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INNOVATIVE 

ITEM NUMBER 17.1 

SUBJECT FOR APPROVAL: Site-specific Development Control Plan for 
land at 89-91 George Street, Parramatta 

REFERENCE F2021/00521 - D07661044 

REPORT OF Project Officer-Land Use Planning         
 
 

LAND OWNER: Various Owners Under Strata Plan 71180  
APPLICANT:  Urbis per. GPT RE Limited 
 
PREVIOUS DEVELOPMENT APPLICATIONS CONSIDERED BY SYDNEY 
CENTRAL CITY PLANNING PANEL: 
 
DA/954/2017: Determined by Panel 4 July 2018 : 89 George Street, Parramatta - 28 
storey hotel building comprising 300 rooms and ancillary restaurant/bar, ballroom, 
outdoor terrace/pool and 67 above ground car parking spaces (car stacker); 
landscaping works; demolition of existing buildings. (Approved). 
 
PURPOSE: 
 
To recommend Council endorse a draft site-specific Development Control Plan for 
89-91 George St, Parramatta for public exhibition.  
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
(a) That Council endorse the draft Development Control Plan (DCP) at 

Attachment 1 for public exhibition, including insertion of controls reflecting the 
setbacks in “Option A” as outlined in this report. 
 

(b) That the draft DCP at Attachment 1 be amended to address the potential 
requirement for footpath construction within the frontage of the site as a result 
of the proposed road widening under the Parramatta CBD Planning Proposal. 
 

(c) That the following public authorities are consulted during public exhibition: 
 

i. NSW Department of Education;  
ii. Transport for NSW;  
iii. Department of Planning, Industry and Environment – (both Planning and 

Environment, Energy and Science Branches); 
iv. Heritage NSW – Department of Premier and Cabinet; 
v. Aerospace agencies; Civil Aviation Safety Authority (CASA), Department 

of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications 
and Regional Development (DIRD); and  

vi. Utility providers – Endeavour Energy and Sydney Water. 
 
(d) That Heritage NSW is consulted during the public exhibition, and that Council 

notifies Heritage NSW as part of that consultation about the potential heritage 
significance of the olive tree in the front setback area of Perth House as it may 
warrant inclusion within the existing State Heritage Register listing for Perth 
House and the Moreton Bay Fig Tree.  

 
(d) That the results of the public exhibition be reported to Council. 
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(e) Further, that the Chief Executive Officer be authorised to make amendments 
of an administrative, minor, or non-policy nature to the DCP during the drafting 
and exhibition process. 

 
THE SITE 
 
1. The subject site comprises 87 George Street (Lot 1 DP505486) and 91 George 

Street (CP SP 71180), Parramatta and is approximately 2,869 square metres. 
The site has a single frontage to George Street at its northern boundary. The 
site is otherwise bound by a seven-storey commercial building to the east, 
Arthur Phillip High School to the south and Perth House (a State Heritage-listed 
item) to the west (refer Figure 1).  

 

 
Figure 1: The subject site outlined in blue. Sites with heritage listings are shaded beige.  

 
PREVIOUS DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION FOR PART OF SITE 

 
2. In November 2017, a Development Application (DA) was lodged on part of the 

site (89 George Street only – see Figure 1) seeking approval for demolition of 
existing structures and construction of a 28-storey hotel, comprised of 300 
rooms, ancillary hotel uses and 67 car parking spaces. It was previously 
announced that the hotel would operate under the ‘Four Points by Sheraton’ 
chain. The DA was informed by a Design Excellence competition which was 
awarded to Group GSA.  

 
3. On 11 July 2018 the DA was approved by the Sydney Central City Planning 

Panel. It included several concessions to the Parramatta Development Control 
Plan (PDCP) 2011 setback and street-wall height controls, as shown in Table 1 
below.   
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Table 1: Comparison of setback and street wall controls under PDCP and the approved DA  

 PDCP 2011 relevant control Approved DA 

North (George St) 
setback 

Podiuma. - 0m or creation of a 20m 
publicly accessible forecourt (the 
latter being an option that seeks to 
provide a forecourt that interprets 
the historical alignment of George 
St) 
 
Tower above podiuma. 20m from 
George Street  

7.5m setback from George 
Street boundary for podiumb. 
 
10.5m for tower above podiumb. 

Side setbacks Podiuma. setback to both 
boundaries: 0m 
Tower above podiuma. to both 
boundaries: 6m 

East setback: 0m podiumb. 3m 
tower 
West setback podium: 7.6m 
ground and first floor adjoining 
Perth House then 0m for upper 3 
storeys of podium.  
West setback tower: Variable 
0.5-1.3m 

Rear setback Podiuma.: 0m 
Tower up to 54m height: 9m 
Tower above 54m height: 12m 

Podiumb.  - 0m  
Tower above podiumb.- 13.3m 

a. Podium under DCP controls has maximum height of 4 storeys but with height no greater 
than 14.5m 

b. Podium Approved in DA has height of 5 storeys (20.5m) 

 
4. It is acknowledged that the approved DA included several setback concessions. 

However, 91 George Street was not included in the DA and strict compliance 
with the DCP setback controls on the limited site footprint at 89 George Street 
would not have resulted in a feasible development scheme. Given that the site 
area has significantly expanded and feasibility settings have therefore been 
significantly altered, Council officers recommend that those setback concessions 
be re-examined as part of the site-specific DCP process at hand. This issue is 
discussed in further detail in this report. 
 

