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The Secretary 
NSW Department of Planning and Environment 
Level 22, 320 Pitt Street 
SYDNEY NSW 2000 
 
Att: Mr George Koshy 
 
 
 
 
 
Dear George, 
 
Lowes Creek Maryland Rezoning Exhibition: Macarthur Developments’ Submission 
 
We write on behalf of the Maryland Development Partnership regarding the Department’s invitation to 
comment on the Rezoning Proposal for the Lowes Creek Maryland Precinct in the South West Priority 
Growth Area. 
 
Entities associated with the Maryland Development Partnership own the majority of the land comprising 
the rezoning area as identified in the map in Attachment 1. The landowners are the proponents of an 
accelerated rezoning process that commenced in November 2011. The rezoning of the Precinct and the 
future development of the Partnership’s land are intimately linked in terms of commercial viability, timing / 
staging, extent of development contributions and opportunities for Works-in-Kind, timely housing delivery  
and availability of services. 
 
We have reviewed the exhibition material and make the following comments for the Department’s 
consideration. 
 
At the outset, the Partnership fully supports the rezoning of the Lowes Creek Maryland Precinct and 
recognises the good work that Council and Department staff have put into the rezoning.  However, 
unfortunately, much of this work has been undermined by some significant errors in the advice provided by 
some consultants. In this context we make only one principal request. It is that the planning controls that will 
apply to the precinct following rezoning as suggested by the planning consultants, and some of the 
investigations in the technical consultant reports, be reviewed.  
 
The comments below elaborate upon this request.  It is appropriate to note that the comments are not 
considered to be comprehensive. However they raise a sufficient number of matters that we request in our 
conclusion: 

1. the need for a thorough review of the consultants’ material; and 

2. the need to review and finalise the planning controls to ensure that they are practical, workable and 
viable. 

 
We also note in our conclusion that these suggestions do not need to hold up the rezoning process and they 
can be addressed / undertaken following the rezoning of the precinct in an alternative manner. 
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1. Population, Yield and Community Facilities Planning (Key Planning Outcomes in Discussion 

Paper) 
 

(i). We query the adoption of dwelling occupancy rates in the Elton Consulting ‘Demographic and Social 
Infrastructure Assessment’, particularly 3.4 persons per detached dwelling. There appears to be a 
disconnect in steps of logic adopted in the report to arrive at the 3.4 persons figure (for example refer 
to the 3.2 dwelling occupancy determined in Table on page 22 and unsubstantiated suggested jump 
to an occupancy rate of 3.4 on page 41).  In this context we referred the Assessment to GHD for 
review. Its comments are provided in Attachment 2. You will note it raises a number of reservations 
with the adopted 3.4 figure (and ultimately suggests a figure of 3.1 is more appropriate). 

(ii). We query the dwelling yields numbers that have been established for the NDA sub precincts in the 
ILP by the planning consultants - LFA. These yields have a significant influence on the planning of 
the Precinct. We asked Enspire Solutions to prepare a theoretical subdivision plan based on the ILP 
layout for one of the sub precincts in the Birling property in order to test the accuracy, viability and 
workability of the designated yield figures. The illustrative subdivision layout is presented in 
Attachment 3. It notes that the designated dwelling yield prepared by LFA is not achievable with 
current minimum lot size controls. To achieve the designated yield 68% of lots must have a size of 
196 sqm. However, the minimum proposed lot size is 300 sqm (or 225 sqm subject to qualifications). 
Furthermore, Clause 3.1.2 of the Camden DCP restricts this lot size to a maximum of 20% of all lots. 

(iii). As part of the above, we query the LFA application that dwelling yields in sub precincts must be 
based on the entire precinct having a density of 25 dw/ha. This is inconsistent with the objectives of 
the R2 ‘Low Density Residential’ zone in Appendix 9 of the Growth Centres SEPP.  

(iv). Furthermore, the proposed planning controls indicate a density range of 15-25 dw / ha that may be 
supportable in each sub-precinct where achieved in a strategically dispersed (‘salt and pepper’) 
approach. It does not advocate that all of an R2 zoned sub precinct shall be 25 dw/ha. In reality, the 
result will be an overall average yield less than the 25 dw/ha adopted by LFA. We note, for example, 
that AEC in its “Housing Needs Analysis” recommends a weighted average density in the low density 
sub precincts in the adopted “High Density” Scenario (7,000 dw) of 18.4 dw per ha (refer p.v and 
elsewhere).  

(v). This approach is thus inflating dwelling numbers. It questions the ability of the ILP and planning 
controls to achieve 7,000 dwellings and has implications for traffic modelling and other planning 
parameters that have been, or will be, based on the 7,000 dwelling target (e.g. the S.7.11 
Contributions Plan). 

(vi). To compound matters, for the purposes of calculating population, the yield numbers adopted in the 
low density sub-precincts have been considered by LFA as all low density detached dwellings. 
However, as noted above this will clearly not be the final development outcome. This approach is 
thus inflating population numbers, which in turn has implications for open space and community 
facility provision and S.7.11 contributions. 

(vii). On these grounds we suggest that a review of the town planning advice is warranted. 
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2. Flooding and Water Cycle Management 

 

(i). We query the scale and extent of drainage basin area shown in the Indicative Layout Plan and 
zoning plan. We referred the Cardno ‘Water Cycle Management Study’ to Enspire Solutions for 
review (refer to Attachment 4). The review has raised a number of technical concerns with the 
assessment and conclusions in the Study. The most significant finding is that the modelling and 
provision of detention in both on-line and off-line basins are overly conservative with a resultant 44% 
reduction in post-development flows compared with pre-development flows. The results are 
inconsistent with the overall aim of limiting post development flows to pre-developed flows and 
contrary to the requirements of the Water Cycle Management controls in Clause 2.3.2 of the Camden 
Growth Centres DCP. 

(ii). This in turn has implications for the ILP, DCP and S.7.11 Contributions. On these grounds we 
suggest a review of the water cycle management study is warranted. 

 
3. Master Plan Vision 

 

(i). Generally, we support the approach to the Master Plan vision for the site and key elements including 
heritage, overall 7,000 dwelling yield, mix of dwelling types, choice and densities, local centres / 
mixed use, approach to riparian corridors, environmental conservation and integration with open 
space. 

(ii). However we suggest density, dwelling yield and population targets across the site in the low, 
medium and high density sub-precincts be fine-tuned to enable the dwelling target yield of 7,000 
dwellings to be achievable. 

 
4. SEPP Maps (General Approach) 

 

(i). We note that the SEPP maps follow, and essentially mirror / replicate the ILP. In particular the public 
purpose (SP) zoning and other built form controls are especially prescriptive and provide no flexibility 
(notwithstanding the flexible boundary clause in SEPP) to respond to situations which will invariably 
evolve over the 15 year detailed design and construction timeframe. Such situations include: 

 A refinement of open space provision as final dwelling yields and population ultimately evolve 
over time and become certain; 

 A refinement of dwelling typologies as market preferences and innovation in housing delivery, 
design and construction continue their present fast-paced evolution; 

 A refinement of final drainage basin design in response to the adoption of innovative 
stormwater treatment approaches and resolution of final bulk earthworks RLs over time; and 

 A well-known and acknowledged characteristic of a long term development project that certain 
matters will naturally be reviewed and change over time. 

(ii). In early discussions between the proponents and Camden Council it was indicated that the zoning 
for the Precinct would adopt the same approach as that for the Catherine Field Part Precinct. This 
approach limits the number and detailed application of zones (particularly public purpose zones) to 
that required to provide sufficient certainty for Council and flexibility for development. This is logical 
as it balances both objectives and in particular adopts different approaches where there are both 
fragmented and large unencumbered land holdings (and thus different roles for the zoning plan).  
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(iii). It is worthwhile noting that the zoning map for Catherine Field evolved post exhibition following 
consideration of the approach. This resulted in the final zoning outcome that currently applies to 
that precinct. We understand that this approach generally works well with no major issues for either 
Council or the developer (refer to the draft and published zoning maps in Attachment 5). 

(iv). We understand that the Department is concerned that a flexible approach would potentially create 
situations where a developer / landowner is unintentionally released from the obligation to deliver 
the required roads, drainage basins and parklands in its development should the land be sold or 
fragmented. These concerns are unfounded as: 

 All the controls in the Zoning Plan would be replicated in the ILP, the DCP, The S.7.11 
Contributions Plan and any landowner local and / or state VPA. Importantly, all VPAs are legally 
required to be attached to the parent and any subsequent titles by virtue of Clause 7.6 of the 
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act; 

 There is no evidence to suggest that more flexible zoning results in unfettered development that 
escapes the control of a planning authority. All development ultimately requires the consent of a 
planning authority and an authority would be reasonable in refusing any development application 
that did not deliver the required roads, open space or drainage basins, or did not provide 
measures to the satisfaction of the authority that such items could be delivered. 

(v). Given the significance of this issue we have asked Greg New from GLN Planning for his opinion on 
the matter. His advice is contained in Attachment 6. He notes that zones for public purposes are 
unnecessary in this instance. A planning authority’s ability to insist on the delivery of items of public 
purposes is not weakened by the absence of the application of such zones. Rather the flexibility 
offered by not imposing such zones in a zoning map is an improved planning outcome that better 
serves the public interest. It has worked elsewhere satisfactorily and the concerns are unfounded. 

(vi). We also note that this approach is contrary to the Department’s own LEP Practice Note PN 10-
001. This is enclosed in Attachment 7. It suggests a move away from zoning land as ‘Special 
Purpose’ (SP) in LEPs as it limits the ability to respond to change without time consuming and 
cumbersome spot rezonings. Instead the Department in the Practice Note recommends zoning 
such uses the same as the adjacent zone. This provides greater flexibility and adaptive 
management of land used for public infrastructure.  

