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MR D. LLOYD QC: Allright. I think we can beginGood afternoon, everyone. |
will declare this meeting open. In doing so, ohdleof the council, | should
acknowledge the Burramattagal clan of the Duragtithditional custodians of
Parramatta, and pay respects to its elders bottapdgpresent. The next thing |
should do is allow us, the panel members, to intcecourselves so that you know
who we are. I'm David Lloyd. I'm a lawyer. I'm@C with a current practising
certificate. | am a former judge of the Land amyiEonment Court. I'm a former
acting judge of the Supreme Court. I'm currentjyrafessor of law at Western
Sydney University and | chair — not Sydney UnivigrsiVestern Sydney University
—and | currently chair three other local planngagels. Mr Ryan? Yes?

MR D. RYAN: Thank you, Mr Chair. Yes. My naneDavid Ryan. I'm a
consultant town planner. | likewise sit on varigasels, including this panel.
Former local government planner, registered plarrfelow of the Planning
Institute, former president of the Planning Inggtu35-odd years experience as a
planner and also | dabbled as a lawyer for a Nithde until | discovered that wasn't
a very good idea and turned back to a planner.

MR LLOYD: Mr Lester?

MR A. LESTER: My name’s Alf Lester. I'm an arééct and a town planner and
urban designer. | also sit on the Hills Town PlagrPanel. I'm a member of about
five design review panels, including Rouse Hill To@entre since it started,
Bayside Design Review Panel, Liverpool Design Revianel, Waverly Design
Review Panel, plus one or two others, but that'soagkground. And I run an
architectural and urban design firm as a directduf&.

MS A. SMITH: My name’s Anne Smith and I'm the comnity representative on
this panel.

MR LLOYD: Allright. Ishould advise that thiseeting is being recorded. The
recording will be archived and available on thercols website. All care is taken
to maintain your privacy; however, if you are tteadance and you wish to speak,
you may be recorded. | should also advise thatsymuld be respectful when
speaking. The council is not liable for defamatigou are. With that, the next item
is apologies and there are none. Next, declasmbbmterest, and there are none.
So with that, we can move to the first of the depetent applications that we have
to consider. The first one —item 5.1 — is theligppon for modification of the
development at 14-16 Murray Street, Northmeadthi;mmatter, the modification
seeks the deletion of two conditions of consentivhvere inadvertently or
unintentionally included.

The panel is unanimous in adopting the recommenaind grants approval to the
modification application, as recommended in therefhat we have before us. And
that is easily dealt with so we can move on tortéet item — 5.2, This is the dual
occupancy development at 32 Leamington Road, Talopean advise that the panel
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inspected this site earlier in the day; in faa,inspected all the sites earlier in the
day. This is a section 8.2 review of an earliéusal of this application. The
applicant has now resubmitted the applicationnigikiote of the grounds of refusal,
and it is now satisfactory. There are no objeditinthis and the panel is minded to
grant the approval in accordance with the recommto in the report. So that's
item 5.2.

Item 5.3 is the development of a canopy at Rosghtlie Rosehill Industrial site — in
the Rosehill Industrial Estate. It's for Jamesdi@rustralia Proprietary Limited.
It's the construction of a sealed canopy roof dwar existing concrete silos. The
only reason it has been referred to the paneldause of the infringement of the
height control. In this case, the height will betobservable from outside the
industrial estate and the panel is prepared to theryeight control in this instance
and grant consent in accordance with the recomntiemdaSo that’s item 5.3. Item
5.4 is the development at 55 South Street, Rydam#rfe note that Mr Brad
Delapierre is here, but | can advise that, hawnsgeécted the site and reviewed the
material, we are inclined to accept the recommeowlab approve this development,
and again unanimously.

The building is otherwise compliant with all théeneant controls. I'm sorry, it's not
quite compliant. There’s an infringement of théghécontrol, but we are happy

with the variation of the height control in thistance. We're prepared to approve
the variation and approve the development in acsuré with the recommendation.

MR B. DELAPIERRE: Thank you.

MR LLOYD: So we come now to item 5.5 — the depal@nt at 12 Shirley Street,
Carlingford. | note there are a number of peohe wish to speak on this. Who
wants to go first? Please sit down. And if | camthings short here — if | can cut
things short, first of all, who are you for the oed?

