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Date: 7 December 2015 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Ms Mary-Lynne Taylor 

Chair – Sydney West JRPP 

c/- Dept of Planning & Environment  

Panels Secretariat 

23-33 Bridge Street 

Sydney  NSW  2000 

 

 

Dear Ms Taylor, 

Re:  Parramatta Leagues Club Carpark (DA310/2015) – Response to Council Report 

and supporting reasons for deferral 

This letter accompanies other letters from Parramatta Leagues Club, PTC regarding 

parking methodology, HASSELL as architects regarding changes to the 

design/basement and Hall and Wilcox lawyers regarding permissibility issues.    

While development consent for the proposal as submitted is warranted for reasons 

outlined in this letter (despite the Council report), in order to resolve the issue, the Club 

is willing to consider an alternative approach which would warrant deferral of the 

application for a specified period (e.g. 2 months) to enable the matter to be resolved. 

This letter addresses 3 main issues 

(a) Comment on positive aspects of the assessment; 

(b) A brief response to the key issues raised in the planning assessment report; and 

(c) Outline the key aspects and planning justification for the matters Parramatta 

Leagues Club will wish to address in collaboration with the Council as part of 

the deferral. 

(a) Comment on positive aspects of the assessment 

There are several positive aspects within the staff assessment report, namely: 
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1. From an environmental impact viewpoint, and particularly regarding traffic, 

access and circulation, there are no concerns with the site accommodating 

1001 spaces; 

2. From an urban design, visual and heritage viewpoint, there are no concerns 

(subject to minor issues in conditions) with the height, bulk, scale and 

design/scale and bulk of the proposal (indeed there is positive commentary); 

3. Other environmental impacts are addressed by conditions; and 

4. The application is recommended for approval. 

 

(b) Response to key issues raised in the assessment report 

The Council’s assessment report raises two main issues upon which the assessment is 

based: 

1. The quantum of parking; and 

2. Permissibility issues related to use. 

We do not concur with the Council’s position, as outlined below. 

Quantum of Parking 

The original DA was accompanied by a traffic and parking assessment report by 

Taylor Thomson Whitting (TTW).  Carpark surveys were undertaken, although as noted 

in the assessment report (and in submitted information), these were not during peak 

demand periods. 

Council staff raised issue with the parking assessment/parking demand justification 

and required further assessment of parking demand, in particular requesting a 

comparative assessment against other Clubs.  This is not uncommon in development 

assessment for additional information or justification to be sought. 

In specific response to Council’s request, a new consultancy firm was used for such 

assessment and justification, not due to any dissatisfaction with the original firm, but 

to ensure a robust, independent peer review.  This was undertaken by Parking and 

Traffic Consultants (PTC).  That report adopted an alternative assessment (as 

encouraged by seeking a review), which is legitimate and defendable.  It is also 

legitimate in these circumstances to rely upon the PTC parking assessment. 

PTC has provided a thorough assessment including comparison with 3 other similar 

Clubs: Canterbury Leagues Club, Wests Ashfield Leagues Club and Dooleys Catholic 

Club, Lidcombe. 

A parking capacity survey was undertaken for the other clubs on the same night (a 

Saturday) as well as Parramatta Leagues Club.  Various indices or comparators were 
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also assessed, including membership, turnover, profit and gaming machines.  

Additionally, a survey of the Parramatta Leagues Club members was undertaken, 

which included 100 respondents.  This included data on transportation modal split in 

attending the Club and difficulty in finding a carpark space.   

Based on this empirical data, using the modal split survey information together with 

planned Club extensions (DA2 involving a Leisure Centre and being finalised as a 

separate imminent DA), the report finds that the existing and projected Parramatta 

Leagues Club “demand” is 905 car spaces, with 96 spaces being available for peak 

demand and complementary park visitation. 

A letter from PTC addressing the detailed methodology for assessing demand is 

provided under separate cover. 

Membership of the Club has increased from 26080 in 1997 to 40,367 in December 2014 

(around a 54% increase in 17 years, or around 3% per annum).  Based on this, it is 

reasonable to conclude the Club membership would exceed 50,000 by 2024 and 

more for the life of the carpark. 