(vii). On these grounds we suggest a review of the zoning approach is warranted. 

(viii). It is appropriate to conclude this point by re-emphasising that there is no evidence to suggest that 
the Department needs to be concerned that this would present an abrogation on its responsibilities 
to appropriately manage precinct land use planning. The achievement of the objectives of the 
planning process and the protection of the public interest are maintained. 

 
5. SEPP Maps (Specific Matters) 

 

(i). Following a review of the zoning maps we note that there are some inconsistencies in the approach 
to certain aspects of the controls that warrant verification. We list them below but do not map or 
describe them in detail for brevity. The list does not purport to be exhaustive and includes: 

 Height controls in heritage precincts (that appear inconsistent with heights of existing heritage 
buildings); 

 The range of permissible uses in the RE2 (heritage precinct) zone that could be expanded to give 
greater flexibility for adaptive reuse; 
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 The extent of the RE2 zone encompassing the Lower Gatehouse; 

 The location of the east-west sub arterial road within the southern boundary of Maryland and not 
a more logical location along the existing roadway immediately to south of the boundary; 

 Contradictory mapping of the extension west of this road to the Growth Centre boundary; 

 The apparent inconsistent application of the SP2 along road corridors. There are a number of 
instances where the zone does not extend along the entire length of the road undermining the 
effectiveness of the zone; 

 The proposed B5 (Bulky Goods) zone applied to the ‘convenience’ centre (that appears 
inconsistent with the recommendations to support some convenience retail in the Deep End 
Services Report); 

 The B4 Zone (mixed use sub-precinct) height and FSR controls; and  

 The B2 Zone (local centre) height and FSR controls. 

(ii). With reference to the B4 zone height and FSR controls, we referred the draft SEPP maps to 
Prescott Architects with a request to undertake a building envelop study to test their viability in one 
of the mixed use sub-precincts in the ILP layout in the Maryland property. The study is presented in 
Attachment 8. It notes that the FSR and height controls do not operate together. The proposed 
height control provides for a greater floor space than supported by the FSR control. It 
demonstrates that an FSR of 1.73:1 is easily achievable given the height and other DCP and 
SEPP 65 controls. However the proposed applicable FSR is only 0.5:1. 

(iii). With reference to the B2 zone we referred the draft SEPP maps and DCP controls to BN Architects 
with a request to undertake a retail planning study to test their viability. The study is presented in 
Attachment 9. It also notes that the land use, FSR and height controls in this sub precinct do not 
operate together. This is discussed further in Point 7(iv) below. 

 
6. DCP 

 

(i). We have reviewed the proposed DCP amendments and we note that there are some significant 
shortcomings in the approach to certain aspects of the controls that warrant verification. We list 
them below but do not map or describe them in detail for brevity. The list does not purport to be 
exhaustive and includes: 

 As we note in Point 1(iv) above, the target yield in the Lowes Creek Maryland precinct of 7,000 
dwellings is simply impossible to achieve as the Minimum Lot sizes in the DCP prohibit the 
density required. As the ILP is designed for a dwelling numbers (and a population) that are 
prohibited by the planning controls, correspondingly it thus creates a situation where there is 
excessively large open space and community facility provision that is not required. Not only is this 
flawed planning, it has financial implications as it distorts both the local contributions (S.7.11) 
Plan and State (SIC) contributions and increases the cost burden on households and Camden 
Council to pay for an unnecessary large provision of local and State facilities; 

 Pgs 64 of the Discussion Paper notes that Service roads “are detailed in the draft DCP.” This 
road section is not provided in the draft DCP amendments; 

 The APZ controls in Figure 8 will essentially rule out development in some residential lots; 
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 The number of pedestrian bridges across Lowes Creek (Figure 14) is excessive and unnecessary 
to achieve accessibility objectives. Furthermore pedestrian bridges are expensive and they will 
have significant S.7.11 cost implications for households and Camden Council; 

 We question the usefulness of requiring an additional 3.5 metres in the collector road reserve 
verge adjoining the Maryland Hill (Figure 17). The Hill will be green space (either parkland or 
private). The additional verge width will not be visually apparent and the additional setback it 
creates will be unnecessary. It results in an uneconomic use of land and also will have significant 
S.7.11 cost implications for households and Camden Council; 

 Clause 3.1.8 that imposes a 50 metre setback rom Home Farm requires clarification. From what 
defining point of Home Farm is the setback measured? 

 It is unclear how View Line No. 6 in Figure 30 can be achieved given the pattern and rigid nature 
of the road layout in the ILP; 

 Clause 4.2.1 that requires Birling 1937 to be used as a community facility is inconsistent with the 
proposed zoning and ILP; 

  Clause 4.2.13 and 14 that ‘require planting of local species indigenous to the Cumberland Plain’ 
and ‘species that maintain and reflect the heritage character of the site as open space rather than 
bushland’ respectively act to contradict and annul each other as the heritage character of the 
Precinct is distinguished by plantings of Bunya Pine trees and other non-native species; 

 Clause 4.3.2 requires compliance with the Tropman Conservation Management Plan. We 
understand that this has not been accepted by all stakeholders and the Maryland Development 
Partnership has, in response, commissioned a new CMP from an alternative heritage consultant 
that is underway at this time; 

 Clause 4.3.5 suggests that all dwellings may be subject to a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA). 
Firstly, we consider 250 metres to excessive and unsubstantiated; secondly the clause is unclear. 
Either a HIA is required, or it is not. 

 Clause 3.1.5 imposes a floor space cap ‘for local convenience retail, commercial and community 
uses to a maximum gross leasable floor area (GLA) of 20,000m2’. However the Discussion 
Paper notes a planning outcome of 20,000 sqm GFA for the centre. GLA and GFA are 
significantly different measures of floor space with different outcomes. This requires clarification. 

(ii). With reference to Clause 3.1 we referred the draft Local Centre controls in the clause to BN 
Architects to undertake a retail planning study to test their viability. The study is presented in 
Attachment 9. It notes that the clause prohibits the realisation of a commercially viable 
development and actually acts contrary, and erode the ability of the development, to achieve the 
desired planning outcomes for the centre. More flexible design guidance is required to respond to 
fast evolving retail demands and characteristics. 

(iii). On these grounds we suggest a comprehensive review of the DCP controls is warranted. 
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ATTACHMENT 1:  
DETAILS OF LAND OWNED BY MACARTHUR DEVELOPMENTS 
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ATTACHMENT 2:  
GHD REVIEW OF DEMOGRAPHIC  

AND SOCIAL INFRASTRUCTURE ASSESSMENT 
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5 November 2018 

Stephen McMahon 
General Manager 
Maryland Development Partnership 
1150 Camden Valley Way 
Leppington  NSW  2179 

Our ref:21-SO1-1377675616-6 
Your ref:  
 

Dear Stephen 

Lowes Creek Maryland 
Review of Occupancy Rates 

1 Introduction 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide a review of the occupancy rates that have been applied to the 
Lowes Creek, Maryland Priority Growth Area within the Social Assessment Report prepared by Elton 
Consulting (27 August 2018).   

GHD has conducted a review of the report taking into consideration other similar Social Infrastructure 
Assessments that we prepared for the NSW Department of Planning and Environment (DPE) within the 
Priority Growth Areas.  Our feedback on the report has focussed on two elements regarding the 

Occupancy Rate; the first relating to the method of determining a suitable occupancy rate, and the 
second regarding the rate that has been applied to Lowes Creek. 

2 Method for determining a suitable occupancy rate 

Elton Consulting have based their occupancy rate calculations on advice received from DPE.  The advice 
referred to in the report allocates an occupancy rate based on density, as provided in Table 1.  GHD is 

not familiar with this advice.  We would like to seek confirmation from DPE as to whether this is now the 
adopted methodology regarding the calculation of occupancy rates for new housing developments.  If 
this is the case then further clarification is required regarding the definitions of density that are being 

applied. 

Table 1 Occupancy rates provided by DPE 

Density Occupancy rate 

Very low density 3.6 persons/dwelling 

Low density 3.4 persons/dwelling 

Medium density 2.9 persons/dwelling 

High density 2.3 persons/dwellings 
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There are many variables that contribute to an occupancy rate within an area, these include social 

factors such as ages within a household, stage of life of the household, or cultural background of 
household members.  It is also dependent on the dwelling type, particularly with regards to number of 
bedrooms.  We would therefore also request clarification from DPE regarding how these elements have 

been considered in the occupancy rates that have been applied.  It would appear from the approach 
taken that only the factor of density has been considered in determining the occupancy rate. 

In reports GHD has prepared for DPE, the occupancy rate has been determined by analysing rates in 

suburbs similar to the proposed development.  The suburbs analysed include those in close proximity to 
the development in order to ascertain the social elements that will influence occupancy rate.  In addition, 
suburbs that have been recently developed with a similar dwelling composition (e.g. proportion of 

apartments and detached dwellings etc) are also analysed to account for the influence that the dwelling 
structure will have on the occupancy rate.   

3 Occupancy rate for Lowes Creek 

Using the methodology suggested by the DPE, the Elton Consulting Report estimated that if the 
Indicative Layout Plan has a yield of 6,982 dwellings then this would equate to 22,441 residents.  The 

report has therefore based its assessment on an average occupancy rate of 3.2 residents per dwelling 
(i.e. number of residents divided by number of dwellings).   

