to the Riverstone East Precinct Plan.  The site is illustrated 
below, and also shown on the aerial, and is within 800m of the future 
Cudgegong Railway Station. 
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We have reviewed the exhibition material and make the following comments 
and recommendations. 
 
Density Justification 
We concur with the proposal to increase the development density on the 
subject site, noting its ideal location and proximity to public transport 
infrastructure, community services and retail trading places.   
 
However, it is our understanding from the exhibition material that the split 
zoning and the height of development on our clients site, and the 
consequential density recommendations, have been restricted due primarily to 
the intention to preserve views from the Rouse Hill House and Farm and to 
maintain a tree lined ridge.  The Landscape and Visual Assessment Study 
support these conclusions, which include cross sections that seek to illustrate 
the intended outcomes.  The most relevant section is No.1.  
 

 
 



	  

	  

Consistency 
It is our observation that the future views from Rouse Hill House will take in 
significant areas of land that will be the subject of development.  The views 
will not be retained in their original or current form, but will be radically altered 
as the development of the precinct and adjoining precincts occur.  The 
preservation of a view to my clients property is not only considered 
inconsistent, but to be without significant benefit or purpose.  To restrict the 
development of land based on the preservation of a view that is already to be 
radically altered by other development on other land is not logical in our view.   
 
As a result we ask that the Department carefully review the purpose and 
justification for the inclusion of a recreational zone over my clients land and 
along the ridgetop.   
 
We concur with the aspirations of retaining a tree lined ridge, however, submit 
that this can be achieved in more meaningful ways than simply a blunt 
recreational zoning.  For example identifying greater setbacks along the front 
boundary to achieve a highly landscaped front setback area, at the ridge top 
would achieve the intended outcome for the tree lined ridge. 
 
The following two images demonstrate that the views from Rouse Hill House 
and Farm already comprise views of development, which will be intensified 
over the coming years. 
 

 
 
 
 



	  

	  

 
 
Road Layout 
We raised a further point of concern in relation to consistency. 
 
It is generally the practice of indicative road layouts in the published 
documents to be located so that they align with property boundaries and 
therefore 50% of the road reservation is burdened to each of the property 
owners.  However, in the published material the road alignment along the 
southern boundary of our clients property appears to be significantly located 
on my clients land and is not a “shared” burden with the adjoining property 
owner.   
 
It is our practical experience with Blacktown Council that the road boundaries 
are implemented far more rigorously in the DA process, than is intended in an 
“indicative” plan published by the Department.  The Council tends to adopt a 
strict application of the indicative road layouts.  We therefore request that the 
road boundary shown on the Departments plans be realigned to show a more 
equitable 50-50 distribution between my clients land and the land to the south. 
 
Recommended Controls 
Having regard to the above discussion and our review of the intentions of the 
controls, we have formed the view that our clients land should be rezoned to 
R3 across the entire parcel and be granted a height of 14m.   
 
We are also of the view that a better way of preserving the tree lined ridge 
and balancing the aspirations for the efficient development of the precinct, 
particularly in close proximity to services and infrastructure is to adopt a more 
generous setback for land fronting Cudgegong Road that will enable the 
protection or introduction of tree lined canopy along the ridgeline. 
 



	  

	  

The photo below, taken from Rouse Hill House towards my clients land clearly 
demonstrates that the height of trees exceeds 14 metres and provides a 
screen to the water tower.  The development of my clients, in concert with a 
control that requires generous setback and landscaping along Cudgegong 
Road, would not impact on the views from Rouse Hill House as the 
development would be set down in the view corridor and would ensure that 
the tree line ridge view is maintained.  Note that the transmission towers and 
lines that are located on my clients land are not visible and these are 
approximately 14m in height. 
 

 
 
 
We recommend that the controls applicable to my clients land (and the other 
land in Area 20 that is the subject of this exhibition) be provided with the 
following planning controls –  

• R3 Zone 
• 14m Height of Building 
• Generous setback requirement to Cudgegong Road, for the purposes 

of landscaping and significant tree growth. 
 
I would be happy to discuss this matter further and I can be contacted on 
adam@thinkplanners.com.au or 0419 288 899 to do so. 
 
Regards, 
 
Adam Byrnes- Director 
Think Planners Pty Ltd 
 