Based on an alternative comparison with Canterbury Leagues Club (the most directly 

comparable Club) in terms of a membership:parking ratio, it is noted that Canterbury 

Leagues Club has a parking supply of 901 spaces and 47,127 members.  Using the 

same ratio of members to car parking, the Parramatta Leagues Club would reach a 

comparable demand for the proposed 1001 spaces within 10 years (based on 3% 

annual growth of membership, consistent with past average growth for the last 17 

years), or within 20 years if the historical rate is conservatively halved.  Either way, 

reasonable forward projection of demand for the life of the structure favours the 

quantum of parking proposed, based on this direct comparison. 

Permissibility 

The second (and partially related) issue is one of permissibility.  The original DA argued 

that ancillary parking for uses which are permissible in the zone would be permissible 

and the principal use is parking associated with the Leagues Club.  It is noted a pre-

DA meeting was held and while it is accepted the onus regarding permissibility lies 

with an applicant, the Council saw no in-principle issue at that time regarding ancillary 

parking for uses permissible in the zone.   

Subsequently, and relatively late in the assessment process, Council staff raised an 

issue with the use of the carpark by users of the adjoining Pirtek Stadium.  At the time, 

based on discussion with Council, it was understood that no issue was held regarding 

the permissibility of use by users of Parramatta Park (noting recreational uses are 

permissible and the carpark is on Park Trust land, currently used by the Club and park 

users in accordance with a lease).  In response to the issue raised by Council regarding 



 

Page 4 of 7 

 

Stadium use, a Plan of Management regarding use of the carpark was amended to 

state the carpark would only be used by Club patrons on match/event days at the 

Stadium.  This is able to be regulated given there is secure boom gate entry and a 

card swipe operation. 

The assessment report before the JRPP raises issues with use of the carpark by anyone 

other than Club members, which came as a surprise given the history outlined above. 

Legal advice has been obtained from Hall and Wilcox Lawyers and is provided under 

separate cover.  That advice confirms the use of the carpark by users of Parramatta 

Park (and indeed the Stadium) is permissible in the zone.  This is contrary to the position 

of Council staff. 

(c) Outline of key aspects sought to be addressed through deferral (if approval as 

submitted not favoured) 

As outlined in the covering letter by Parramatta Leagues Club, despite the 

recommendation for partial approval, the effect of the proposed conditions is akin to 

a refusal, as the proposal would not be built if the current recommendation was 

adopted.  This may also jeopardise the proposed Club expansion, which would be a 

sad missed opportunity.   

Given the scope of the proposed conditions and the limited time to draft an 

alternative acceptable solution to be endorsed by the Club board (nor for that to be 

fully assessed and considered by the Panel), if the Panel does not support the DA as 

submitted, it is requested that the Club and their team work to a mutually agreeable 

solution with Council staff, also having regard to the content of letters provided.  This 

would favour deferral of the application to an appropriate timeframe. 

If an alternative compromised outcome pathway was followed, the following outlines 

the key aspects of the recommended conditions the Club would wish to discuss in 

collaboration with the Council staff in the hope that a mutually acceptable position 

could be reached during a deferral: 

1. A reduction in parking, though by deletion of the two basement levels 

Despite the Club maintaining a position that the carparking numbers sought are 

justified, the Club is willing to compromise and consider a relatively significant 

reduction in parking proposed.  However, the reduction in parking does significantly 

affect the business case, particularly given the high cost of constructing the basement 

parking. 

The two basement levels equate to 228 spaces.  If removed, this change would 

reduce the quantum of parking from 1001 to 773 spaces.   
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773 spaces compares to the staff recommendation of 806 if the temporary parking is 

included in the total, or 712 if the temporary parking is excluded (all based on the 

assumption of 275 spaces for DA2).  This quantum is reasonable, particularly noting the 

parking justification provided by PTC for the parking proposed and the legal advice 

which supports including ancillary parking for recreational users of the park (and the 

Stadium). However, this concession by the Club is on a without-prejudice basis and 

with the proviso the parking is reduced from the basement. 