In order to determine whether 3.2 is an appropriate Occupancy Rate for Lowes Creek, GHD conducted a 

review of occupancy rates of areas in close proximity to the proposed development as provided in Table 
2. GHD reviewed the suburbs of Bringelly and Cobbitty as they are in close proximity to the Lowes Creek 
area.  Other suburbs also included in the analysis are the significant new development of Oran Park, and 

the recently developed Edmondson Park and Hoxton Park.  

In conducting the analysis across the suburbs; Oran Park and Hoxton Park are similar to the Lowes 
Creek area based on their stage of development.  These suburbs have an occupancy rate of 3.2 and 2.9 

respectively.  However, they have a very different dwelling composition to that proposed for Lowes 
Creek, which will have a significantly higher proportion of semi-detached dwellings and apartments which 
have the potential to lower the occupancy rate.  We would recommend an occupancy rate of 3.1 for 

Lowes Creek, which is slightly lower than the 3.2 average that has been used by Elton Consulting.  This 
lower rate is to take into consideration the higher proportion of apartments that are proposed for Lowes 
Creek, and is a consistent occupancy rate with the Camden LGA.  
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Table 2 Table providing a comparison occupancy rates in similar suburbs 

 

 

Suburb 

Camden LGA 

Lowes Creek 
/Maryland 
Precinct 

Bringelly  Cobbitty  Oran 
Park  

Edmondson 
Park  

Hoxton 
Park  

Total 
population 

2507 2,063 4,765 2,271 4,355 78,218 TBC 

Occupancy 
rate 

3.4 3 3.2 3.7 2.9 3.1 TBC 

Average no of 
bedrooms 

3.8 3.7 3.9 4 3.6 3.7 TBC 

Separate 
house (%) 

97.1 99.2 93.4 96.6 87.7 92.7 69 

Semi 
detached (%) 

1 0 5 1.0 11.7 5.9 25 

Flat/apartment 
(%) 

- 0 0.6 0 0 0.8 6 

Other (%) 0.6 0 0.3 0.5 0.3 0.3 0 

 

Occupancy rates are a critical figure in determining the anticipated population for an area, and therefore 
the services or facilities required to meet the needs of this population.  We would like to meet with DPE 

to discuss the rates that have been recommended to Elton Consulting and understand how they will be 
applied going forward. 

Sincerely 

 

 

Michala Lander 
Service Group Manager 

+61 2 9239 7070 
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ATTACHMENT 3:  
ILLUSTRATION OF THEORETICAL SUBDIVISION  

LAYOUT OF SUB-PRECINCT 
 
 

 
 
Nominated Sub Precinct in ILP for Assessment 
  

Page 13 of 64



PRECINCT 17
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ATTACHMENT 4:  
ENSPIRE SOLUTIONS ASSESSMENT OF  

WATER CYCLE MANAGEMENT STUDY 
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Prepared: Tuesday, 30 October 2018 
Prepared by: Michael Hodges 

Reference: 180028-REPT0001 R02 

Filename: REPT0001-180028-Enspire-R02-181023-Lowescreekmarylanddpereview.Docx Page 1 

30 October 2018 

 

Stephen McMahon 

Macarthur Developments Pty Ltd  

1150 Camden Valley  

Leppington NSW 2179 

By email: smcmahon@macarthurdevelopments.com.au 

Dear Stephen, 

RE: LOWES CREEK MARYLAND – NSW PLANNING & 

INFRASTRUCTURE EXHIBITION DOCUMENTATION REVIEW 

1. Introduction 

Further to your request to provide a review of the Lowes Creek Maryland 

Development Control Plan (DCP) and associated documentation available 

from the NSW Department of Planning and Environment, we provide the 

following responses limited to a review of the below documents: 

1. Draft Camden Growth Centre Precinct DCP Schedule 6; 
2. Lowes Creek Maryland Discussion Paper; 
3. Lowes Creek Maryland Draft Indicative Land Use Plan; 
4. Lowes Creek Maryland Exhibition SEPP Maps; and 
5. Water Cycle Management Exhibition Report (WCM). 

 

The documentation has been prepared as part of the rezoning planning 

process for the Lowes Creek and Maryland Precincts. Our review is limited 

to civil engineering and water cycle management components of the 

documentation. No stormwater drainage, flood modelling, earthwork 

modelling or ground plane surface models are available and therefore this 

assessment is solely based on the above reports.  

Enspire Solutions have engaged Rhelm as a sub-consultant to Enspire 

Solutions to undertake a review of the associated water cycle management 

documents. 

Our review of the Schedule 6 document is limited to flooding, stormwater 

drainage and Water Cycle Management assessments. 

2. Draft Camden Growth Centre Precinct DCP Schedule 6 

The following comments relate to Part 2 – Development planning and 
design, Section 2.2 – Referenced Figures of the Draft Camden Growth 

Centre Precinct DCP Schedule 6: 

 

 

 

 

ENSPIRE SOLUTIONS 
ABN 71 624 801 690 

 
 
ENGINEERING 
LAND DEVELOPMENT 
PROJECT MANAGEMENT 

 

205 / 275 Alfred Street N 
North Sydney  
NSW 2060 
Australia 
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Prepared: Tuesday, 30 October 2018 
Prepared by: Michael Hodges 

Reference: 180028 

Filename: REPT0001-180028-Enspire-R02-181023-Lowescreekmarylanddpereview.Docx Page 2 

a) To assess flood extents, an overlay of Figures 3 and 4 has been prepared and is presented 
as Image 1. It is apparent the flood extents in the 1%AEP event extend outside the 
designated riparian and drainage areas as shown on the ILP. As a consequence, areas of 
the site allocated for residential development and open space, including playing fields will 
be inundated in the 1%AEP event. It is recommended the flood extents be reviewed as part 
of the WCM plan and the extents of flooding be contained within proposed drainage 
corridors.  
 
Further, it is noted the Figure 11 – Post Development Flood Extents contained in the Lowes 
Creek Maryland Precinct Plan – Discussion Paper September 2018 indicate the extent as 
the PMF, not the 1%AEP event and this should be clarified on any maps gazetted as part 
of the rezoning. 

 

 

Image 1 – Overlay of Figure 3 and Figure 4 
Extract from Draft Camden Growth Centre Precinct DCP Schedule 6 - Lowes Creek Maryland Precinct (NSW Government), 

September 2018 

The following comments relate to Part 2 – Development planning and design, Section 2.6 – 

Open Space and Recreation Network of the Draft Camden Growth Centre Precinct DCP 

Schedule 6: 

b) As part of the proposed controls in certain locations, drainage basins are proposed to serve 
as a dual-use for both drainage and passive open space. The proposed open space 
requirements should be reviewed and updated to include these areas in the open space 
provisions. Access paths and cycleways should connect to these dual use areas and be 
located above the 5%AEP event water level as a minimum. 
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3. Lowes Creek Maryland Precinct Plan - Discussion Paper September 2018 

The following comments relate to Part 2 – The Lowes Creek Maryland Precinct, Section 2.5 – 

Flooding and Water Cycle Management of the Lowes Creek Maryland Precinct Plan – 

Discussion Paper: 

a) Figure 12 – Proposed online and offline detention basin layout does not include a basin 
immediately east of proposed basin NW2. This conflicts with the drainage basins as detailed 
on the Indicative Layout Plan. 

 
b) Section 2.5.1 discusses cut and fill and adjustments to existing ground levels. It is noted 

that no proposed levels have been provided and the proposed locations of water quantity 
and quality basins would indicate cut and fill operations will be required to ensure both 
inground and above ground drainage systems are capable of discharging into the water 
management facilities. It is anticipated that cut and fill operations will exceed 2m. Further 
to managing stormwater, lot levels will need to be limited to approximately 5% to minimise 
retaining wall heights and to ensure cost effective house construction. It is recommended a 
ground plane concept plan is produced identifying areas of cut and fill and approximate 
depths. 

 

4. Lowes Creek Maryland Exhibition SEPP Maps 

The following comments relate to the draft Lowes Creek Maryland Exhibition SEPP maps: 

a) The Land Zoning Map indicates all off-line detention and water quality basins are to be 
zoned as SP2 drainage. It is recommended the location and size of basins between all 
documents are reviewed to ensure consistency.  
 
Further, it is recommended that the land is zoned R2 for all off-line detention and water 
quality basins. The size and locations of water management facilities is subject to detailed 
design. Zoning these sections of the development as SP2 would prohibit design refinement 
without subsequent rezoning applications should water management facilities require 
relocation or amendment in area. The specific requirements for water management should 
be considered during the detailed design stages of the development and conditioned during 
development application stages. 
  
The Land Acquisition Map should not include SP2 drainage lands for the above reasons.  

 
 

5. Lowes Creek Maryland Precinct – Water Cycle Management Study 

As indicated in the introduction, Rhelm have been engaged by Enspire Solutions to review and 

provide comment on the Water Cycle Management Report. The Rhelm assessment and 

preliminary findings are contained in Appendix A. 

The findings of the Rhelm assessment state that the modelling and provision of detention in both 

on-line and off-line basins are overly conservative with a resultant 44% reduction in post-

development flows compared with pre-development flows. The results are inconsistent with the 

overall aim of limiting post development flows to pre-developed flows. 

Furthermore, it is noted that the modelling and reporting in parts is unclear (a lack of connectivity 

between proposed catchments and detention and water quality basins) and modelling 

assumptions associated with the culvert crossing at The Northern Road do not include any culvert 

upgrade works but do include revised levels associated with the road upgrade.  
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6. Conclusion and Recommendations 

Based on our review of the abovementioned documents, rezoning of the Lowes Creek Marylands 

Precinct in the general context of the exhibition documents should be supported. There appears 

to be some inconsistencies in the documentation relating to water cycle management,. 

