
 

 

YOUR REFERENCE: SCC2021COPAR - 2 
OUR REFERENCE: NCA/10/2021 

CONTACT: Mark Leotta 
TELEPHONE: 9806 5450 

EMAIL: mleotta@cityofparramatta.nsw.gov.au  
 
 

Angela Hynes 
Department of Planning, Industry and Environment 
Locked Bag 5022 
PARRAMATTA NSW 2124 
    
 
24 November 2021 
 
 
Dear Angela,  
 
ATTN: Alicia Hall 
 
RE: Site Compatibility Certificate under State Environmental Planning Policy (Housing for 
Seniors or People with a Disability) 2004 – 94 Bettington Road, Oatlands - OATLANDS GOLF 
CLUB (SCC2021COPAR - 2) 
 
Reference is made to the Department of Planning, Industry & Environment's (DPIE) correspondence 
dated 5 November 2021, regarding the abovementioned Site Compatibility Certificate (SCC) which 
was referred to City of Parramatta Council for comment in accordance with the consultation 
requirements set out under Section 25 (5) of the State Environmental Planning Policy (Housing for 
Seniors or People with a Disability) (the SEPP). City of Parramatta Council appreciates the 
opportunity to provide comment on this SCC application.  
 
Council holds significant concerns with the proposal which are detailed below. Council requests 
that the SCC application be rejected.  
 
PERMISSIBILITY  
 
It is noted that the application seeks an SCC for a seniors living development on land at 94 
Bettington Road, Oatlands (commonly known as Oatlands Golf Club) comprising 5 building 
envelopes, ranging in height from 3 to 6 storeys containing 193 independent living units with 2 levels 
for the club house which contains a café, restaurant, bar and community facilities.  
 
The land at 94 Bettington Road is zoned RE2 Private Recreation and is surrounded by R2 Low 
Density Residential zones in the Parramatta Local Environmental Plan 2011 (PLEP 2011). The area is 
predominantly characterised by single, and two-storey detached dwellings in garden settings. 
 



The existing use of the site is a golf club and is defined as a recreation facility (outdoor) and is a 
permissible use. Registered clubs are also permitted with consent in the RE2 Private Recreation 
zone. Seniors Housing is prohibited by exclusion in the RE2 zone. 
 
Council contends this is a clear and longstanding strategic intent to utilise these valuable areas for 
the purposes and objectives as set out in the PLEP 2011. 
 
Council notes that the Draft Harmonisation Parramatta Local Environmental Plan (Harmonisation 
LEP) is being finalised by DPIE, but the site zoning, its objectives and permissibility table remain 
unchanged. This further confirms the Council and community expectation around use of this site. 
 
It is noted that the proponent is relying on the current provisions of State Environmental Planning 
Policy (Housing for Seniors or People With A Disability) 2004 for permissibility and reasons that the 
following 4 criteria areas are satisfied: 
 

 The land is “zoned primarily for urban purposes” or “adjoins land zoned primarily for urban 
purposes” (clause 4(1)); and 

 
 The land “is being used” for the purpose of an existing registered club (clause 4(1)(b)); and 

 
 If land is being used for the purposes of an existing registered club, most of the land that it 

adjoins is land zoned for urban purposes (clause 4(7)(b)); and  
 

 The land is not described in Schedule 1 (Environmentally sensitive land) (clause 4(6)(a)). 
 
Schedule 1 precludes application of the SEPP on certain land as described in the Schedule.  
 
Schedule 1 states:   
 
“Land identified in another environmental planning instrument by any of the following descriptions or by 
like descriptions or by descriptions that incorporate any of the following words or expressions:  
 
(e) open space, 
 
There is no distinction in the wording of the Schedule on whether this refers to public or private 
open space. 
 
The proponent contends that PLEP 2011 or any other instrument does not identify the site as ‘open 
space’. However, the objectives of the RE2 zone in PLEP 2011 state (emphasis added in first bullet 
point): 
 
Zone RE2   Private Recreation 
Objectives of zone 

•  To enable land to be used for private open space or recreational purposes. 

•  To provide a range of recreational settings and activities and compatible land uses. 

•  To protect and enhance the natural environment for recreational purposes. 

•  To identify privately owned land used for the purpose of providing private recreation, or for major sporting 
and entertainment facilities which serve the needs of the local population and of the wider Sydney region. 