MR M. SONTER: Sorry. Good afternoon, panel mersbély name is Matt
Sonter. I'm a partner at Mills Oakley in Sydnayai planning and environment
practice. I'm here on behalf of the applicantdanumber of reasons. The primary
reason is to present before you today to formaltyuest a deferral of the application,
and there are a number of reasons for that, ay@bifvill humour me | will just take
you through them. The first is that the applicatmnd the assessment report wasn’t
provided to us until yesterday, so my client has Itle or no time in order to
consider it and respond to it, prepare submisgioysu about the veracity of the
report, and also anything that we could do to ttopgsal to change it.

Now, as | understand it, Parramatta Council’s poticovides for publication of the
report one week prior to the meeting to allow feople to consider it on a
procedural fairness basis, basically. The seceaslan I'm here seeking a deferral is
that, as you may well know, the application is rtbe subject of a class 1 appeal in
the Land and Environment Court. The applicatios @en to the Design Excellence
Assessment Panel, who provided commentary abowpkcation and
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recommended some design changes be made. Therasséby the Design
Excellence Assessment Panel was a green lighgmotange or red. It
recommended approval, commended the design, conedehd built form.

As part of the class 1 proceedings, we've appebaeéate the court and we've
obtained an order that we file any amended apphicdty next Tuesday. The reason
for the delay in filing that application is so tive¢'re able to be furnished with this
report so that we not only understood the Desigrelence Assessment Panel
comments, but also the council comments in relatahe proposal. Now,
fundamental to those amendments will be some amentdno the southern facade
of the building. Now, when you read the repoassume you've read we no longer
need the through-site link through the site. Téisews to my client as of yesterday.
In every meeting that's been undertaken betweeglimgt and the council, as far
back as the pre-DA, my client was encouraged twigecthe through-site link on the
site, and also encouraged to provide the uppel tétbe building in compensation
for the additional setback and the provision otiblig benefit on the southern
facade.

Notwithstanding that, the assessment report fronmcib yesterday identifies that
through-site link as something that it would likesee gone. Of course my client is
happy to accommodate that — more than happy fahtieeigh-site link to be
accommodated on the RE1 land that adjoins ourdgt this is not something that
should be held against my client; this is someghivat was done at the behest of
council’s planners and falling in line with it. $oe reason I'm here seeking a
deferral is firstly, we haven’t had time to congitlee assessment report and the
recommendation; the second reason is there atemn#tat are identified by the
Design Excellence Panel, but also in council's @ssessment report, that are simple
matters that can be resolved very easily throughptbvision of amended plans.

I have a requirement that | file those amendedspleith the court next Tuesday;
that will formally amend the development applicatidcso what I'm seeking is a
deferral for four weeks to come back before the paxel meeting. That will allow
me to amend the plans in the court next week; whlhallow council two weeks to
prepare their assessment, which is what this —lwikithe timeframe in which this
assessment report was prepared; and then itleN @ne week publication of the
report before we come back to the panel. Now, itthpn this is that there’s no
downside in terms of an assessment process thad atbow sufficient time for my
client to respond to concerns identified by thermou We're in court anyway;,
we’ve got an order that we’re required to amendpibes.

As part of the affidavit that supported that apgtiicn to the court, | identify that the
amendments are, in fact, responsive to the DAP camisn They're the direct
instructions to the architect. So, look, I'm happytake you through council’s
assessment report because I've got up to it —igtd of it since yesterday. My
primary submission is this is an application thatnants deferral for one month on
the basis that we haven’t been given adequatetbroensider the assessment report
that conflicts with council’s own DEAP assessmeiriutes. The second reason is
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that we’re prepared to and we are, in fact, ingiteezess of amending the plans to
respond to the comments of the DAP, and also cbsiasisessment report provided
yesterday.

If you're not with me on that, I'm happy to makebsuissions to you about the DA
as it currently stands, but on the face of it, thisne that | really think warrants
refusal for the reasons that I've identified — gowarrants deferral. | will change
that. Just make that clear for the record.