It is recommended that rezoning should be assessed without land being rezoned as SP2- 

Drainage and that Water Cycle Management should be addressed at a more detailed level as 

part of subsequent Development Application(s). The current WCM study should be a supporting 

document that demonstrates detention and water quality can be achieved without the need to 

rezone lands for drainage purposes as part of this rezoning application.  

This approach provides ultimate flexibility in locating, sizing and potentially splitting sub 

catchments based on detailed design including ground plane modelling to achieve road and lot 

levels that support cost effective construction methods. 

 

We trust this meets your requirements. Should you have any questions or require clarification 

please contact Michael Hodges on 0417 044 451 or via email.  

Sincerely, 

 

Michael Hodges 

Director  
For Enspire 

michael.hodges@enspiresolutions.com.au  

P +61 417 044 451 
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ABN : 55 616 964 517 
Level 1, 50 Yeo Street 
Neutral Bay NSW 2089 

Australia 
contact@rhelm.com.au 

 
 

 

7 November 2018 

Our ref: J1176_L01_Rev3 

Macarthur Developments 

Co/ Michael Hodges 

michael.hodges@enspiresolutions.com.au 

Dear Michael, 

As requested, we have prepared a preliminary review of the Lowes Creek Maryland Precinct Water 

Cycle Management Study (Cardno, 2018). The review has evaluated the document with regards to 

potential opportunities and constraints relating to the development of the Northern Portion of the 

Precinct. 

The following outlines the key outcomes from our review.  We note that this review has been 

undertaken based on a review of the Cardno (2018) report only, with limited independent 

calculations undertaken at this time.  Further, the flood models that were used as a part of Cardno 

(2018) were not available for review at the time of this review.   

Our key points from the review are identified as follows: 

1. The WCM has modelled the 50%, 10% and 1% AEP events, along with the PMF. It is noted 

that the Camden Growth Centre Precincts DCP (that will likely apply to development 

applications on the land once the precinct planning is complete) requires the 20% AEP event 

to be evaluated rather than the 10% AEP event. This is unlikely to create any issues at the 

precinct planning stage but additional modelling (of the 20% AEP event) will probably need 

to be considered as part of drainage design, Development Applications and S4.55 

applications. 

2. The rural initial loss values are presented in Tables 4‐4 to 4‐6. These are assumed to have 

been applied to the pre‐development scenario. These losses are in accordance with 

ARR2016. It is assumed that urban losses have been applied in the post‐development 

scenario, however, the urban losses are not reported so no comment can be provided on 

whether they are reasonable and whether they have produced reasonable flows for the 

post‐development scenario. Ideally the WCM report would be updated to provide details on 

the post‐development loss values applied. This information will be required as part of any 

future associated flood modelling for the study area. 
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3. The post‐development hydrology set‐up has been derived within the precinct based on 

proposed landform and the proposed road layout. The proposed road network has been 

used as a guide to the orientation of the stormwater networks through the post‐

development Precinct. This assumption has informed how the hydrology (catchment flows) 

are applied to the hydraulic model. If the stormwater networks vary to what has been 

assumed this will likely impact the size and location of the OSD and Water Quality Basins.  

4. The Water Cycle Management (WCM) Study reports that the hydrology is applied to the 

TUFLOW model as point inputs (i.e. the flows from a sub‐catchment enter the waterway at a 

single location). This approach is likely to over simplify the flow behavior at some locations, 

for example the flows from sub‐catchments C9 and C16 would likely enter the waterways 

along the length of the waterway, not just at the downstream end of the sub‐catchment. 

This could impact the timing of the flows entering the online basins and therefore impact the 

sizing of the basins themselves. As these basins are significant features of the water 

management approach, the suitability of the point input application of catchment flows to 

the hydraulic model should be confirmed.  

In addition, the WCM report should clearly show where the flows have been applied. This is 

particularly relevant to the application of flows to the basins. This is not clear in the current 

document. 

5. The approach to modelling in the WCM has identified the critical duration at the 

downstream end of the Precinct (i.e. at The Northern Road) from the hydrological modelling. 

This relates to different durations and temporal patters for the pre‐ and post‐development 

scenarios. Only these critical events have been modelled in the hydraulic modelling. The 

following issues associated with this approach have been identified: 

a. For the purposes of a Development Application to Council, it should be noted that 

Council will likely require the full set of durations and temporal patters to be 

assessed. This will likely impact the sizing of basins and fill levels. However, without 

undertaking the modelling it is not possible to ascertain whether basin sizes and fill 

levels would increase, decrease or remain unchanged. 

b. The critical event at the downstream end of the Precinct is not likely the same as the 

critical duration at other locations within the study area (i.e. for sub‐catchments, or 

portions of the Precinct). This may cause issues for staging of works. For example, if 

works are to proceed on within only one Portion of the Precinct prior to the 

remainder of the Precinct, the flood impacts would need to be contained within the 

works areas. This would require analysis of the critical flood events within that 

portion of the Precinct. This will likely require additional flood events to be modelled 

and may affect fill levels, extents and basin sizes. There needs to be enough 

flexibility within the proposed zones to allow for these changes, if required. 

6. It is noted that the post‐development scenario has included the ground level and road 

raising associated with the proposed RMS upgrade at The Northern Road crossing of Lowes 

Creek (the downstream end of the Precinct). However, the significant culvert upgrade under 
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the road has not been included. It is unclear why this approach has been adopted. The 

following issues are noted: 

a. In a 1% AEP event in the pre‐development scenario, The Northern Road is 

overtopped by flood waters in Lowes Creek. By increasing the road level but not the 

culverts in the post‐development scenario a significant amount of water is being 

retained upstream of The Northern Road; the road effectively acting as a weir at a 

higher level to the existing road. This is likely compensating for flood storage 

required to mitigate flood impacts downstream of the Precinct (effectively acting as 

a detention basin).  

b. The outcome of the modelling approach is that the post‐development design of the 

precinct is reliant on the road being raised. In addition, it is reliant on the road being 

raised and no culvert upgrade being undertaken (which is unlikely to occur). This 

creates a significant amount of uncertainty around the flood levels and OSD basin 

sizing presented in the WCM report. 

7. Despite the WCM report stating that as an outcome of discussions with Council the sports 

field must be located above the 1% AEP flood level, one of the proposed sport fields appears 

to be included in the basin design (on the Southern Portion of the precinct). The WCM 

should provide details on why this sports field is set at a lower level of flood protection than 

the others.A review of the modelling results shows only minor inundation of the sports field 

during a 1% AEP event, with shallow depths. If the intent is to use this sports field for the 

purposes of OSD, this could be optimized to retain a greater volume of flow.  

8. OSD basins appear to have been sized based on a comparison of flows at the downstream 

end of the Precinct only (i.e. at The Northern Road). Therefore, the location and sizes of the 

basins are dependent on all of the Precinct works being undertaken at the same time (i.e. 

the basins are dependent on the completed Precinct). This could result in issues if works 

within the Precinct are to be staged, i.e. impacts from works on portions of the Precinct will 

need to be mitigated by the basins proposed within that portion only. 

9. The flood level impact mapping would suggest that the Precinct layout and proposed fill is 

sufficiently mitigated through appropriate design and flood storage in online and offline 

basins. However, the comparison of the 1% AEP flows in Table 6‐5 show a 44% reduction in 

the 1% AEP flows at the outlet. This result is too conservative and does not represent an 

accurate outcome with regards to the basin sizes. This result is inconsistent with the overall 

aim of limiting post development flows to pre‐development flows.  

10. In addition to the potential for modelling to reduce the size of the proposed OSD basins 

(item 10), it may be possible to optimize the layout of the basins as follows: 

a. OSD basins can be located within the outer 50% of the riparian corridor (VRZ) as long 

as it is not providing water quality treatment and is vegetated in a similar manner to 

the VRZ. It may be possible to take advantage of this by placing the OSD only 

portions of the basins within either the riparian corridor or environmental 

conservation zones. 
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b. Detaining flows at the downstream end of the Precinct may not be providing 

mitigation of flood levels downstream of The Northern Road. It can often be 

advantageous to simply allow the most downstream flows to be allowed to 

discharge un‐retained. This may allow for the removal or reduction of OSD basin 

WQ5. It is noted that a portion of this basin area is also required for water quality 

treatment (WQ basin WQ4), this will likely need to be retained. 

c. In collaboration with Enspire it may be possible to review the design of the basins to 

allow for greater depths or other factors that can reduce the basin areas. 

11. Section 6.2.2 of the WCM report provides the Basin Design Principals of the basins. 

However, additional design details should be provided specific to each basin.  

12. The pre‐development conditions include two large farm dams, which provided retention of 

catchment flows. This is referred to as the active storage component of the dams. The post‐

development scenario needs to provide adequate detention of flows through channel 

design, online and offline basins to mitigate the additional flows from the urbanization of 

the Precinct as well as the active storage currently being provided by the dams. This has 

been done through the flood modelling of the pre and post development scenarios and the 

comparison of the peak flows. 

13. Council provides Site Storage Requirements (SSR) to inform the design of OSD in the Local 

Government Area. These SSR are not directly applicable to the Precinct development 

because the proposed basin sizes have to account for both increased runoff from proposed 

urban areas as well as the existing farm dam active storage (see above). Further the overall 

design of creek channels and crossing will also impact the flows discharging from the 

precinct. However, a review of Council’s SSR against the basin volumes provided in the WCM 

report is useful as a quick “check” of the proposed basins volumes. 