SITE-SPECIFIC DEVELOPMENT CONTROL PLAN - BACKGROUND 
 
5. In September 2020, the Applicant approached Council’s Land Use Planning 

team to express an interest in developing 89-91 George Street as a wholly 
commercial building.  
 

6. The Applicant intends to progress a scheme which is compliant with the 
Parramatta CBD Planning Proposal controls. Under these controls, the site 
could achieve a maximum height of buildings control of RL 211m and an 
unlimited floor space ratio for commercial buildings (as the site area is above 
the 1,800 square metre threshold). Due to the relative progress of the 
Parramatta CBD Planning Proposal (having been exhibited and due to be 
reported to Council in Q2 2021), it is considered that the CBD Planning 
Proposal is highly likely to be finalised before any site-specific Planning 
Proposal amendment could be finalised. The Applicant and Council officers 
agreed that a site-specific Planning Proposal was not necessary or desirable in 
this instance. 
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7. However, Council officers and the Applicant agreed to progress a site-specific 
DCP, so that the development proposal can progress through Design 
Excellence and DA lodgment stages prior to the finalisation of the new 
Parramatta CBD DCP (noting that a DA lodged in response to the Parramatta 
CBD Planning Proposal would not be able to be determined until the 
Parramatta CBD Planning Proposal is finalised as well.) 
 

8. The Applicant and Council officers worked in an iterative manner over late 2020 
/ early 2021 to progress a site-specific DCP that reconciled the stated 
commercial imperatives of the Applicant and various public domain impacts and 
policy issues identified by Council officers.  

 
9. The majority of matters in the DCP have ultimately been agreed upon by both 

sides, and the draft DCP being recommended for Council’s endorsement 
reflects the outcome of that collaboration. However, despite significant 
engagement, the Applicant and Council staff have not been able to resolve an 
agreed position on the setback controls. The applicant has advised that they 
require a greater floorplate of more than 1,500 sqm (net lettable area) to attract 
a Government tenant and as such require smaller setbacks.  Therefore, this 
report addresses three setback options as follows: 

 

 Option A: Council officer-recommended option; 

 Option B: Applicant-preferred option; and 

 Option C: Alternative option (while not recommended by Council officers, 
this option has been formulated by Council officers in response to the 
commercial imperatives stated by the Applicant.  This is an alternative to 
“Option B” in the event that Council forms the view that more commercial 
floorspace should be accommodated onsite than that envisioned under 
“Option A”). 

 
SETBACK CONTROLS 
 
Setback Controls Option A: Council officer-recommended 
 
10. The setbacks recommended by Council Officers are as below: 
 
Table 2: Officer-preferred setbacks at 87-91 George Street, Parramatta 

 Podium Tower 

North (street) setback 6m 12m 

East setback 0m 6m 

West setback 0m* 3m 

Rear setback 0m 6m 

* Podium setbacks at the north-west corner will be subject to additional design controls 
relating to the interface with the adjacent heritage item. 

 
11. Figure 3 below depicts the setbacks proposed in Council Officer-recommended 

“Option A”.  
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Figure 2: Option A - The siting of the podium (blue) and tower (white) on the site. 

 
12. The DCP recommended in this report (with setbacks laid out in Table 2 above) 

is considered by Council Officers to maximise the commercial floorplate 
developable on this site, while still maintaining acceptable impacts on a range 
of urban design matters. Setback concessions have been made from those that 
would generally be supported in the Parramatta CBD, as follows: 
 

Table 3: Proposed setbacks in comparison to current Parramatta DCP controls 

Setback Current PDCP 
Control 

Proposed site-
specific DCP 
Control 

Justification 

North 
podium 

0m 6m An increase in the setback is 
considered appropriate in order to 
develop sympathetically with the 
adjoining State listed heritage item 
(Perth House).  

North 
tower 

20m 12m The history of recent development 
applications and Design Competitions 
indicates that Council has not been 
successful in enforcing the 20m tower 
setback from George Street.  Further, 
early indications suggest that the likely 
outcome of Council Officers’ work 
preparing the draft Parramatta CBD 
DCP will a reduction of the 20m 
setback to 12m. Based on the likely 
strategic outcome under the CBD DCP 
and the testing of the controls through 
recent DA assessment and Design 
Competitions, it is recommended that 
the front tower setback be prescribed 
at 12m.  It is considered that this 
setback is sufficient to reinforce the 
role of George Street as a main 
thoroughfare within the context of the 
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historic Georgian grid of Parramatta 
while allowing for redevelopment of the 
site. 

