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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

Council understands that the current modification applications seek to amend: 

 Concept Plan Approval (MP09_0162) in regard to the car parking rate for two 

bedroom units for future development applications; 

 Concept Plan Approval (MP09_0162) and Project Approval (MP10_0177 in 

regard to the proportion of Boondah Road required to be reconstructed; 

 Concept Plan Approval (MP09_0162) in regard to the timing which Section 94 

contributions are to be paid.  

 

The applicant’s current request to reduce the car parking rate for 2 bedroom units is 

but one in a long line of modification applications seeking to reduce on-site parking 

requirements. As Council has emphasised in response to previous modification 

applications, the consequence of reducing car parking requirements for the 

development will create traffic and parking implications that will affect the amenity of 

future residents of this and surrounding developments; an untenable outcome for 

local residents and the community alike.  

 

In regard to the required amount of Boondah Road to be reconstructed by the 

Applicant, Council does not agree to the developer only constructing half the road 

width. Council contends that the PAC in making its original determination had the 

benefit of all of the pertinent information in relation to the road works to be directly 

provided by the Applicant. The PAC, inherent in the wording of the conditions, 

therefore purposefully required the full width of Boondah Road to be reconstructed.  

 

In regard to the proposed amendment to the Concept Plan regarding payment of 

Section 94 contributions, Council has no objection to this provided that the 

amendments are identical those approved under Project Approval MP10_0177 

MOD8.  
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MATTERS RAISED 

 

1. Request to Vary Car Parking Rate for Future Development 

The applicant’s request to reduce the number of car parking rate for two 

bedroom units for Stage 2 of its development from 2 spaces to 1.2 spaces per 

unit is of particular concern to Council and cannot be supported based on the 

information submitted with the application. 

 

Council is seriously concerned about the impacts of reduced on-site parking 

on the existing supply of street parking on Boondah Road and Macpherson 

Street, and intensified traffic congestion as a result of vehicle movements in 

and out of kerb side spaces. 

 

Applications to date 

The Applicant’s car parking proposal as now submitted seeks to reduce car 

parking rates below those originally proposed in its Preferred Project Report. 

Since the PAC’s original decision three modification applications, including 

this current application, have been submitted relating primarily to on-site car 

parking requirements. As outlined in the table below, the various applications 

have proposed parking rates ranging from 1 space per 2 bedroom unit to 1.57 

spaces per 2 bedroom unit. 

 

Application No. 
Proposed car spaces 
per 2 bedroom unit 

PAC decision Date Determined 

Major Project 
Application 
MP09_0162 

1 space N/A 

Preferred Project for 
Major Project 
Application 
MP09_0162 

1.5 spaces 

2 car spaces per 2 
bedroom units, in 
line with Council’s 
Pittwater 21 DCP 

18 January 2011 

Project Approval 
MP10_0177 MOD 3 

1.57 spaces 
(application was 
amended in response 
to submissions 
increasing rate from 
1.5 to 1.57 car spaces 
per 2 bedroom unit) 

Maintain provision of 
2 car spaces per 2 
bedroom unit 

15 November 2011 

Concept Plan 
MP09_0162 MOD 1 

1 space 
Maintain provision of 
2 car spaces per 2 
bedroom unit 

15 December 2011 

Current modification 
application – 
Concept Plan 
MP09_0162 MOD 2 

1.2 spaces Not determined 
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Having noted that “Pittwater faces unique transport challenges”, the PAC in 

its determination of 18 January 2012 and in response to each modification 

application has required the development to provide car parking in 

accordance with Pittwater 21 DCP. In this regard, the PAC in its 

determination stated: 

“Having regard to the challenges of road access and public transport in the 

area the proposed parking in the concept plan is considered insufficient. The 

Commission believes the parking rates required by Council’s DCP 21 are 

more appropriate and should apply to the site”1 

 

In each of its decisions to the two previous modification applications, the PAC 

has “remained unpersuaded that there is sufficient reason to vary the parking 

rate for bedroom units”.2 In yet again seeking to vary car parking rates, this 

Application needs to clearly demonstrate and introduce new information 

demonstrating why the PAC’s original decision in regard to car parking 

requirements was incorrect. This has not been done.   

 

Insufficient information to support the proposed change  

The proponent argues in its modification application that it is not economically 

viable to provide two car parking spaces to each two bedroom unit as there is 

not a market demand. To support a reduction in parking requirements the 

Applicant has submitted a letter by Cardno (NSW/ACT) Pty Ltd (‘Cardno’) 

which reviews the Council’s car parking requirements for 2 bedroom units and 

a Resident Green Travel Plan (also prepared by Cardno) which recommends 

strategies to reduce private vehicle use.  