A review of Council’s SSR and the storage volumes provided in the basins is provided below. 

The urban land areas are based on very basic estimates.  

 50% AEP SSR = 300 m3/ha 

 1% AEP SSR = 594 m3/ha 

 
Urban Area 

(ha) 

50% AEP  1% AEP 

SSR (m3) 
Volume 

Provided (m3) 
SSR (m3) 

Volume 
Provided (m3) 

Whole Precinct  308  92,400  54,000  182,952  397,700 

Northern 
Portion of the 

Precinct 
130  39,000  23,100  77,220  78,800 

Southern 
Portion of the 

Precinct 
172  51,600  30,900  102,168  318,900 
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The 1% AEP SSR provided for the whole precinct in significantly higher than the volume 

required by Council. This additional storage appears to be primarily located on the Southern 

Portion of the precinct. This is likely due to the online dams providing additional storage to 

offset the active storage in the existing dams. 

14. Section 6.2 of the WCM report notes that the basin strategy maximises the use of off‐line 

basins over on‐line basins. This should be explained further as it is unclear if that means that 

the proposed off‐line basins represent the largest possible size of these basins. 

15. The ILP review provided in the Riparian Assessment (Ecological, 2018) identifies that the 

proposed Riparian Corridor and Environmental Conservation zones are of sufficient area to 

offset the existing riparian corridor areas (i.e. some degraded streams have been removed 

and offset with wider VRZs on other streams). However, this assessment has not considered 

the Drainage zones in this assessment. The inclusion of vegetated basins within these 

drainage zones may allow for the rezoning of the Conservation Zones in other locations. 

16. The proposed basins in their current design do not fully utilize the drainage zones in all 

locations. Portions of these drainage zones could be rezoned for other purposes. 

This review is of a high‐level nature, if you require any additional information or evaluation of the 

matters, please let me know. Please also feel free to contact me to discuss further. 

Sincerely, 

 

Emma Maratea  

Principal and Director of Rhelm Pty Ltd 

Specialist Floodplain Engineer 

BE Env (Hons) 
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1 November 2018 

Our Ref: 11019 Lowes Creek zoning sub 

Stephen McMahon 

General Manager 

Macarthur Developments 

By Email: smcmahon@macarthurdevelopments.com.au 

Dear Stephen, 

RE:  Proposed Public Purpose Zones - Lowes Creek Maryland  

Introduction  

We refer to the current exhibition of precinct planning package by the Department of Planning and 

Environment for the Lowes Creek Maryland precinct in the South West Growth Area, and your 

request for advice in relation to the proposed array of land use zones for public purposes included 

in that package. 

In particular, we note your concern about the rigidity of the zoning scheme, particularly for those 

lands anticipated to be acquired by the local council for local infrastructure. That is, most of the land 

proposed to be zoned RE1 Public Recreation and SP2 Infrastructure under the State Environmental 

Planning Policy (Sydney Region Growth Centres) 2006 (SEPP). 

The statutory planning layer should be as flexible as possible  

The Lowes Creek Maryland precinct comprises 517 hectares of land, 92% of which is owned by 

Macarthur Developments Pty Ltd. 

In our view it is unnecessary and inefficient to have local infrastructure public purpose lands mapped 

as discreet zones in the statutory planning scheme for an urban release area, where the vast majority 

of land is controlled by one owner.   

The proposed approach of applying RE1 and SP2 zones to local open space and local drainage lands 

at Lowes Creek Maryland carries a high risk of delaying the delivery of housing and infrastructure for 

no obvious gain. 

Prescription of the precise location and extent of open space areas and drainage reserves ignores 

the realities of planning and development of greenfield areas. Site conditions are only broadly 

understood at the rezoning stage.  

Prescriptive zoning can and often does get in the way of more land-efficient solutions for trunk 

drainage. That is, the drainage basins may, upon detailed site planning, be relocated, shrunk (or 

expanded) to provide an optimal solution. The same principle applies to open space areas which 

may be consolidated or relocated to avoid environmental or topographical constraints. The 
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proposed Lowes Creek Maryland zoning scheme will restrict and even prevent logical locational 

adjustments because to do so will involve a time-consuming planning proposal.  

Only minor adjustments to the extent / location of public purpose lands are permitted under the 

SEPP with the zone boundary flexibility clause. The zone boundary flexibility clause is a blunt and 

inadequate tool applying to land that is within 50m of a boundary between any 2 zones.  

The statutory planning layer should be more flexible where the control of the urban outcome rests 

with a major land owner. Equally, greater prescription should be deployed where there is an array of 

owners that place a premium on planning certainty at the micro level.  

ILP / DCP / CP is a superior approach where land is controlled by one or few owners 

This more nuanced approach has worked successfully elsewhere in the Growth Centre and is 

appropriate for Lowes Creek Maryland. That is: 

• All the public purpose lands shown in the SEPP map layers reflect the same public purpose 

lands identified in the precinct structure plan, i.e. the Indicative Layout Plan (ILP). The 

Development Control Plan (DCP) that is adopted for Lowes Creek will require all 

development to be carried out generally in accordance with the ILP. Significantly, variations 

to the ILP are permitted by the local council where the site conditions demand it and the 

variations are considered minor.  

• The DCP / ILP together therefore provide sufficient certainty that the lands nominated for 

public purposes will ultimately be used / developed for those purposes. Importantly, the 

DCP/ ILP can be readily varied if circumstances warrant. This cannot be done if the zoning 

plan also nominates those lands, because a variation to the overlaying statutory instrument 

relies on a planning proposal being prepared, exhibited, and approved which takes at least 

12 months and often a lot longer.  

• While the DCP/ILP provides the right balance of planning certainty and flexibility for the 

local infrastructure lands, this needs to be matched by funding certainty. This is done by 

including the local infrastructure land in the s7.11 contributions plan prepared for the 

precinct by Camden Council. The contributions plan is a public document requiring public 

exhibition and (in this case because of the likely level of costs) review by IPART. If the location 

or extent of local infrastructure lands needs to be changed then all that is required is an 

amendment of the contributions plan which requires a 28-day public exhibition period.  

• If the SEPP zoning and land acquisition layers for local infrastructure lands remain, the 

Council could still amend the contributions plan, but it would not be consistent with the 

zoning plan. Consistency would ultimately be achieved through a planning proposal, but 

this would take at least 12 months and would essentially be a wasteful use of Council and 

Department resources. 

Successful implementation elsewhere 

The simplified approach has been successfully used in the planning and delivery of the first release 

precincts in the South West Growth Centre - Oran Park, Turner Road and Catherine Fields Precinct. 

All of the precincts had the following in common:  
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• a single land owner controlling a majority of the land 

• the simplified zoning approach with minimal use of RE1 and SP2 zones for local 

infrastructure 

• the minimal use of the land reservation acquisition layer 

The maps and images on the following pages show for each precinct the simplified zoning, the ILP 

that guides development and that can be modified as circumstances warrant, and the current on-

the-ground outcome.  

Should you require clarification in relation to anything within this letter, please contact me on (02) 

9249-4100 or by email at greg@glnplanning.com.au. 

Yours faithfully 

GLN PLANNING PTY LTD 

  

GREG NEW 

DIRECTOR 

 

 

ATTACHMENT 

1. Maps and aerials of Oran Park, Turner Road and Catherine Field (Part) Precincts  
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ORAN PARK 

Land use zoning 

 
 

ILP 

 
 

Current aerial 

photo 
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TURNER ROAD 

Land use zoning 

 
 

ILP 

 
 

Current aerial 

photo 

 
 

Page 34 of 64



CATHERINE FIELDS (PART) 

Land use zoning 

 
 

ILP 

 
 

Current aerial 

photo 
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DPE LEP PRACTICE NOTE PN 10-001 
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Zoning for Infrastructure in LEPs 
The purpose of this practice note is to provide guidance to councils on zoning public infrastructure land in 
standard instrument local environmental plans.  It supersedes and replaces the previous LEP Practice 
Note on this subject [LEP PN 08-002].  It also updates the information provided for Special Purpose ‘SP’ 
zones in PN 06-002. 
 
Introduction 
State Environmental Planning Policy 
(Infrastructure) 2007 (the Infrastructure SEPP) 
was introduced to facilitate the delivery of 
infrastructure across NSW by improving 
regulatory certainty and efficiency. 
 
The Infrastructure SEPP, which came into effect 
on 1 January 2008, has specific planning 
provisions and development controls for 25 
types (sectors) of infrastructure: 
 

• air transport facilities 
• correctional centres 
• educational establishments 
• electricity generating works 
• electricity transmission and distribution 
• emergency services facilities 
• flood mitigation and bushfire hazard 

reduction 
• forestry activities 
• gas transmission and distribution 
• health services facilities 
• housing and group homes 
• parks and other public reserves  
• port, wharf and boating facilities 
• public administration buildings 
• rail infrastructure facilities 
• research stations 
• road and traffic facilities 
• sewerage systems 
• soil conservation works 
• stormwater management systems 
• telecommunications networks 
• travelling stock reserves 
• waste or resource management 

facilities 

• water supply systems 
• waterway or foreshore management 

activities. 
 
Zoning pu blic in frastructure 
To complement the provisions of the 
Infrastructure SEPP, this practice note provides 
advice on zoning public infrastructure land when 
a council is preparing a local environmental plan 
(LEP). 
 
A number of approaches have previously been 
taken in zoning infrastructure land in LEPs. 
These zoning methods often restricted new 
infrastructure developments, redevelopment of 
sites for alternative uses or disposal of surplus 
public land.  
 