MR LLOYD: Allright. Well, | can tell you that & have, after visiting the site,
discussed this amongst ourselves, and | can teltlyat we’re not altogether
unhappy with this proposal. But | can also telliybat we are not — if we were to
consider it, we would not be prepared to vary therspace ratio control; neither
would we be prepared to vary the height contrblyol could make the building
compliant with those two controls, we would be inetl to consent. That's our pitch
to you, so you can take that for what it's woro - - -

MR SONTER: Thank you. | appreciate the feedmudk that's definitely
something we’re going to take away and considean Qust ask for one
clarification in relation to the height. The sievhen you were on-site you would
have seen this — has a fall of approximately sikese

MR LLOYD: Yes.

MR SONTER: The building as it's proposed — yoe,sbe area of noncompliance
is actually significantly less than even the amafrihe fall across the site. We're
just wondering, in terms of height noncompliandleere is likely to be, at a
minimum, some areas of floorspace or elevator owetinat will be over the height
control. Is that something that you’ve consideregour assessment? Just by dint
of the fact that this is your classic clause 4%oping site, top of the building’s
benched at a particular level. The leading edgbebuilding is over the height
control not by dint of the fact that it's excessarad bold; simply by dint of the fact
that the way in — the point at which it's pitchifigm is on a sloping site.

MR LLOYD: Well, I can tell you that if you wer®tcomply with the floorspace
ratio control, you would also comply with the hdigbntrol because you would have
to remove the top element, so anyway, they're boughts. | will just consult with
the panel as - - -

MR SONTER: Sure.

MR LLOYD: Do you agree to defer?

MR RYAN: I'm happy to defer, but | would also stnat — personal opinion — |
think if there are minor elements above that —flooirspace, but - - -

MR SONTER: Yes.
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MR LLOYD: A bit of tweaking.

MR RYAN: That would be - - -

MR SONTER: .....

MR RYAN: In that sort of context - - -

MR LLOYD: A bit of tweaking. That’s all it needsMr Lester?

MR LESTER: 1 just suggest that there are desaut®ns to sloping sites with
roofs that might slope as well.

MR SONTER: Yes.

MR LESTER: And therefore keep you within the Heigontrol and possibly
maximise the rooftop proposal for communal opertspeather than having a
mixture of residential space as well as, which leithe current proposal contains.
So | think if it was fully exploited as an assetlamas carefully reflected in stepping
in the form, then there could be many benefits waild flow.

MR LLOYD: Well, do we agree to defer? Do we a&jteAll right. Well, then, all
we need hear — do now is note the applicant’s it¢hat this application be
deferred for one month. That's all we do.

MR SONTER: If it please the panel.

MR LLOYD: Yes.

MR SONTER: | suppose.

MR LLOYD: But I can tell you if you can make ibmpliant with the floorspace
ratio and height, and minor tweaking, we would bpgy with it.

MR SONTER: Sure. Just in terms of the designroemts, does the panel embrace
the comments from the assessment report in terrtieedhrough-site link? So we
have amended plans that show that — show that atesn¢hat boundary of the
building as fully landscaped, as opposed to haaipgthway.

MR LLOYD: Yes.

MR SONTER: That's something the panel adopts gsoal recommendation;
something we should — you would like to see un#teni@

MR LLOYD: Yes.

MR SONTER: Okay.
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MR LLOYD: All right.

MR SONTER: Fabulous.

MR LLOYD: Thank you.

MR SONTER: See you in a month.

MR LLOYD: Allright. Nextis number 22 Kandy Aweie, Epping. This is an
application for subdivision in two stages. Mr Kirthink is here. Mr Kim?

Where’s Mr Kim? Not here? He’s not here. Wdil§ just an application for
subdivision and for tree removal. The panel iSrageclined to grant consent to this
application, as recommended. | will just get thegrs. This is a large block in a
residential zone. The development is permissibtde zone. It's a subdivision
firstly into three lots, and then into four. Thanel adopts the recommendation in
the report and is prepared to grant consent inrdaoae with the recommendation.
Next is Keeler Street, Carlingford. | might comeeck to Keeler Street, Carlingford.
Is Mr Bewsher here? Mr Bewsher?

MR D. BEWSHER: Yes.

MR LLOYD: We want to ask you a few things, sowid stand you down until
after the next matter and go straight on to nun3bekeeler Street, Carlingford, item

5.7. This is a recommendation for refusal. s tase we note there are a number of

people who wish to speak against this developnienithefore we do that because
itsa---

MR DELAPIERRE: | think it's item 5.8, Mr Chair.
MS SMITH: 5.8.