 

The letter by Cardno advises that Council’s car parking requirements for 2 

bedroom units is excessive when compared to both the RTA’s Guide to 

Traffic Generating Development (‘RTA Guidelines’) and the car parking 

requirements of other Council’s in Sydney. Cardno’s reasoning that parking 

rates are excessive is also based on selective Census data to support their 

claim that Council’s parking requirements for unit developments are 

unreasonable. Their letter also relies on the utilisation of alternative transport 

 
1 PAC Assessment Report MP09_0162, 18 January 2011. 
2 PAC Assessment Report MP09_0162 MOD 1, 15 December 2011. 
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modes and a claim that future planned public transport improvements support 

a lower parking rate.  

Pittwater Council asserts that the car parking rate for 2 bedroom units under 

Pittwater 21 DCP are in fact consistent with the RTA’s Guidelines for medium 

density residential flat buildings, as the parking rates are established with 

consideration of the determining factors influencing local demand, namely 

public transport, accessibility, geography, socio-economic status and the 

locality and large developments.  

 

The Applicant’s traffic consultant has not reasonably addressed these 

determining factors. In particular, Cardno’s advice has not considered: 

 Existing public transport services to or near the site are limited in their 

frequency and also their destination; 

 The most frequent public transport services are located on Pittwater 

Road, approximately 1 kilometre away, well beyond the 400 metre 

walking distance to buses which is the accepted distance to permit 

walking for even commuter travel; 

 The Pittwater LGA is largely isolated from the rest of Sydney, and due 

to the distance to major centres and limited provision of public 

transport services, residents rely heavily on private car usage 

commensurate with high rates of car ownership. 

 

Council in its submission to the Applicant’s Preferred Project Report has 

responded to each of the determining factors influencing local car parking 

demand. An extract from this submission is contained in Appendix 1.  

 

Further Council in its submission to Project Approval MP09_0162 MOD 1 and  

Concept Plan MP10_0177 MOD 3 tendered a report by traffic consultants 

Traffix Transport and Traffic Planners which provided advice in regard to the 

proposed amendments to car parking requirements. Their report formed an 

important part of Council’s submission to these two previous modification 

applications and is equally relevant to this application (See Appendix 2). 
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Cardno’s advice also relies on Census data to depict the demand for 

residential car parking among people that live in units, citing the rates of car 

ownership for those people who resided in flats, units or apartments in 2006 

in the Pittwater LGA. Cardno however has failed to point out that there 

remains a significant proportion of people who reside in units who have 2 cars 

or more. Council’s own analysis of 2006 and 2011 Census data, as shown 

below, (Note: slightly divergent from the statistics outlined in the letter from 

the Applicant’s traffic consultant) demonstrates that in fact there has been a 

decline in the number of people who reside in flats, units or apartments and 

do not own a car, commensurate with the increase in the number of people 

who own one, two or more cars.  

 

Number of cars per 
flat, unit or 
apartment 

2006 Census (ABS) 2011 Census (ABS) 

0 14.5% 10.2% 

1 47.9% 51.6% 

2 or more 31.9% 33.7% 

Not stated 5.6% 4.2% 

 

Council in its submission to Project Approval Modification 3 (MP10_0177 

MOD 3) provided additional analysis in regard to the high rate of car 

ownership in Pittwater, submitting an extract from the published Pittwater 

Local Planning Strategy 2011 (Adopted July 2011) (See Appendix 3). In 

Council’s opinion Cardno’s statistical information does not validate their claim 

that Council’s DCP car parking requirements are unnecessarily excessive nor 

is it a compelling justification to reduce car parking rates. 

 

While the promotion of reduced parking rates is a worthy planning objective to 

suppress car travel and promote alternative transport modes, it is only 

possible if public transport is available to serve the many types of trips that 

residents would take. Cardno’s claim that the future planned public transport 

improvements support a lower parking rate is not a sustainable argument 

given that the recent history of the public transport service in the area 

demonstrates otherwise. This argument therefore cannot be used to reduce 

car parking rates for a development that is to be built now.  
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The Green Travel Plan submitted by the Applicant which recommends 

alternative transport strategies to reduce private vehicle use is also of limited 

practical relevance given the specific transport issues which Pittwater faces, 

as already mentioned above and detailed in Appendix 1. In addition the 

streets and creek line corridors around the site do not currently have a 

complete network of pedestrian walkways, cycle paths and through links to 

access shops, transport and work facilities. These linkages will only be built 

as development around the site is completed and Section 94 contributions are 

collected. Many residents will therefore be without a complete non-vehicular 

transport network for a moderate period of time.  