West 
tower 

6m 3m Perth House to the west is a State 
Heritage listed item, and therefore very 
unlikely to be redeveloped. The usual 
6m required to achieve appropriate 
building separation can be acceptably 
reduced in this instance and the 
reduced setback is considered 
acceptable by Council heritage advisor. 

Rear 
tower 

Variable 9-12m 6m Considered acceptable given this is the 
generally accepted setback for 
commercial buildings, and also given 
that the school site has a 5m wide 
driveway located between the subject 
site and the school buildings which 
provides a further “buffer” to the school 
buildings. 

 
13. It should be noted that concessions have been given to the setbacks in current 

Council controls on three of the four boundaries in recognition of the need to 
make the floor plate more viable. Council officers consider that further setback 
concessions would impact on a range of urban design and heritage issues in 
ways that Council Officers consider unsatisfactory. Key issues are summarised 
as follows: 
 
i. While it is recognised that the approved DA on 89 George St provided a 

significant setback concession this was necessary due to the size of the 
site (1,350sqm for 89 George Street alone) in that DA and the need to 
allow a viable floor plate for the proposed hotel. Also under that approval, 
the height was 28 storeys (93.5m). The subject proposal seeks to develop 
a larger site (89 and 91 George Street together have a site area of 
2,869sqm) for a much taller building that reflects the controls under the  
CBD Planning Proposal.  This allows for a building of 211m RL 
(approximately 50 storeys and 203m from ground). Given the much taller 
building proposed a setback of 3m to Perth House is considered an 
appropriate balance between the need to provide space surrounding the 
heritage item and a workable floor plate for development of the site. 

ii. A concession on the setback to the commercial site to the east would 
introduce building separation issues (particularly access to light and air, 
as well as visual impacts created by having densely-built towers). 

iii. A further concession on the setback to the school could introduce 
privacy/overlooking issues to the school site, as well as potentially future 
building separation issues should the school site redevelop. 

iv. A further concession to the setback to George St would undermine the 
strategic goal of widening the vista down George St. 

 
Setback Controls Option B: Applicant-preferred Option 
 
14. The applicant does not support the setbacks proposed by Council Officers in 

“Option A”. The Applicant considers that these setbacks do not meet their 
commercial imperatives for development of the desired commercial floorplate 
size. As the Applicant and Council officers were unable to reach alignment on a 
preferred position on setbacks, Council officers agreed to put forward the 
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Applicant’s position as part of this report in the form of an attachment authored 
by the Applicant. Please refer to Attachment 2 of this report to view the 
Applicant’s preferred option in detail, as well as the Applicant’s justification 
therein. 

 
15. In summary, the setback controls the Applicant is proposing are as follows: 
 
Table 4: Applicant-preferred setbacks at 87-91 George Street, Parramatta 

 Podium Tower 

North (street) setback 7.5m 10.5m 

East setback 0m 3m 

West setback Front part of the site near Perth House: 
9m setback at lower podium levels and 0m 

setback at upper podium levels 
 

Rear of the site farther from Perth House: 
0m 

1.3m 

Rear setback 0m 6m 

 
16. Figure 3 below shows the setbacks proposed in the Applicant-preferred “Option 

B”. 
 

 
Figure 3: Option B as preferred by the applicant.  The podium is in grey and tower in beige.  
The rectangular area identified by the red asterisk reflects a 9m setback from the western 
boundary for the lower levels of the podium only.  

 

 
17. The rectangular area identified by the red asterisk in Figure 3 above would 

effectively appear as an undercroft or colonnade at the lower levels of the 
podium and would be set back 9 metres from the western boundary.  The upper 
levels of the podium would have a nil setback to the western boundary.  The 
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applicant has prepared a massing diagram which illustrates this arrangement in 
Figure 4 below. 

 

 
Figure 4: The massing as preferred by the applicant.  The area shaded red reflects the 
rectangular area identified by the red asterisk in Figure YY above.  (Source: Applicant’s Draft 
DCP) 

 
18. The image submitted by the applicant above in Figure 4 shows this area of the 

podium as having a setback of 9 metres at the lower level with the upper 
podium having a nil setback.  The precise details of the building form would be 
subject to the Design Excellence process in keeping with the heritage principles 
relating to Perth House.   
 

19. The Addendum at Attachment 2 provided by the Applicant, includes the image 
in Figure 5 below.  This image demonstrates a hypothetical example of what 
these controls may look like in terms of the relationship of the proposed 
western podium setback with Perth House and the associated olive tree. 
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Figure 5: Image of the potential relationship of the western setback of the site with 
Perth House and the olive tree. (Source: Extracted from Applicant’s Addendum – see 
Attachment 2). 