The new zoning approach advocated here 
provides greater flexibility and adaptive 
management of land used for the provision of 
public or private infrastructure. It moves away 
from zoning infrastructure land as ‘special use’ 
or ‘special purpose’ zones, which previously 
limited the ability of infrastructure providers to 
respond to changing demographic trends and 
provide the public with infrastructure and 
services outside existing locations.  
 
Matters to consider upfront 
Prior to zoning infrastructure land in new LEPs, 
the following steps should first be taken: 
 
� Identify whether the infrastructure type is 

covered in the Infrastructure SEPP, including 

LEP practice note 
STANDARD INSTRUMENT FOR 
LEPS 

Local Planning 

Ref No.  PN 10–001 (supersedes and 
replaces  PN 08–002) 

Issued  14 December 2010 

Date PN 06-002; PS 09-011 
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whether the SEPP provisions are associated 
with public or private infrastructure. 

� Identify whether the infrastructure is 
currently operating or is no longer used; 
whether the land is intended for other future 
infrastructure purposes or whether the land is 
now considered to be surplus public land .  

 
The Infrastructure SEPP identifies the 
prescribed zones for various types of 
infrastructure. This should act as a guide when 
determining the choice of zone for particular 
uses.  
 
Follow the principles for zoning infrastructure 
land in this practice note in sequential order, 
selecting the most appropriate principle for the 
land being zoned. 
 
Six prin ciples  for zoning 
infrast ructure 
The following principles should be followed 
when zoning infrastructure land in new LEPs. 
 

1. Where the infrastructure type is permitted 
on all land in the Infrastructure SEPP: 
− future infrastructure may be placed in 

any zone 
− existing ‘special use’ zones should be 

rezoned the same as the adjacent 
zone 

− roads must be zoned. 
 
2. Where the infrastructure type is only 

permitted in certain prescribed zones in 
the Infrastructure SEPP: 
− provide for future infrastructure in 

prescribed zones rather than special 
use zones 

− existing ‘special use’ zones should be 
rezoned the same as the adjacent land 
(if a prescribed zone) 

− rezone land SP2 Infrastructure, if there 
is no adjacent prescribed zone. 

 
3. If currently zoned ‘special use’, the 

following infrastructure land should remain 
zoned for a ‘special purpose’:  
− special purposes such as cemeteries, 

sewage treatment plants, waste 
disposal or landfill sites (rezone as 
SP2 Infrastructure) 

− strategic sites (rezone as SP2 
Infrastructure) 

− large complexes (rezone as SP1 
Special Activities). 

 

It is anticipated that only a minority of 
TAFEs and schools across NSW could be 
considered a ‘strategic site’, however, to 

assist in the initial assessment the following 
criteria should be used: 

• is it 20 hectares or more in size; and/or 
• does it provide a wide range of 

facilities (meeting rooms, halls, pool, 
sports fields, tennis courts and the like) 
that can also be used by the 
surrounding community; and/or 

• is it of regional significance (i.e. the 
only school servicing a large region). 
 

4. Where land is to be zoned SP1 Special 
Activities or SP2 Infrastructure: 
− include flexible zone boundary 

provisions where appropriate. 
− use generic land use map annotations. 

 
5. Where surplus public land is currently 

zoned ‘special use’: 
− where a valid site compatibility 

certificate exists, the land is to be 
rezoned consistent with the certificate, 
or 

− the land should be rezoned as a 
compatible land use, (e.g. to a 
prescribed zone).  

 
6. When preparing an LEP, avoid duplicating 

provisions in the Infrastructure SEPP 
(including those to manage impacts on 
infrastructure corridors). 

 
Zoning principles explained 
The infrastructure zoning principles are 
explained here. The principles are intended to 
support a zoning regime which provides greater 
flexibility and adaptive management of public 
infrastructure land. Councils should also take 
these zoning principles into account when 
zoning land for private infrastructure or services.  
 
Principle 1 - Zoning for infrastructure 
that is permitted on all land 
The Infrastructure SEPP identifies several types 
of infrastructure activities undertaken by public 
authorities that are permissible in all LEP zones, 
irrespective of the LEP zoning. 
 
This includes: 
� roads and railway lines 
� utility distribution networks such as electricity 

lines, or gas, water and sewage pipelines 
� certain environmental management works 

(e.g. bushfire management, flood mitigation, 
waterway and foreshore works and soil 
conservation works). 
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Principle 1.1 - Providing for future 
infrastructure 
‘Special purpose’ zones are not required in 
LEPs to permit infrastructure that is already 
permitted on all land through the Infrastructure 
SEPP. It is not necessary for infrastructure types 
to be listed separately in any zone as permitted 
uses in the LEP zoning table if they are 
automatically permitted through the 
Infrastructure SEPP. 
 
For private  infrastructure, please see note in 
Principle 2.1 regarding zoning provisions. 
  
Principle 1.2 - Rezoning existing ‘special use’ 
zones 
For infrastructure or services prescribed in all 
zones and those currently zoned ‘special use’, 
(e.g. roads, railway lines, substations, pipelines 
etc), the appropriate adjacent land zone should 
generally be used.  
 
Applying the adjacent zone type to public 
infrastructure land follows a basic planning 
principle of aligning land uses. It is established 
practice to refer to the zoning of adjoining land 
when seeking to establish an appropriate zoning 
for land. In many cases the infrastructure land 
would have been zoned the same as the 
adjoining land if it had not been used instead for 
an infrastructure purpose.  
 
This approach avoids the need for spot 
rezonings when the infrastructure use expands, 
ceases, is realigned or is downsized in the 
future. It is preferable that the land use zone be 
the same as the adjacent zoning, so that future 
uses are compatible with existing surrounding 
uses. 
 
Principle 1.3 - Roads must be zoned 
Currently in many LEPs, roads are unzoned. In 
future, all land is to be zoned in LEPs, including 
roads.  
 
Roads should be zoned as outlined below. 
 

� Classified roads that pass through major 
retail centres should be zoned using the 
appropriate business zone for the 
adjoining land. This provides a planning 
framework for considering potential 
development over or below roads and on 
footpaths. 

 

� Freeways, Tollways, Transitways, 
National Highways and major roads 
(carrying greater than 40,000 vehicles per 
day) outside of major centres may be 
zoned SP2 Infrastructure. Other regional 
roads may be appropriate for an SP2 
zoning, e.g. Pacific Highway. Councils 

should consult with the relevant 
Department of Planning Regional Office. 

 

� Outside major centres, roads that carry 
less than 40,000 vehicles per day should 
generally be zoned the same as the 
adjoining land.1 

 

� All other roads should be zoned in 
accordance with the adjoining land. This 
avoids the need for spot rezonings where 
the roads are closed, or where the 
alignment of the roads changes, which 
can commonly occur in rural and release 
areas. 

 
In cases where a road forms a boundary 
between zones: 

− the whole of the road should be zoned the 
same zone (i.e. the zone boundary should 
not run down the middle of the road); and 

− wherever possible, the zone applied 
should be the same as that applied to 
adjoining land, and which provides for a 
range of land uses to assist with flexibility 
in land use planning. 

 
An assessment should be made on a case by 
case basis using the information provided, to 
determine the appropriate zoning for an 
unzoned road. 
 
Principle 2 – Zoning for infrastructure 
that is permitted only in prescribed 
zones 
‘Prescribed zone’ is a reference to the standard 
zones in the Standard Instrument (Local 
Environmental Plans) Order 2006 (the Standard 
Instrument) which have been nominated as the 
zones where certain types of infrastructure are 
permitted under the Infrastructure SEPP. 
 
Each of the 25 types of infrastructure in the 
SEPP has a list of prescribed zones where the 
infrastructure activity may be undertaken. 
 
Principle 2.1 - Providing for future 
inf rastructure in prescribed zones 
In most circumstances, ‘special use’ or ‘special 
purpose’ zones will not be required in LEPs to 
cater for current or proposed infrastructure.  
Most types of infrastructure development are 
permitted under the Infrastructure SEPP in a 

                                            
1 The RTA provides Annual Average Daily Traffic Volume 
maps on its website for reference for Metro areas, and Data 
for Regional areas Regional Areas - Traffic Volume Data: 
http://163.189.7.150/publicationsstatisticsforms/aadtdata/ind
ex.html?plid=trafficvolume 
Metro Areas - Traffic Volume Maps: 
http://163.189.7.150/publicationsstatisticsforms/downloads/tr
affic_volume_maps/traffic_vol_maps_dl1.html 
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range of suitable ‘prescribed zones’. It is 
therefore not necessary to include these 
infrastructure types as permitted uses in the LEP 
zoning table—they are automatically permitted 
through the Infrastructure SEPP. 
 
As an example, when zoning a new land release 
area, it is unnecessary to set aside land to be 
zoned ‘special use’ for a new public school. 
Public schools are automatically permitted within 
residential and business zones under the 
Infrastructure SEPP. 
 
 

Note: Given the Infrastructure SEPP applies only to 
certain private infrastructure types, zoning provisions 
may be required in the LEP zoning table to allow 
private infrastructure as a permitted use in nominated 
zones. 
 
Principle 2.2 - Rezoning existing ‘special use’ 
zones to adjacent prescribed zones 
Most existing infrastructure land currently zoned 
‘special use’ should be rezoned in the LEP 
according to what the adjacent zone is, if that 
zone is a ‘prescribed zone’ in the ISEPP which 
permits that type of infrastructure.  
 