 

2. Proposed Half Construction of Boondah Road 

Council's understanding is that the PAC had the benefit of all of the pertinent 

information to assist it in making its decision in relation to the road works to 

be directly provided by the Applicant.  

 

The PAC decision would have taken into consideration the significantly 

increased density and associated traffic generation associated with this 

development and its added impacts on the local road networks.  

 

Council interprets that the PAC required half road reconstruction along 

Macpherson Street noting that the opposite half road would be constructed by 

the opposite development - in this case it had already been constructed by 

the ARV development.  

 

However along Boondah Road there is a clear distinction in that the opposite 

property, being the Sydney Water Sewerage Treatment Plant, is not part of 

the developable land associated with the release. Hence we conclude that the 

PAC has purposefully required the full width reconstruction of Boondah Road, 

and this is inherent in the different wording the PAC has applied for Boondah 

Road, otherwise the PAC would have stated half road reconstruction in 

Boondah Road. 

 

This full width road reconstruction requirement is made even more pertinent 

given that the Applicant’s development has extended along Boondah Road 

into significantly flood prone land. This in turn requires at least 200 metres of 
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the approximate 300 metre length of the site’s Boondah Road frontage to be 

raised to the 1% flood level to provide suitable road access from the future 

Stage 2 component of the development. 

 

The raising of Boondah Road will require a sizable lift of the road formation 

above the current road level and obviously would be required to be full width, 

if not there would be an unsafe vertical drop off at the road’s centreline. There 

is also a need for a suitable transition to taper back to the existing road 

surface at the southern end. From a practical construction perspective the 

road works also need to be carried out at the one time, the project therefore 

lending itself to be undertaken by one provider through a specific and 

specialised contract operation. 

 

Unfortunately Council does not have the benefit of what the PAC ultimately 

packaged for the Section 94 contribution required for Stage 1 of the 

development, or what it intends for the requisite Stage 2 contributions, in 

terms of the overall concept approval. 

 

Council’s Warriewood Valley Section 94 Contributions Plan does include a 

nominal allowance for road reconstruction along Boondah Road, but did not 

necessarily envisage the significant increase in development nor the extent of 

road works now required. Boondah Road is requiring to be reconstructed to 

support the land release and the Applicant’s development. The road itself is 

almost 1 kilometre in length, with the Applicant’s frontage representing 

approximately 30% of this length. 

 

Given our interpretation of the current PAC requirements in relation to the 

Boondah Road reconstruction, as outlined above, Council does not agree to 

the Applicant only constructing half the road’s width. As such, the existing 

conditions should remain unaltered. 

 

If the PAC in assessing this modification application arrives at different 

interpretation of what it required and amends the Concept Plan and Project 

Approval to only require half width construction of Boondah Road, then the 

reasons for this departure will need to be clearly articulated. The Section 94 

contributions made by the Applicant should also be scrutinised to ensure that 
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Meriton has also contributed toward its pro-rata share of the Boondah Road 

reconstruction.   

 

3. Section 94 Contributions Payment Schedule 

Council understands that this request to modify the Concept Plan is intended 

to reflect the changes to the Project Approval approved under MP10_0177 

MOD 8 to ensure consistency between the two approvals in regard to the 

payment of Section 94 contributions.  

 

Council does not object to this request provided any amendments to the 

Concept Plan in regard to the timing of payment of Section 94 contributions is 

consistent with what was approved under the previous Project Approval 

modification. 
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APPENDIX 1 
Extract from Pittwater Council submission to 

Preferred Project Report for Major Project Application MP 09_0162 
8 October 2010 
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Car parking Provision for Preferred Project 
 
Pittwater Council asserts that the car parking rates under Pittwater 21 DCP is consistent with 
the recommendations of the RTA’s Guide to Traffic Generating Developments for medium 
density residential flat buildings as the parking rates are established with consideration of the 
specified factors influencing local demand… Response to each determining factor is as 
follows: 
 
Public transport accessibility 
 

 The high rate of car ownership per dwelling/household in Pittwater is primarily due 
to the fact that the existing limited bus system does not provide a viable and 
convenient alternative to the use of the private car. 

 The existing bus service to the City in Macpherson Street is adjacent to the site, 
however this bus service does not provide access to many areas of Pittwater, 
Warringah and adjacent Council areas (such as Chatswood and Macquarie Park), 
and is irregular out of peak hours, particularly at night and during weekends. 