 
20. Further to this information from the Applicant which is extracted from the 

Addendum in Attachment 2, they have also prepared several points which they 
wish to be presented on their behalf.  The bullet points below are content 
prepared by the Applicant justifying the reasons for their preferred option which 
they have requested be included in the body of the Council report.  This was 
agreed to by Council Officers on the basis that it be made very clear that this 
content is from the applicant.  The bullet points from the applicant are shown in 
italics below: 

 
i. “GPT seeks the City of Parramatta’s support for GPT’s Site Specific DCP 

Proposal (Proposal). 

ii. To attract high quality national tenants in Parramatta, both market leading 
buildings with a minimum 1,500sqm floorplates are required.  Evidence of 
this position is that within the last 5 years, no national tenant within the 
Government or Financial Services sector has leased a floorplate less than 
1,500sqm of Net Lettable Area (NLA). 

iii. On this basis, Council’s preferred Option (A) and alternative Option (B) 
will not attract the high quality tenants of a GPT A-Grade office building, 
therefore is not commercially viable.  

iv. GPT’s Proposal includes a built form envelope and floorplate that 
supports the viability of a substantial investment within Parramatta and 
urban design context of Perth House and George Street. 
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v. GPT’s Proposal puts forward envelope controls facing George St and 
Perth House that are consistent with a currently approved DA awarded 
design excellence; refer to DA/954/2017. The remaining setbacks are 
consistent with built form outcomes within the commercial CBD core. 

vi. GPT is committed to high quality outcomes. This is demonstrated by our 
purchase of the heritage listed Perth House, which collectively with our 
Proposal, will deliver community focused outcomes for the precinct. 

vii. GPT’s Proposal demonstrates the rationale behind our civic 
considerations by improving the design response towards Perth House 
and George Street from Council’s alternative option (B). 

viii. GPT has a leading track record for delivering high quality assets. Our 
current ownership in Parramatta includes 60 Station Street and 32 Smith 
Street; Parramatta’s newest commercial office tower. 

ix. GPT will be investing over $800 million in the project and its delivery is 
estimated to enable a net uplift of over 15,100 direct and indirect job 
during the construction and operational phases of developments. 

x. Supporting the GPT Proposal will contribute a net uplift of $1.4 billion of 
annual direct and indirect Gross Value Add contribution to the local 
economy on an ongoing basis, in net present value terms.” 

 
21. The Applicant has since submitted further correspondence to confirm that they 

have offered to dedicate a 2 metre wide road widening to Council on the 
George Street frontage and have suggested a partnership with Council 
whereby they dedicate the land to Council, subject to Council endorsing their 
preferred controls within the draft DCP.  This issue is discussed further under 
the heading: “ROAD WIDENING ALLOWANCE TO ACCOMMODATE 
BICYCLE LANE.” 

Setback Controls Option C: Alternative option 
 
22. In response to issues raised by the Applicant during the assessment process 

about commercial floorplate size, Council Officers undertook modelling of 
various built form arrangements on this site to test whether more floor space 
could be satisfactorily accommodated.  
 

23. This urban design analysis concluded that “Option A” discussed above remains 
the Council-officer recommended option. However, should Council form the 
view that larger floorplates should be accommodated at this site than that 
provided for in the officer-recommended “Option A”, Council officers conclude 
that a tower without a podium is a preferable built form option to that put 
forward by the Applicant; this option would have setbacks as follows: 

 
Table 4: The ‘Option C ’ setbacks at 87-91 George Street, Parramatta 

 Podium Tower 

North (street) setback No podium, i.e. bottom 
levels of the building to 

have identical setbacks to 
tower setbacks  

12m 

East setback 3m 

West setback 3m 

Rear setback 6m 
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24. Figure 6 below depicts the setbacks proposed in “Option C”.  
 

 
Figure 6: Option C - Siting of the alternative-option tower on the site (note this scheme does 
not include a podium) 

 
25. Option C has been formulated by Council’s City Design team to increase the 

size of the tower floorplate compared with Option A while not compromising 
Perth House.  As Perth House is a stand-alone small building with no podium, 
there is the opportunity to stop any podium on the lot to the east of Perth House 
and introduce a stand-alone tower without a podium.  Under this Option, any 
podium in future development would not extend onto the subject site at 89-91 
George Street but will finish on the site to the east at 93 George Street.  
 

26. Option C introduces a different typology and locates a stand-alone tower on the 
lot. Because the tower is not encumbered by a podium, the set- backs around 
the tower can be regularised and slightly reduced. This enables a larger 
floorplate for the tower and a clear space around the tower. At the rear where 
the site adjoins the school and existing buildings there is the opportunity for 
some roof covering depending on design resolution.  Option C provides a 
slightly smaller tower floor plate than the proponent’s scheme (1,480sqm as 
opposed to 1,588sqm), however it is a superior outcome to that of the 
proponent because it: 

 
i. Enables a larger floorplate than the Officer preferred setbacks closer to 

the applicant’s target floorplate; 
ii. Reduces the perceived ‘crowding’ of Perth House created by the 

combination of tower, podium with different street setbacks including the 
under-croft on George Street and different setbacks on the side 
boundaries; 

iii. Creates a generous, clearly defined space between Perth House and the 
proposed tower; 
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iv. Extends the space at ground level in which Perth House sits so that the 
tower is related to Perth House and not the lots to the east; and 

v. Opens up sight lines along George Street so that there are clear views to 
Perth House and the olive tree. 