Where infrastructure adjoins multiple zones (that 
are prescribed zones), the following rules apply: 
� all the land should be zoned the same (i.e. 

the zone boundary should not run down the 
middle of the site), unless there is an 
exceptional circumstance (e.g. large sites 
with multiple infrastructure uses), and 

 

� adopt a zone that is compatible with 
surrounding land uses , having regard to: 
− the nature and character of the subject 

site 
− existing adjacent land uses and preferred 

future uses 
− regional strategy priorities 
− availability of services and infrastructure 

to support new land uses 
− environmental impacts and risks 

 
An assessment will need to be made on a case-
by-case basis to consider the appropriateness of 
the various adjacent zone types. 
 
Principle 2.3 - Rezoning existing ‘special use’ 
zones when there are no adjacent prescribed 
zones 
Most existing infrastructure lands should be 
zoned according to what the adjacent land use 
zone is, if that adjacent zone is a prescribed 
zone for that infrastructure type. 
 
However if none of the adjacent zones are 
‘prescribed zones’ for that particular 
infrastructure type under the Infrastructure 

SEPP, then the site should be zoned SP2 
Infrastructure. 
 
All public infrastructure listed under the SEPP 
are permitted in SP1 Special Activities and SP2 
Infrastructure zones. Regardless of what the 
surrounding land use zones are, if an existing 
facility is zoned SP2 Infrastructure it can 
continue to operate under the provisions of the 
SEPP. 
 
As an example, an existing hospital may be 
located on land adjacent to an R2 Low Density 
Residential zone. As R2 is not a prescribed zone 
for hospitals under the Infrastructure SEPP, it is 
not possible to apply Principle 2.2 when 
rezoning the site. The hospital land should be 
zoned SP2 Infrastructure to ensure that the 
existing use remains permissible. (Note: In this 
case, if the site is to be redeveloped or becomes 
surplus public land, a rezoning would then be 
required.) 
 
Principle 3 – Certain special purpose 
zones should remain as special 
purpose zones 
 
Principle 3.1 - Where the land use is unlikely 
to change, and where the use is not 
otherwise covered in this practice note, land 
may be zoned SP2 Infrastructure. 
Infrastructure land that is highly unlikely to be 
used for a different purpose in the future should 
be zoned ‘special purpose’. For example, 
cemeteries and sewage treatment plants.   
 
These lands should be zoned SP2 
Infrastructure. 
 
Principle 3.2 - Large precinct sites should 
remain in special purpose zones 
 
Major state infrastructure on large sites may be 
zoned SP2 Infrastructure. 
 
Examples could include major hospitals and 
universities that constitute large precincts, 
making identification of appropriate zones more 
problematic. Other examples might include 
major: 

- dams; 
- sewage treatment plants; 
- power stations; 
- correctional centres; and 
- airports. 

 
Areas of Commonwealth land used for Defence 
purposes should be zoned SP2 (Defence). 
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Where a site consists of a mix of diverse uses 
not readily zoned SP2, e.g. research, education, 
business and accommodation, then these 
should, where possible, be zoned a standard 
zone which allows an appropriate mix of land 
uses. In cases where no suitable standard zone 
can be applied to the infrastructure use, only 
then should zone SP1 be applied. By applying a 
zone other than SP1, greater flexibility is 
provided for the precinct. 
 
Principle 4 - Rules for using SP1 and 
SP2 zones 
 
Principle 4.1 - Maintain flexible zone 
boundaries 
Councils are advised that when adopting an SP1 
or SP2 zoning for infrastructure land in an LEP, 
clause 5.3 of the Standard Instrument 
(‘Development near zone boundaries’) should 
generally be adopted. 
 
Clause 5.3 provides flexibility where the 
investigation of a site reveals that a use allowed 
on the other side of a zone boundary would 
enable a more logical and appropriate 
development of the site and be compatible with 
the planning objectives and land uses for the 
adjoining zone. This clause applies to the land 
within the distance from the boundary nominated 
in the LEP.  
 
Development permitted on the adjoining land 
would then be permitted on the SP1 or SP2 land 
if the carrying out of the development is 
desirable due to compatible land use planning, 
infrastructure capacity and other planning 
principles relating to the efficient and timely 
development of land.  
Principle 4.2 - Generic land use map 
annotations 
The land uses in zones SP1 Special Activities or 
SP2 zone Infrastructure should be annotated on 
the Land Zoning Map. This annotation should 
use the infrastructure categories contained in 
the Infrastructure SEPP or the Standard 
Instrument dictionary, rather than the specific 
type of infrastructure. 
 
For example, ‘educational establishment’ should 
be used rather than ‘TAFE’ or ‘primary school’. 
Councils should note that the Infrastructure 
SEPP allows a range of infrastructure uses to 
occur within a special purpose zone regardless 
of the annotation on the map and therefore only 
one category should be used (no need to list any 
ancillary uses). 
 
In general, the Standard Instrument definition for 
the primary use should be applied to the land 

zoning map for any area zoned SP1 or SP2. 
Other uses will be ancillary to this primary use.  
 
The following annotations should be used on the 
Land Zoning Map for land that may be zoned 
SP2 in accordance with this practice note. 
 
Infrastructure categories to be used on land 
zoning maps *  

 
Principle 5 - Zoning surplus public land 
Government land that is no longer required to 
provide services or infrastructure is sometimes   
classified as ‘surplus’ public land. The NSW 
Government has updated planning provisions in 
regard to ‘surplus’ public land.  
 
The Infrastructure SEPP provides a more 
tailored and local solution for such land, to 
ensure new land uses are appropriate and 
compatible with surrounding land. Councils are 
requested to follow the broad policy direction of 
the Infrastructure SEPP when preparing new 
LEPs covering surplus public land, by following 
the principles outlined below. 
 
Principle 5.1 - Zone surplus public land as a 
compatible land use 
Surplus public land should be rezoned to be 
compatible with surrounding land uses having 
regard to: 
� the nature and character of the subject site 
� existing adjacent land uses and preferred 

future uses 
� regional strategy priorities 
� availability of services and infrastructure to 

support new land uses 
� environmental impacts and risks. 
 
An assessment will need to be made on a case-
by-case basis to consider the appropriateness of 
the various adjacent zone types. 
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Principle 5.2 - If relevant, adopt the zone in 
the site compatibility certificate 
 
If a valid site compatibility certificate applies 
to the infrastructure land, then the land should 
be zoned in the LEP to be generally compatible 
with the nominated land use in the certificate2. 
 

Note . Under the Infrastructure SEPP, additional 
uses may be undertaken on certain State land if 
the uses are permitted on adjacent land. To 
ensure that the additional land uses are 
appropriate, a site compatibility certificate must 
first be obtained from the Director-General of the 
Department of Planning before a development 
application can be lodged.  
For more information on site compatibility 
certificates please see SEPP (Infrastructure) 
2007: Director-General’s site compatibility 
certificate— guideline for applications on the 
Department’s website. 

 
In some rare instances, it may be more 
appropriate for a council to consider adopting a 
different zone type to the adjacent land use 
nominated in the site compatibility certificate 
(following consideration of the issues outlined in 
Principle 5.1 above). Where this is the case, it 
should be identified by councils in their section 
64 and section 68 reports to the Director-
General. 
 
Principle 6—Avoid additional 
provisions in LEPs 
The Infrastructure SEPP provides consistent 
state-wide provisions for considering the impacts 
of certain types of development on land adjacent 
to linear infrastructure and vice versa. These 
considerations include the impact: 
� of road or rail noise or vibration on residential 

and other sensitive development adjacent 
busy roads and railway lines  

� of development with frontage to classified 
roads (impacts associated with traffic, 
access, safety) 

� of development involving excavation adjacent 
to a classified road or railway line 

� on rail safety if a new public railway crossing 
is required or an old crossing needs to be 
upgraded 

� on safety if adjacent to a gas pipeline 
� of development within a road corridor in 

which an easement is reserved for a future 
infrastructure purpose.  

 

                                            
2 A site compatibility certificate may be provided for the 
purposes of clauses 18 or 57 of the ISEPP although the 
clause 18 provisions for State land are an interim measure 
that will only apply until LEPs drafted under the Standard 
Instrument are in place and apply to the site. 

LEPs should not include provisions that deal 
with these matters as they are already 
addressed by the Infrastructure SEPP.  
 
 
Councils should discuss any proposed local 
infrastructure provision with the relevant regional 
office of the Department to determine whether 
the proposal is consistent with the SEPP and 
suitable for inclusion in the LEP. 
 
It is advisable that no new or amending 
provisions for development that is covered by 
the Infrastructure SEPP be included in LEPs.  
 
 
Permis sibilit y of private 
infrast ructure 
The Infrastructure SEPP principally focuses on 
providing for the delivery of infrastructure or 
services by local and State government 
authorities.  
 
There are however certain types of infrastructure 
where the SEPP provisions apply equally to 
private or public infrastructure, including: 
 

� electricity generating works 
� licensed gas pipelines 
� health services facilities (e.g. hospitals) 
� group homes 
� certain port-related development 
� sewage treatment plants 
� certain telecommunications 

infrastructure 
� waste management and transfer 

facilities. 
 
Most other private infrastructure remains 
regulated under local planning rules (e.g. LEPs), 
including where the infrastructure is permitted 
and whether development consent is required.  
 
It is recommended that, if a council is zoning 
private infrastructure land, the above zoning 
principles be followed rather than automatically 
reverting to ‘special purpose’ zoning. 
 
Furt her i nformation 
For more advice on the Infrastructure SEPP, 
and LEP preparation and the standard 
instrument see http://www.planning.nsw.gov.au 
If you have further enquiries, please phone the 
Planning Information Centre 02 9228 6333 or 
email information@planning.nsw.gov.au. 
 