MR LLOYD: 5.8?

MR RYAN: Yes.

MR LLOYD: Pine Street? I'm sorry. You're right.8. Because there’s a
recommendation for refusal, | think we should hdaDelapierre first.

MR DELAPIERRE: No, | haven't registered to speéakegard to 5.8.
MR RYAN: No, that's 5.7. It's 5.8.
MR LLOYD: No, it's down here. I'm looking at th@rong item.

MR RYAN: Speaking in favour.
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MR LLOYD: Is anyone here representing the applica the owner? No? Well,

in that case, | don’t think we need hear from ewagybecause the panel is
unanimously of the opinion that this applicatiomsld be refused for the reasons set
out in the report. All right? That's the deteraiion. All right.

MR ........... Hallelujah.

MR LLOYD: Well, then, there’s no need for youdtay while we deal with the last
matter. You can stay if you wish.

MR LLOYD: That'sit. That's the determinatio.he application is refused for the
reasons set out in the report.

MS SMITH: Thank you for coming. Thank you.

MR LLOYD: Okay. Now we can come to 36 Keelerégtr Mr Bewsher and Mr
Delapierre. Who wants to go first?

MR DELAPIERRE: Mr Bewsher can go first, or | wilwhatever works for the
panel.

MR LLOYD: The real problem here is the floodwague. We note that Mr
Bewsher has furnished a report, which we’ve gatwhich we haven’t had the time
to really absorb. Could you summarise it for us?

MR BEWSHER: | can very briefly, Mr Chairman. é\got a short PowerPoint. It
won’t take more than two minutes.

MR LLOYD: That will be good.

MR BEWSHER: Goes through the key things. So magfice is based in this area.
| know — I've worked actually in this catchmentkaeler Street for about three
decades. Just keep going, thanks, Joy. Justliwks,cthanks, Joy. And the next
one. In terms of the DCP, the key requirementdas to minimise the risk to life,
property, the environment and flooding, and in t®hthe prescriptive matters,
have to have a comprehensive flood study, whiaklietse the applicant has done
and the council’s accepted that. It's got to addlitbe provisions of the LEP; that’s
the critical thing. It complies with best pract@ed any overland flow is maintained
- the flood study demonstrates that happens —lantabitable floor levels have to
be half a metre above the 100-year flood level,theccarparking, which is actually
by right of way to the property next door, has &wér.3 of a metre freeboard above
the 100-year flood level, which it does. Yes, pealoy.

So in terms of clause 6.3, there’s five items tlibat the concerned authority has to
be satisfied with before it can grant consent. flils& one — it has got to be
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compatible with the flood hazard. That's the keguie on this site. Is this site
appropriate for R4 — typical R4 development? Weethsignificantly affects flood
behaviour — don’t think there’s any doubt about.thEhe flood model has shown
that there’s no impact on adjacent properties. third thing — incorporates
appropriate measures to manage risk to life. Shabbably the second-most
important issue. The fourth one — significantlfeaf the environment and not result
in unsustainable social and economic costs. Itdbirik those issues are being
debated, so — yes, please. So this is the keyairag

MR DELAPIERRE: On page 4 of the submission fromBéwsher.

MR BEWSHER: Yes. I've actually put this togethesing the information that'’s in
the applicant’s flood study. | don’t think the amnmation was necessarily very
clearly presented.

MR DELAPIERRE: No. Just got a black and whitesien. The colour’s easier to
interpret.

MR BEWSHER: 1do have some - - -

MR LLOYD: You've got colour versions?

MR BEWSHER: - - - colour copies if that’s - - -
MR LLOYD: Thank you.

MR DELAPIERRE: Sorry, Alf.

MR BEWSHER: If I can explain by looking at it leerI've put this together using
the applicant’s information. The site is the re@d o0 The picture here is the Nearmap
picture — essentially what’s there on the site ndle yellow is the extent of high
hazard as defined under the floodplain developnrez#ning. Now, when the
council’s done their assessment, they've used anassessment of hazard, so
they’'ve got a different view about hazard. | ththit issue’s fundamentally the
difference between what the council has assesskd/aat I've assessed in my
report. There is a 900 mil diameter pipeline wigdes next door, and the low point
is actually next door, but these blue lines shosvetktent of flooding is a wide
overland flow path.