 
27. Council officers wish to stress that “Option C” is not preferred or recommended 

by Council officers. Council officers’ recommended setbacks remain those 
discussed in “Option A” above.  

 
Setback controls: Summary and comparison of Options A, B and C 
 
28. A comparison of the setback controls of all three schemes is provided in Table 

5 below.    
 
Table 5: Comparison of setback controls and resulting estimated typical tower level 
floorplates  
 Option A  

(officer 
recommended) 

Option B 
(Applicant 
preferred) 

Option C 
 

North (street) setback * 12m 10.5m 12m 

East setback 6m 3m 3m 

West setback 3m 1.3m 3m 

Rear setback 6m 6m 6m 

Estimated Gross 
Building Area, typical 
tower level 

1,677 sqm 1,985 sqm 1,850 sqm 

Net Lettable Area 
(NLA)**, typical tower 
level (80% of GBA) 

1,341.6sqm 1,588sqm 1,480sqm 

* Note: all northern setbacks from the George Street frontage are measured from the current 
property boundary and include the area identified for road widening under the draft Land 
Reservation Acquisition Map under the Parramatta CBD Planning Proposal. 

 
** The Net Lettable Area (NLA) has been calculated using the same 80% efficiency 
assumption as Gross Floor Area.  The independent assessment of the St Johns Anglican 
Cathedral Planning Proposal by JPW Architects notes that at the early concept stage of 
development, an 80% efficiency rate assumption is appropriate for estimating the NLA. 
 
 

 
Figure 7: Comparison of Option A, Option B and Option C respectively. 

 
29. The above analysis demonstrates that  
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(a) Option A delivers 84% of the floorplate of the Applicant preferred Option 
B.  

(b) Option C delivers 93% of the floorplate of the Applicant preferred option B. 
 

30. Council officers conclude by recommending Option A due to the following main 
reasons: 
 
(a) Minimises the impacts on Perth House by creating a greater level of 

separation from the new building form on the subject site 
(b) Avoids unacceptable impacts on current and future commercial 

development on the site directly adjacent to the east, and more broadly 
avoids setting an undesirable precedent about building separation 
between commercial buildings which if repeated will see many large 
buildings with minimal spacing between them. The impact of this is that it 
impacts on light and movement of wind/air in the public domain and 
makes them much less desirable spaces. This is a poor outcome as 
activated well used public domain is an amenity and economic asset to 
the city; 

(c) Option A still delivers a significant portion of the floorplate sought in the 
Applicant-preferred option (84%); 

(d) Option A delivers a NLA floorplate of 1,341 sqm;   
(e) Compared with the alternative Council Officer option (Option C), Option A 

is more reflective of the building typology promoted for the Parramatta 
CBD in terms of being a podium and tower arrangement. 

 
31. Finally, it is noted that the Applicant will still be able to seek to vary the 

recommended setbacks through the Development Application stages, 
particularly if the outcomes of the relevant Design Excellence competition 
support such variations. Giving concessions on DCP controls at DCP-drafting 
stage risks setting the scene for further concessions to setbacks without 
justification being fully demonstrated to be pursued through later processes. 

 
URBAN DESIGN v COMMERCIAL FLOOR PLATE TRADE-OFF 
 
32. The tradeoff the applicant is asking Council to consider is to accept a poor 

quality urban design and heritage outcome in order to maximise the floor plate 
and therefore the value of their site. 
 

33. Officers acknowledge that sites with larger floor plates are sought after by 
potential tenants and therefore sites that can achieve larger floor plates will 
provide a greater return for the developer/building owner. 

 
34. The Strategy embedded in the CBD Planning Proposal for delivering future 

commercial floor space in the CBD was based on the study “ACHIEVING A-
GRADE OFFICE SPACE IN THE PARRAMATTA CBD -ECONOMIC REVIEW” 
which was updated in 2019. In relation to floor plate size the advice provided in 
this study is:- 

 
“New A-Grade office space generally needs to have a floorplate size of at least 
1,300 sq.m, with most major tenants wanting a floorplate of over 1,500 sq.m. (It 
is also noted that in some instances tenants are looking for office 
accommodation with floorplates over 2,000 sq.m, which is more common in 
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locations such as Macquarie Park and in new major development in the Sydney 
CBD such as Barangaroo). “ 
 

Note: The glossary of the study defines the floorplate area as being: “the 
rentable area of an entire floor”.  This is interpreted to refer to Net Lettable Area 
(NLA). 