The other aspect of this approach is whether the reduced amount of parking should 

“come off the top or the bottom”.  The Council staff recommendation suggests taking 

parking from the top of the structure.  However, the following sound planning reasons 

are given as to why it would be appropriate in this particular instance for a reduction 

to occur from the base of the carpark, rather than the top: 

a. The assessment has found no streetscape, design, aesthetic, heritage, bulk 

or visual issues with the proposed above-ground bulk; 

b. Indeed, this would help achieve a stepped building form, acknowledged 

as a positive element in the staff assessment report (see page 17 of the 

assessment report), whereas the recommendation would not; 

c. The appropriateness of the massing in terms of the relationship and 

matching height with the adjoining Club building (and subsequent 

building); 

d. The removal of the basement significantly reduces impacts in terms of 

archaeological impacts (noting the medium-high likelihood of aboriginal 

archaeology); 

e. The removal of the basement significantly reduces issues associated with 

the watertable and de-watering; 

f. The removal of the basement significantly minimises and simplifies issues and 

impacts related to contaminated soil; and 

g. The removal of the basement significantly reduces measures related to the 

flooding level. 

Given all the above, reduction from the basement is not just acceptable, it is 

appropriate. 

In terms of the change (by deletion of the basement levels) being certain, for a 

planning purpose and reasonable (as well as the results being known and substantially 

the same as proposed), HASSELL as architects have provided a letter and sketch plans 

showing how the visual impact and relationship with the surrounding public domain 

would remain essentially unchanged as a result of the deletion of the basements.  
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2. An ability to potentially “add-on” the parking associated with an imminent DA for 

a Club expansion (referred to as DA2) in an efficient and defendable manner 

As background, prior to lodgement of the DA, various options regarding staged or 

stand-alone DAs were discussed and considered in consultation with the Council.  

There was a desire for the carpark DA to be lodged, given plans were finalised and 

agreed by the Club after consultation with various stakeholders over a long period of 

time.  In contrast, plans for the adjoining Club expansion were settled conceptually 

but not in final detail.  It was expected this detail and DA (DA2) would be lodged in 

the latter part of 2015, as stated in the SEE.  The plans for the Stage 2 are now 

completed (consistent with the principles and forms shown in the subject DA) and 

associated reports and being finalised.  The lodgement has been held due to the 

implications of the subject assessment report.   

The subject DA was not lodged as a staged DA, although it was expected at the time 

the DA for Stage 2 would be lodged during the assessment process.  It was also 

understood that the parking quantum would need to be addressed and justified in 

the Stage 2 DA and the final numbers for that component would be dependent on 

the detailed DA. Despite this, considerable detail on DA2 was in included in the 

subject carpark DA, resulting from discussions with Council and encouragement to 

address contextual considerations.   

As the Panel is aware, for a DA condition(s) to be valid it needs to be for a planning 

purpose, reasonable and certain.  A condition which reduced the quantum of 

parking, yet still left open the ability to provide such parking if a DA on the same land 

was approved would meet these criteria, in my view (provided it was within the scale 

envisaged in terms of size, envelope and parking numbers).  This is noting the DA 

lodged did foreshadow DA2 and included details in terms of location, bulk, scale and 

floorspace, similar to a staged DA and various reports addressed this matter. 

To this end, a condition of deferred commencement consent along the following lines 

would be both legally defensible and a practical outcome:  

(b)   If, within the period for responding to the deferred commencement 

consent, a DA is approved for an expansion of the Club premises which 

satisfactorily demonstrates that a parking demand of up to xxx spaces 

(TBC) on the site of the carpark is appropriate, then the plans in response 

to the deferred commencement may include such parking, provided it 

is not beyond the original quantum of parking approved by condition 

(a) above, the envelope of the carpark is not increased in height or 

width, and the access points and general layout is generally consistent 

with the plans submitted in response to (a) above. 
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This would meet the objectives of the Council to ensure the actual parking quantum 

for DA2 is justified and rigorously assessed before being determined and practical 

objectives of the Club to include such parking, if approved. 

3. Address some key recommended conditions 

There are design conditions which could be addressed through discussion between 

the architect and Council’s urban designers (such as form of the metal finish, stairs 

and the like).   

Key main conditions of concern (which are hoped may be addressed by refinement) 

are Conditions 6 (of Part B) and 63 relating to the impact of construction on the nearby 

Grey Headed Flying Fox colony.  A condition which appropriately protects the nearby 

bat colony yet allows construction to proceed in an appropriate way would be 

necessary.  Disallowing all machinery for 3 months would obviously have significant 

impacts and the effect of various aspects of Condition 6 would be unworkable. 

Various other conditions related to timing/staging and appropriate approval bodies 

for certain details would benefit from further engagement with Council. 

I hope the above assists in putting forward arguments to support the application and 

also hope that this may lead to an outcome that is acceptable for all parties, by 

deferral or otherwise. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

Jason Perica 

Director 
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