The bulk of the floor is on next door, but yetf@nms of numbers 36, virtually the
whole site is inundated, albeit shallow in someg$a and as you get closer to this
western boundary, deeper ..... water, and it'sadigthigh hazard as you go this way.
The — you see these yellow boundaries here? Tthat'sadastre. I've downloaded
that from LPI, so this is the latest land and propmformation cadastre. But if you
just have a look, you will notice — you can seethte thickness between that red line
— really the cadastre, relative to the photo tlseaeslight shift, so it's about that
much. That would produce even slightly more highdrd than shown on the photo.
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But in any event, my assessment — well, the sitetsly about 20 per cent of the site
is high hazard, whereas in the council’s repopifi've read it, they've said
virtually the whole site is, or most of the site So that’s the difference.

Probably in terms of flood risk, the most importtring is in the 100-year flood this
corner of the site is not flooded, and that’s tbapwith the access - if you've

looked at the architecturals, that's where youirgetThe building’s really elevated

up on piers. The overland flow path goes undemteg building, so they're
maintaining the overland flow path as one of thePD€quirements, and everything’s
going to be elevated above the floodwater. Bubhé&100-year flood, you can walk
out without getting your feet wet. The driveway3is free of inundation in a 100-
year flood. I've had a look at what's the casetha probable maximum flood and
the most improbable flood that could ever happad,even then this access would
be wet, but | still — still would be — able-bodiadults could still get in there.

Not kids, but certainly in terms of emergency sessipersonnel - in this one-in-a-
million type event, the firies could walk in and&ethmbos could walk in because the
people that are in there are supposed to be pyghgtin their house — in their
building. So — next one. Last. So in terms offtagd risk assessment, a 2D flood
model has been established and there are no efirgtacts, so it's satisfied that
requirement of the DCP. The site is affected bgrland flows; there’s no doubt
about that. Most of the site is flood prone in0@-year event. But less than about
20 per cent of the site is high hazard under tHimitien that’s in the manual.
Importantly, because we’re dealing with the HornkBy, that clause — 6.3 —
actually says hazard - which says if any of thésedfterms are not defined, use the
definitions in the flood plain development manwal,you have to use the hazard
definition that’s in the manual if you want to appb the LEP.

So there’s flood-free pedestrian access; theleslffree vehicle access. Now, in
Parramatta and Hornsby there would be hundredsre thould be thousands of
residential properties that don’t have that luxuryn not saying that's necessarily a
justification to be intensifying the use on thiesbut it's not an uncommon

situation. The principal flood risks, in my vieare the risks in the open space areas,
not the building. It's the common open space adation the western side. In a
100-year event that will be a dangerous place aodwyouldn’t want anyone to be
there. However, in my view, that area can be maddyy fencing, gates, access
arrangements. A flood emergency response plandameitypical for a building like
this. There will be access for emergency servpgsonnel in the PMF, and having
looked at all those issues, | think that intenatiien of the use, as they've proposed —
16 units instead of one house — is appropriate.

If you look at the one house that’s there now avdn't been inside it, but
supposedly got three or four bedrooms. But | kiitsviloor level. It's actually well
underwater in a one per cent event and the pedpbeare in there can’t get out. If
supposedly in the middle of the night the water eap, they may not be able to get
out. It's a rare event — a one per cent eventt-f lyou compare that with what's
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proposed, which is a number of storeys — 16 —nlktloin the ground floor there’s
three two-bedders and one one-bedder. | thinkitke are acceptable.

MR LLOYD: Panel, any questions?

MR RYAN: Yes, ldo..... Mr Bewsher, does thelting of the basement car
parking to the boundary, particularly on that wastde, have any impact on what
you've just described? Does it make it any wonsdaes it make no difference?

MR BEWSHER: Can you - could you just put thatagain, Joy - just the photo.