 
35. One of the challenges for the Parramatta CBD delivering commercial floor 

space is the large number of relatively small sites which need would need to be 
amalgamated to allow for sites capable of accommodating A-Grade office 
buildings.  

 
36. Allowing the concession to setbacks requested by the applicant on this site 

would be seen as a precedent for other sites. A likely outcome is that Council 
will receive further applications to allow setback similar concessions on smaller 
sites for the same reason ie to maximise the floor plate size. This will decrease 
the incentive for sites to be amalgamated and undermine Council’s strategic 
imperative to drive amalgamation. 

 
37. The study includes a table of potential developments for commercial office 

space in Parramatta. Whilst the study was undertaken in 2019 it indicates at 
that time availability of sites to deliver 608,322sqm of A-Grade Office Space (all 
with a NLA greater than 1,300sqm). A copy of the table from the report is 
included as Attachment 3.  Some of the sites in the table have been realised 
such as sites in Parramatta Square. This shows that generally there is sufficient 
potential to deliver A Grade Office space in the CBD in the short to medium 
term. 

 
38. It should also be noted that Council strategy involves zoning areas of Auto Alley 

along Church Street in the south to provide further longer term potential for A-
Grade Office space floor space. 

 
39. Given the short medium and long term A Grade options available in the CBD 

and the unsatisfactory precedent that would be set that would discourage site 
amalgamation, it is neither necessary nor consistent with Council’s strategic 
framework for delivering A-Grade office space in Parramatta, to endorse 
setbacks as proposed by the Applicant. Particularly given the negative urban 
design impacts and precedent that would be set if lesser setbacks were 
endorsed in the DCP.     

 
REMAINING SITE-SPECIFIC DCP CONTROLS 
 
40. Council officers and the Applicant came to agreement on nearly all other 

matters in the site-specific DCP aside from setback controls as discussed 
above. The remainder of the DCP controls are summarised in the following 
paragraphs. 

 
Other matters – podium height 
 
41. Council Officers and the applicant did not come to a full agreement on the 

matter of the podium height control.  The applicant has requested a podium 
height control of a range between 14 and 25 metres.  This conflicts with the 
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preferred height control of a range of 14 to 21 metres as preferred by Council 
Officers. 
 

42. The applicant has advised that they prefer the upper limit of the podium height 
range to be increased from 21 metres to 25 metres to give greater flexibility at 
the Design Competition stage.  In particular, they would like the potential to 
relate to the height of the existing commercial building adjoining to the east at 
93 George Street while still being sympathetic to Perth House.   

 
43. Council Officers recommend the podium height control reflect the range of 14 to 

21 metres as this is a principle which is likely to be recommended to Council for 
the broader CBD through the draft CBD Development Control Plan.  Further, it 
is considered that any attempt to relate the podium height to the existing 
commercial building to the east will compromise the attempt to relate well to the 
much lower scale Perth House to the west.  It is also noted that the commercial 
building to the east is a 7 storey commercial building under Torrens Title and 
may itself be subject to redevelopment in the future. 
 

Other matters – Heritage 
 
44. The draft site-specific DCP incorporates design principles that seek to ensure 

that the building’s interface with the adjacent heritage item is appropriate and 
does not diminish the heritage values of Perth House. The design principles 
deal with, amongst other things, façade treatment, view lines, ground-floor 
permeability, heritage interpretation and landscaping. These principles will be 
incorporated into the site-specific DCP irrespective of which setbacks are 
endorsed as part of this report.   
 

45. When analysing the potential impact of the proposed new building on Perth 
House it was noted that there is a well established olive tree very close to the 
boundary shared by the subject site and Perth House. This tree is not included 
in the description of the heritage item at 85 George Street, Parramatta, which is 
described as ‘Perth House and Moreton Bay Fig Tree’. 

 
46. The Arborist Report, submitted with the previously approved DA on 87 George 

Street, stated that ‘The Olive tree near the north-eastern corner of the property 
is also an old specimen and may be a remnant of the original cottage garden, 
planted contemporary with Perth House. [The tree] is clearly visible as a mature 
specimen in the 1943 aerial photo of Sydney (SIX maps). 
 

47. A further site inspection carried out by Council’s Heritage Advisor and 
Landscape and Tree Assessment Officer revealed that the olive tree is likely to 
be at least 200 years old, and thus should be included within the heritage 
listing. Further, it is possible that the olive tree on the site is the oldest olive (of 
all subspecies) tree in the City of Parramatta area. 
 

48. As the site is State Heritage-listed, it is recommended that Heritage NSW be 
consulted as part of the exhibition of the site-specific DCP for the 87-91 George 
St site, and that Council request as part of that consultation that Heritage NSW 
consider adding the Olive Tree to the description of the item on the State 
Heritage Register. 
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49. The draft DCP makes reference to the olive tree and its suspected heritage 
significance.  Further, the draft DCP includes the following provision: “C.1 (a)(3) 
Setbacks should maintain and enable continued maturity of the Olive Tree 
associated with Perth House.” 