 The Strategic Bus / Regional Transport Corridor operating in Pittwater Road is 
approximately 1km from the development site. Over the 1km length, only 250 
metres of footpath has been constructed between the development site and 
Pittwater Road. Additionally, the section of Macpherson Street east of the site is 
currently a rural road prone to frequent flooding, and will only be upgraded when 
local development contributions are received to fully fund the upgrade of this section 
of Macpherson Street. 

 The current rural conditions of section of the pedestrian walk together with the 
distance to the Strategic Bus Corridor (at Pittwater Road) will, in fact, discourage 
public transport usage. Further, these conditions do not comply with requirements 
established and adopted by various State Departments, including the Department of 
Planning, Department of Health and Department of Infrastructure and Investment 
(formerly NSW Ministry of Transport). 

 Sydney Buses has no current proposal to provide new services to areas not already 
being serviced, nor of providing direct cross regional bus services for Pittwater 
residents. The lack of direct cross-regional public transport services for which 
comfortable bus interchanges are available associated with the crowding and 
extended travel times, make the few existing services unattractive to Pittwater 
residents, resulting in private cars being the preferred choice of travel mode 
(includes travel to work trips to employment centres in adjacent Council areas where 
the aim of subregional plans is for these trips to be by public transport). In fact, 
recent proposals by Sydney Buses have included suggestions to cease vital 
services to areas off the main roads as they were not profitable (steep terrain and 
narrow roads mean Sydney Buses cannot access many areas, forcing dependence 
upon cars by the residents and their visitors). 

 The RTA has no current proposals to upgrade any main road servicing Pittwater, 
Warringah or adjacent Local Government Areas to increase the traffic capacity in 
the foreseeable future. 

 While the Metropolitan Transport Plan identifies Pittwater Road and Mona Vale 
Road as transport corridors (bus only lanes are being introduced to Pittwater Road), 
the additional buses being provided by this Plan to service this area will reduce the 
current level of crowding and reduce travel times especially on peak hour and late 
night services, however will do little to improve the attractiveness of the service due 
to ongoing passenger congestion south of Dee Why (including Military Road) and 
further, there are almost no services on Mona Vale Road. The Metropolitan 
Transport Plan does not propose to increase the capacity of Pittwater Road, Mona 
Vale Road and Wakehurst Parkway to facilitate improvements to public transport. 

 
b) Geography 
 

 The Pittwater Council area is large, spread out and isolated from the rest of Sydney 
with all access being via only three main roads which are heavily congested. 
Sydney GPO is approximately 30km from development site. The current bus 
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timetables estimate a travel time of 55 minutes (for buses only) during the peak 
period. 

 Internally, much of the terrain is steep so that bikes/walking/public transport are not 
realistic options. For this reason, cars remain the transport option of choice for all 
residents (including future residents of this proposed development) to visit friends, 
obtain goods/services and travel to work journeys both within Pittwater and to other 
Local Government Areas. 

 The terrain and geographical location of Pittwater does not make it a reasonable 
conclusion by the Applicant to reduce the resident parking rate below that specified 
in Pittwater 21 DCP. 

 
c) Socio-economic 
 

 Pittwater residents/households are generally mobile and affluent, who can afford 
and demand private vehicles to support their lifestyle, and for convenient access to 
the services/facilities they use in Pittwater and the rest of Sydney. This desire 
cannot be satisfied by the existing public transport system which is evident in 
Pittwater. 

 The future residents of this development will experience the same difficulties and 
needs. It is unreasonable and inappropriate to reduce the resident parking rate 
below that specified in Pittwater 21 DCP. 

 
d) Locality and large developments 
 

 On-street parking opportunities in Warriewood Valley, particularly in the streets 
surrounding the site are already extremely limited. With the exception of 
Macpherson Street west of the site, sections of Macpherson Street east and 
Boondah Road south currently are substantially rural roads. 

 There is evidence that demand exceeds supply in adjacent developments where the 
DCP parking rates were applied. 

 A reduction in the resident parking rate applied to the site is unreasonable as there 
would be significant parking shortfall. This will result in congestion in surrounding 
streets as people try and park in available limited kerbside parking and, in turn, 
adversely impacting the safety and amenity of residents in the surrounding area. 
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APPENDIX 2 
Traffix Transport and Traffic Planners 
Advice provided 27 September 2011 
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APPENDIX 3 
Extract from Pittwater Local Planning Strategy –  

Planning for Pittwater towards 2031 
Section 4.5.11 – Analysis Car Ownership 
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