Authorised by: 
Sam Haddad 
Director General  
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ATTACHMENT 8:  
PRESCOTT ARCHITECTS’ SUB PRECINCT BUILDING ENVELOPE STUDY 

 
 

 
 
 
Nominated Sub Precinct in ILP for Assessment 
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 A B C D E F G No. CARS RETAIL/COMMERCIAL 
GF/L1 - - - - 3 4 3 90 3134m2 
L2 - - - - 3 4 3 120  
L3 7 7 7 5 5 4 3   
L4 7 7 7 5 5 4 3   
L5 7 7 7 5 5 4 3   
L6 7 7 7 5 5 - -   
L7 7 7 7 5 5 - -   
 35 35 35 25 31 20 15 210 CARS 3134m2 

TOTAL APPROXIMATE 196 APARTMENTS
(AVERAGE 90m2 + 7m2 COMMON AREA)

TOTAL GFA RESIDENTIAL (APPROX) -  19,000m2

TOTAL GFA COMMERCIAL (APPROX) -  3,134m2

   TOTAL -   22,134m2

AREA OF SITE -     12,780m2

   FSR -   1.73:1
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Maryland Town Centre  

Draft Schedule 6 Camden DCP Review 

Introduction 

Macarthur Developments have requested BN Group undertake a review of the exhibited DCP 

controls for the proposed new Maryland Town Centre. 

While the location and footprint reflect numerous discussions with both the department and their 

consultants it is valuable to now test those outcomes in greater detail and consider the implications 

of the Urban Diagram parameters put forward by the department’s consultants. 

Firstly some agreed objectives from our workshops: 

 Maintain and integrate the proposed Home farm heritage precinct with the Town Centre in a

sensitive manner that enables adaptive reuse of the existing building stock and surrounds

 Be considerate of the view corridor between Birling Homestead and Maryland Homestead

 Acknowledge the objective to activate frontages where possible

 Avoid where possible the clash between public vehicle movement and service vehicles

 Avoid where possible the clash between customer circulation, school connectivity and public

vehicles

 Enable easy access from collector roads into car parking areas

 Where possible separate parking access for residential and retail uses

 Consider appropriate locations for loading facilities to service majors, specialty retail, food

outlets and residential uses

 Consider building scale in order to avoid dominating the heritage precinct

The topography of the land shows a fall in the order of 6.0m from South to North.  

The DCP outlines prescriptive heights taking into account shop top housing to the north of the 

subject zone and an FSR of 0.5:1. 

Based on the CAD plan received we estimate the land take to be in the order of 60,000sqm. We have 

included a plan with perimeter dimensions for verification. (Refer to Figure 1)  

In addition, the documentation limits the core retail to 20,000GFA (this is not consistent in the 

documentation). 

Working within these broad parameters BN have considered the impacts and opportunities for the 

Town Centre development. 

Town Centre Review 

As the Maryland town centre will be predominantly focused on convenience retailing, it is critical 

where possible, to maintain a single level retail environment. This can be varied at the margin 

depending on uses, however the primary retail core should be on one level. 
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Given the topographic fall across the site we have tested schemes that either have the core retail 

level at the lower level enabling a degree of active frontage to the northern collector road or 

prioritise the upper level adjacent to the heritage items. 

ISSUE: PROPOSED FIGURE 29 DOES NOT ADEQUATELY ACCOUNT FOR THE 6M FALL ACROSS THE 

SITE. (Refer to Figure 2) 

If we consider the lower level as the primary retail footprint then car parking by necessity is either at 

a basement level or an upper level on top of the retail. 

The implications of this are two‐fold, access to parking and activation of the town square adjacent to 

the heritage items.  

ISSUE: DEPENDING ON THE LEVEL OF THE CORE RETAIL FOOTPRINT WE HAVE COMPETING 

INTERESTS BETWEEN THE ACTIVATION OF THE NORTHERN FRONTAGE AND THE SEPARATION OF 

THE TOWN SQUARE AND ITS RELATIONSHIP WITH THE HOME FARM HERITAGE PRECINCT. 

Based on our preliminary layouts we are able to deliver an efficient retail footprint on one level. The 

concern is the activation of the Town Square with enough critical mass with a limitation of 0.5:1. We 

believe the FSR should be increased. (Refer to Figure 3 + 4)  

ISSUE: THE FSR OR 0.5:1 IS NOT A REALISTIC CONTROL TO ACHIEVE THE DESIRED OUTCOME 

ACROSS THE SITE. OUR VIEW IS THAT THIS SHOULD BE INCREASED TO 1:1 

The definition of uses within the 20,000sqm we believe also needs to be reviewed in order to 

encourage a diversity of community, social and entertainment uses that reflect a vibrant Town 

Square.  

ISSUE: THE LOCAL CENTRE SHOULD HAVE A GLFA OF 20,000SQM INCLUSIVE OF RETAIL AND 

COMMERCIAL USES BUT EXCLUDE FOOD AND BEVERAGE USES ALONG WITH COMMUNITY BENEFIT 

USES SUCH AS CHILD CARE, LIBRARY AND OTHER COMMUNITY USE SPACES. 

We believe that any community facilities would be better located closer to the Town Centre. Given 

the narrowing of the site to the south, this would seem to be an ideal location to position a 

community centre that integrates with the Birling/Maryland vision corridor, boarders the Maryland 

Homestead precinct and integrates well with the Town Square and Home Farm heritage precinct. 

ISSUE: COMMUNITY CENTRE WOULD BE BETTER LOCATED WITHIN THE B2 ZONED PRECINCT AND 

PREFERABLY IN THE SOUTH WEST CORNER. THIS WOULD ALSO ASSIST IN ACTIVATING THE 

FRONTAGE OF THIS NARROW PORTION OF THE SITE. (Refer to Figure 5) 

We are concerned that the extent of shopfront activation shown is able to be achieved. We are in 

effect split between two ‘main streets’ at different levels.  

ISSUE: THE LEVEL AND EXTENT OF EXPECTED SHOPFRONT ACTIVATION NEEDS TO BE REVIEWED IN 

LIGHT OF THE COMPETING INTERESTS ACROSS THE SITE. 

For convenience retail to be successful it is imperative to have good quality car parking within 80m 

of the retail foot print and that access into car parking areas to be direct from collector roads. 

Based on the amount of retail and potential residential product we estimate a need for some 1200 

car spaces. The rule of thumb is an access point per 500 cars with a minimum of two.  
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The draft urban diagram shows the access to car parking and service areas should all occur from the 

western ‘vision’ corridor. We would suggest this needs to be revisited since it does not assist with 

easy access into car parking, exacerbates the conflict of service vehicles and customer car parking, 

and in our view degrades the visual presentation on to this important corridor. 

ISSUE: THERE HAS BEEN NO ALLOWANCE FOR ADEQUATE LOADING AND SERVICING FACILITIES 

FOR THE TOWN CENTRE. 

ISSUE: ACCESS TO CAR PARKING NEEDS GREATER CONSIDERATION TO ENABLE DIRECT ACCESS 

FROM BOTH ADJACENT COLLECTOR ROADS. 

ISSUE: CONSIDER THE SEPARATION OF PARKING ACCESS FOR BOTH RETAIL AND FUTURE 

RESIDENTIAL USES. 

Other general comments in reviewing the exhibition material.  

ISSUE: THE CONFIGURATION OF LARGE FORMAT OR ANCHOR BOXES SHOWN IN FIGURE 29 DOES 

NOT REFLECT TYPICAL RETAIL USES. EITHER OF A SUPERMARKET OR DDS. OUR ATTACHED 

DIAGRAMS SHOW THE IMPLICATIONS OF THIS WHEN ACTUAL USES ARE OVERLAID ONTO THE 

SITE. 

ISSUE: THE FIGURE 29 AND THE ILP DO NOT CORRELATE WITH REGARDS TO ROAD INTERSECTION 

LOCATION TO THE NORTH. 

ISSUE: WITHOUT A CRITICAL MASS OF USES AND A WELL THOUGHT OUT APPROACH TO ACTIVATE 

THE TOWN SQUARE THEN THE DEVELOPER MAY STRUGGLE TO APPLY ADAPTIVE REUSE OF THE 

HOME FARM PRECINCT. 

ISSUE: FIGURE 29 DOES NOT DIFFERENTIATE BETWEEN COVERED AND UNCOVERED PEDESTRIAN 

AREAS. GIVEN THE CLIMATIC CONDITIONS AND NEEDS OF CORE CONVENIENCE RETAIL, WE 

WOULD EXPECT THAT THE CORE RETAIL PEDESTRIAN AREAS WOULD BE COVERED. 

ISSUE: IT WAS AGREED IN OUR WORKSHOPS THAT THE SOUTH EAST CORNER OF THE HOME FARM 

PRECINCT COULD BE IDENTIFIED FOR A SUITABLE ALTERNATE USE AS LONG AS IT WAS 

COMPATIBLE WITH THE HOME FARM PRECINCT. (Refer to Figure 6) 

We have provided some initial draft layouts for discussion purposes only. They are not to be 

considered in any way a design for the Town Centre but as assistance to the professional team to 

consider the implications of the issues we have identified. 

We would recommend a further workshop to consider the issues raised in order to maximise the 

desired outcomes for the Town Centre. 

 

Regards, 

Stephen Blaxland 

Managing Director  
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Indicative Layout of Maryland Estate Local Centre 

Lowes Creek Maryland Precinct| September 2018                                            Figure 2 

Page 60 of 64



 

     
   
 
     
 
    pg. 8 
 

Lower Ground  
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Upper Ground  
 

 

 

Figure 4 
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Proposed Community Centre Site  

 

 

Figure 5 
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Figure 6 
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