On this basis, it is not beyond challenge that the subject site is ‘described’ as open space in a 
planning instrument (PLEP2011). Council asks that confirmation of permissibility from DPIE be 
considered fully in the assessment of the SCC application. 
 



SCALE AND BULK 
 
There is no height or FSR development standard applicable to the site pursuant to PLEP 2011.  
Further, under the Harmonisation PLEP, the site remains zoned as RE2 Private Recreation and 
retains the nil FSR and height provisions.  
 
The SCC scheme proposes building envelopes with a gradual change in height from the north to 
the south. The tallest of the buildings being Buildings B and C are located to the north and north-
east of the development area and the lower buildings being Buildings A and E located closer to 
residential properties along Bettington Road and Niblick Crescent. These buildings are located on 
a topographical area that is higher than the existing surrounding residential development. As such, 
irrespective of the proposed stepped heights and setbacks, the 5 buildings which have a residential 
flat building typology and clustered layout, would result in undue imposition of bulk and scale 
relative to surrounding, existing low scale, one to two storey residential development and as viewed 
from the public domain.  
 
As the surrounding sites will continue to be zoned for low density residential development, any 
future development on the subject site (subject to permissibility) should be a similar scale to the 
surrounding area. The scale of the proposed development means it cannot be mitigated by existing 
landscaping  and this is shown in the plans submitted with the application. 
 
The SCC scheme proposes a minimum 7.5m setback from Building E to the south-west boundary 
where it has an interface with existing detached dwellings on Niblick Crescent. Pursuant to the 
Apartment Design Guide (ADG), Residential Flat Buildings (RFB) are required to provide a 9m 
boundary setback to achieve appropriate building separation. The SCC scheme falls short of this 
requirement and its potential impacts of bulk and scale as well as privacy, are exacerbated when 
taking into consideration the topographical differences between the development site and the 
existing residential development to the south. The disparity between the scale of building typology 
is not considered adequately mitigated by the proposed building setbacks. Additionally, whilst the 
proposal is for building envelopes, concern is raised that an appropriate building separation cannot 
be achieved between Buildings A and B and Buildings B and C, particularly once windows and 
fenestrations are introduced to the design of the development.  
 
STREETSCAPE 
 
The development will be readily visible from Bettington Road due to the unacceptable setback, 
building height and scale, and the elevated contour of the site. The building typology, density and 
scale is incongruous with the low density residential character of Bettington Road and surrounding 
residential streets. 
 
SOLAR ACCESS 
 
The solar access impacts of the SCC scheme within and external to the development site are of 
concern. The proposed building envelopes appear to overshadow the adjoining residential 
properties to the south and south-west during the winter solstice. Parramatta Development Control 
Plan 2011 requires that adjoining properties receive a minimum 3 hours of solar access on 21 June. 
The proposed building envelopes suggest that this may not be achieved. Further, the SCC scheme 
illustrates that many of the residential units within the development will not receive adequate solar 
access. The Seniors Living SEPP require that 70% of the development receive solar access for 3 
hours during the winter solstice. The SCC scheme potentially only achieves solar access to 
approximately 108 units being approximately 60% of the development.  
 
 
 
 



LANDSCAPING 
 
The Seniors Living SEPP has provisions for deep soil areas for developments made under that SEPP. 
Given that the site area is 16,000m2, the minimum deep soil areas required is 2,400m2. The SEPP is 
also implicit in which areas of the site can be considered as deep soil, noting that these areas should 
not be built on, paved, or otherwise sealed and that there is soil of a sufficient depth to support the 
growth of trees and shrubs. A review of the SCC scheme illustrates that the first level of basement 
covers much of the site and therefore deep soil areas in accordance with the SEPP requirements 
can only be located along the south and south-west portions of the site. A review of this area does 
not indicate that the minimum deep soil requirements can be accommodated.  
 
The SCC scheme provides for a common garden area between Buildings E and D with an area of 
approximately 600m2. The ADG’s require that a minimum 4000m2 of COS is provided for a site 
area equating to 16000m2. It is also noted that this area does not receive adequate solar access 
during the winter solstice for a continuous 2 hours as required by the ADG’s.  
 