 
Other matters – Sustainability 
 
50. The applicant is relying on the implementation of the Parramatta CBD Planning 

Proposal controls to commence their development, so as to achieve the greater 
FSR and height controls proposed under this policy. The Parramatta CBD 
Planning Proposal will introduce high performing buildings criteria which, under 
its current drafted form, would apply to the proposed development.  
 

ROAD WIDENING ALLOWANCE TO ACCOMMODATE BICYCLE LANE 
 
51. A 2 metre strip along George St is nominated on the draft Land Acquisition 

Reservation map under the Parramatta CBD Planning Proposal. The purpose 
of this LRA notation is to allow for a 2 metre road widening to occur to 
accommodate a future regional cycleway on George St. Functionally, the 2 
metre setback would be used for footpath widening within the footprint of the 
site, to ensure the footpath was still wide enough after road widening to 
accommodate the cycleway has occurred. 
 

52. A Planning Agreement is not expected at this site under the Parramatta CBD 
Community Infrastructure framework, as this framework only applies to 
residential development. This site is zoned B3, therefore, no residential 
development option is possible. It is not considered that a Planning Agreement 
to secure the footpath widening is crucial, as an allowance for footpath 
widening can be made within the front podium setback in any of the options 
presented in this report, and this can be made a condition of consent at DA 
stage. 

 
53. The Applicant has offered to dedicate the 2 metre wide road widening to 

Council and has suggested a partnership with Council whereby they dedicate 
the land to Council subject to Council endorsing their preferred controls within 
the draft DCP.  Council Officers do not consider that this is an appropriate 
arrangement as the Applicant’s preferred setbacks are not supported.  Further, 
the front setback from George Street within all options is greater than 2 metres 
and would allow for this footpath widening to be provided as a condition of 
development consent without impacting on the development potential. 
However, given that the applicant has taken the position that support for the 
road widening is conditional upon their preferred setback being supported, they 
may object to any control being added to the Draft DCP and any condition 
being imposed on any future DA requiring to this effect.   

 
54. Ultimately if the Council was unable to acquire the 2m strip via a DA process 

Council would be required to acquire the site. The setbacks proposed in all 
options mean this is feasible. Based on land values prepared by independent 
consultants for land acquisition as part of the CBD Planning Proposal project 
the expected cost would be in the order of $150,000.  

 
55. Council’s City Significant Development Team has requested that this matter be 

addressed in the draft Development Control Plan so as to provide a policy 



Council 12 April 2021 Item 17.1 

- 152 - 

framework for any footpath widening to be required through the DA 
assessment.  It is recommended that the draft DCP at Attachment 1 be 
amended to address the potential requirement for footpath construction within 
the frontage of the site as a result of the road widening within the Parramatta 
CBD Planning Proposal. 

 
PRELIMINARY CONSULTATION WITH HERITAGE ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
56. The Heritage Advisory Committee (HAC) was given a short briefing on this site 

at its meeting of 21 October 2020. In response, the HAC resolved as follows: 
 

That given the importance of Perth House (85 George Street) to the 
heritage of Parramatta, the Committee supports the provision of a 10m 
minimum setback along the western edge adjacent to the Heritage item. 

 
57. It is noted that a 10 metre setback along the western edge is more than the 

current Parramatta DCP controls and the application of such controls would 
impact on the ability to develop a commercially viable building on the site. 

 
58. Further, the Committee was advised that the western setback facing Perth 

House recommended by Council officers would be 0 metres for the podium and 
3 metres for the tower. The setback facing Perth House would also be 
recommended to be subject to heritage controls which will likely result in an 
increase in the podium setback for part of the western setback as determined 
through the Design Competition process 

 
59. The Heritage Advisory Committee was updated on the project again at its 

meeting on 18 February 2021. The committee was advised that Council 
Officers and the applicant are yet to agree on the building’s setbacks. The 
committee subsequently resolved as follows: 

 
That the Committee expresses to Council great concern over the proposal 
for the site-specific DCP adjacent to Perth House, specifically that there is 
insufficient area surrounding the cottage (curtilage), and that whilst the 
historic olive tree will be saved the 1790s fig tree is also a significant part 
of heritage landscape of Parramatta, which the Committee would also 
wish to protect.    