URBAN DESIGN 
 
Upon review of the SCC scheme, residential units are proposed on the lower levels where basements 
are located. The submitted plans indicate that some of these units may be below ground level and 
is located within Buildings A, D and E. Concern is raised that these units will not be provided with 
satisfactory amenity given their proximity to plant rooms and the basement. Further, these units 
may not receive adequate solar access and ventilation given their subterranean location. Access 
to these units from the basement, in particular the units located in Buildings A and E are also unclear 
from the proposal.  
 
HERITAGE 
 
Concern is raised that the height, typology, and scale of the development at a higher contour will 
adversely impact the heritage significance of Oatlands House, as it will form a dominant visual 
backdrop to the heritage item. Oatlands House sits within a landscaped setting characterised by 
plantings close to the house and open expanses of green space, reminiscent and reflective of its 
original pastoral setting. The existing low scale golf club building and carpark while not ideal, do 
not significantly adversely detract from this setting as they are recessive in the landscape and sit 
below the existing tree. The proposed development does not achieve this. 
 
TRAFFIC 
 Council holds the following initial traffic concerns with this proposal: 
 

i. There will be additional traffic on Bettington Road as a result of the proposed development. 
ii. The additional traffic generated may impact other intersections such as Pennant Hills 

Road/Bettington Road and Kissing Point Road/Bettington Road which was not modelled in 
the traffic report.  

iii. Pedestrians will be required to cross Bettington Road to access the local shops and bus 
stop on the opposite side. 

iv. It is noted that traffic and parking surveys were undertaken during a Covid lockdown period 
(16 to 18 September 2021). Although some Covid adjustment factors have been applied, the 
traffic volumes and parking occupancy rates may not accurately reflect pre-Covid 
conditions. 

v. It is unclear how the private road will be managed during special events (e.g. golf 
competitions) as there will be increased traffic and parking demand on the private road 
during this time. Loading vehicles and vehicles parking/exiting 90 degree spaces within the 
private road can cause delays which can result in vehicles queuing on Bettington Road, 
impacting traffic flow and public bus services. 



vi. Swept paths demonstrating an 8.8m loading vehicle (Medium Rigid Vehicle) entering and 
exiting the site shows that two-way access cannot be maintained at all locations. This may 
cause vehicles to store on the road waiting to access the site which can impact traffic flow 
and public bus services on Bettington Road. 

vii. Coach bus parking in the private road for special events should be included. 
 
 
PUBLIC INTEREST 
 
Whilst there is currently no requirement to notify and invite members of the public to comment on 
the SCC application, Council is in receipt of a petition with 96 signatures from residents within 
proximity of the Oatlands Golf Club objecting to the proposal. The reasons for objections relate to 
scale, loss of amenity, irreplaceable open space areas, inconsistent development with the wider 
locality, traffic, solar access and privacy. A copy of the petition is submitted with Council’s 
submission. Given that the petition aligns with the issues raised by Council, it is requested that this 
petition and concerns raised by the residents be considered in any assessment and 
recommendation to the Panel.  
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
The proposal has not had due regard to the surrounding context in which it is located. Council 
requests that the Department consider the permissibility of the proposal given the open space 
nature of the site. While the site has no FSR and height controls under the current LEP, this does 
not mean that either measure does not need to be appropriately aligned with its context. In this 
case, the absence of FSR and height controls has been used to propose a development form that 
is of a bulk and scale that is inappropriate for the site and surrounds. This is exacerbated by the 
topography of the site which elevates any development on this site above surrounding existing low 
density residential development. The proposed scale, number and clustering of the buildings reduce 
the amenity for the occupiers as well as that of neighbouring properties and will be highly visible 
from Bettington Road.  
 
The scale and form of development is considered inconsistent with the surrounding low density 
residential environment and incongruous with the current and desired future character of the area.  
Concern is also raised in respect of heritage impacts on Oatlands House.  
 
The proposal fails the ‘test’ of site compatibility by being incompatible with surrounding land uses 
for the reasons set out in this submission. Therefore, Council strongly objects to the application and 
asks that the DPIE recommend rejection of the SCC application for a seniors living development at 
Oatlands Golf Club in their report to the Sydney Central City Planning Panel. 
 
Should you have further information, please contact Mark Leotta on 9806 5450 or 
mleotta@cityofparramatta.nsw.gov.au  
 
 
Regards 
 
 
 
 
 
Jennifer Concato 
Executive Director City Planning & Design 
City of Parramatta 
 
Attachment 1 – Public Petition dated 17 November 2021 
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