 
60. It is reiterated that further design consideration will be undertaken at design 

excellence stage to ensure an appropriate interface with the curtilage of Perth 
House. Further, it is the intention of Council Officers to address the heritage 
value of the olive tree as part of the implementation of this site-specific DCP 

 
CONSULTATION AND TIMING 
 
61. The recommendation of this report facilitates consultation with the community 

and relevant public agencies. Council officers propose to consult the following 
public agencies as part of the public exhibition: 
 
i. NSW Department of Education (due to proximity to school site) 
ii. Transport for NSW (RMS, Transport, PLR and Metro) 
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iii. DPIE Environment, (both Planning and Energy and Science Branches as 
the latter branch deals with biodiversity, floodplain risk management and 
Aboriginal cultural heritage issues)  

iv. Heritage NSW – Department of Premier and Cabinet 
v. Aerospace agencies 
vi. Relevant utilities for energy and water 
vii. State Emergency Service (SES NSW) 

 
62. The table below demonstrates the consultation with other sections of Council 

that has been undertaken to date. No external consultation has yet been 
pursued. This will be pursued once the Draft DCP has been endorsed for 
exhibition by Council. 
 

Date Stakeholder Stakeholder 
Comment 

Council Officer 
Response 

Responsibility 

18/9/2020 City Design Concerns were 
raised regarding 
applicant’s built 
form in terms of 
setbacks.  City 
Design 
formulated 
Options A and 
C and 
recommend 
Council adopt 
Option A 

Comments 
reflected in 
recommendation 
to Council. 

City Planning 

18/9/2020 Heritage 
Officer 

Concerns were 
raised regarding 
interface with 
Perth House.  
Recommended 
design 
principles to be 
included in draft 
DCP.  Noted 
potential 
significance of 
Olive Tree. 

Recommended 
controls reflected 
in Design 
Principles under 
the Section 
“Heritage”. 

City Planning 

18/9/2020 Environmental 
Outcomes 

Noted that while 
there are 
existing ESD 
controls in 
PDCP 2011, 
these will be 
refined in the 
upcoming draft 
DCP for the 
CBD PP.  
Recommended 
a similar 
approach with 
subject site with 

Noted that it is 
premature to 
introduce new 
ESD controls that 
have yet to be 
endorsed by 
Council through 
the upcoming 
DCP for the CBD 
PP.  Existing 
sustainability 
measures 
considered 
sufficient subject 

City Planning 
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some 
amendment. 

to some 
refinement as 
recommended by 
Environmental 
Outcomes. 

18/9/2020 Traffic and 
Transport 

No changes 
requested. 

Noted. City Planning 

18/9/2020 City Architect Controls within 
first version of 
applicant’s DCP 
duplicate 
existing DCP.  
Remove and 
advise applicant 
of Council’s 
endorsed 
Business Rules 
for Design 
Competitions. 

Recommendation 
is reflected in 
draft DCP at 
Attachment 1.  
Council’s 
endorsed 
Business Rules 
for Design 
Competitions 
were forwarded 
to applicant. 

City Planning 

18/9/2020 City Significant 
Development 

Noted the 
previous DA 
history onsite 
and the 
identification of 
the Olive Tree 
by the 
applicant’s 
Arborist.  Also 
requested 
footpath 
widening be 
addressed in 
DCP. 

Comments 
reflected in 
recommended 
controls. 

City Planning 

18/9/2020 Senior 
Catchment 
Engineer 

No changes 
requested.   

Noted.  Flooding 
addressed in 
Parramatta CBD 
Planning 
Proposal. 

City Planning 

 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATION FOR COUNCIL 
 
63. There is no direct financial implication to Council as a result of this report.  

 
64. The Draft DCP does not generate any increased floor area permissible on the 

site. It relies on the CBD PP for the increase in development potential 
described in this report. Also the site is zoned for commercial use so the 
Community Infrastructure Policy framework included in the draft CBD Planning 
Proposal does not apply. Developer contributions will be payable at 
Development Application stage. 

 
65. The report suggests that it may be possible to have the 2m land acquisition at 

the front of the site dedicated as part of the Development Application process, 
however there is a risk that this may not be possible if this is challenged by the 
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applicant at Development Application stage. If the land is not able to be 
secured via the Development Application process current estimates suggest 
the cost of Council acquiring the land will be in the order of $150,000.  
 

 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24 F24/25 

Revenue Contribution 0     

      

Operating Result       

External Costs       

Internal Costs       

Depreciation       

Other       

Total Operating Result       

Funding Source  0     

      

CAPEX       

CAPEX       

External       

Internal       

Other      

Total CAPEX  0     

      

 
CONCLUSION/ NEXT STEPS 
 
66. It is recommended Council endorse the Draft DCP incorporating the setbacks in 

Option A discussed in this report to allow the matter to be placed on public 
exhibition. The exhibition outcomes will be reported to Council to allow Council 
to determine the Draft DCP. 

 
Felicity Roberts 
Project Officer-Land Use Planning 
 
Sarah Baker 
A/Team Leader Land Use Planning 
 
Roy Laria 
Land Use Planning Manager 
 
Robert Cologna 
Acting Group Manager, City Planning 
 
David Birds 
Acting Executive Director, City Planning & Design 
 
Paul Perrett 
Chief Financial Officer 
 
Brett Newman 
Chief Executive Officer 
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3⇩   Table of potential A grade office space 1 Page  
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