MR BEWSHER: It’s just the third one is the photfbhe base - the car park is
underground, essentially, so you will see - - -

MR BEWSHER: You will see the house that's theog/n These waters here can’t
actually go through there unless we go in the fdwdr and out the back door. What
the applicant is proposing - they're actually preipg to have an undercroft where
the water could go through, so they’re actuallpgimg more water on to the site
than currently happens, if that makes sense. $dheibasement have an effect?
Because it's underground, no - below the groundllebut in terms of the effect on
flood flows, if anything, they're taking a bit diit ..... water and bringing it over
here. It will actually be able to flow under the-

MR LLOYD: What is the height of the undercroftoade ground level?
MR ........... ltvaries. The architect here ...
MR BEWSHER: |think it's - at its far end aboute- - -

MS ........... Far end about two - two - just two metre on the — on the front end
facing Keeler Street is about - under a metreit ®ould be - it would be suggested
in the stormwater report that it would have pool fencing all around the rim of the
undercroft, so it - stop excess into the underamdt.

MR ........... Pretty much follows natural grouegel.

MR LLOYD: And how would that area be maintainetifhean, there will be debris
accumulating there in a flood event. It - if alleavit to stay there, it would block the
floodwaters. What's happening with it for that?

MR DELAPIERRE: Yes, well, the intention would theat there would be an access
gate to allow maintenance people to go in oncestiven event is finished and
remove the debris, replacing panels that were dathdgring the event, etcetera, so
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it's the intent that - now, obviously there will Beme pipes, plumbing in there to
access as well, so there would need to be occadsiocess, but | guess the - from a
flooding perspective, the idea is to minimise thatess and control that access.
MR BEWSHER: And the - Mr Lloyd, there would bamws® potential to catch debris

and for the blockage to happen, but even if it eratsrely blocked, it won't be any
worse than it is now. At the moment there’s a leaught across that flow path, so

MR LESTER: Does the Q100 model that you put the-one in 100 year flood -
reflect what’s there now or in terms of the obdfiarc of the present house, or is it
assuming - - -

MR BEWSHER: Yes. Yes.

MR LESTER: That does reflect what's there now?

MR BEWSHER: Yes. Sothey - - -

MR LESTER: So that would change, then, if - thvatuld change under a free flow.

MR BEWSHER: Yes. So | didn't prepare the flooddel; the applicant’s
engineers prepared it.

MR LESTER: Right.

MR BEWSHER: They've run a existing and a proposask - the normal practice -
and the changes to building forms between - - -

MR LESTER: Has there been a proposal - has thea a modelling of the
proposal as it is now with the building proppedamgl what impact that has?

MR BEWSHER: Yes. Yes.
MR DELAPIERRE: So is this diagram that we keefemeng to - - -
MR BEWSHER: Yes.

MR DELAPIERRE: Does that show the existing scenar the scenario taking
into account the three-storey building?

MR BEWSHER: ..... That picture there is the argpiscenario.
MR LESTER: That's what | thought.

MR BEWSHER: Sorry.
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MR LESTER: So that presumably would be reduceiims of its extent because
you're allowing the free flow rather than obstroctj which you get with the present
house under a Q1 event - Q100.

MR BEWSHER: The blue lines?
MR LESTER: Yes.

MR BEWSHER: Yes, they - - -
MR LESTER: Would shrink.

MR BEWSHER: There will be a slight reduction, btihink more - it's more - be
more that the higher velocity flows which are ommtoer 38 - - -

MR DELAPIERRE: The western property.

MR BEWSHER: - - - the western property, therd W a bit more of that now on
number 36 going under the building.

MR LESTER: Some of the information the panel sigbted indicated under a
Q100 event, a one in 100 year event, there coulgplte .8 of a metre in height of
water.

MR BEWSHER: Yes.

MR LESTER: It seems extraordinary but is thatsistent with - - -
MR BEWSHER: Yes, that's right. Particularly- -

MR DELAPIERRE: ..... was suggested on the wedtexmdary?

MR BEWSHER: On the western boundary and dowihénrear - | would certainly
expect that to be ..... Or in terms of the FloadpDevelopment Manual, .8 of a
metre, if the velocity is still water, is the limof high hazard flooding, so once
you've got above that, it would be high hazardydé’ve got some velocity, then the
high hazard would occur at a shallower depth witlna velocity.

MR LESTER: What sort of calculations suggest atib the velocity of water
coming across the road - Keeler Street.

MR BEWSHER: Okay. | can't - there are velocitgps in the - and they're hard to
read, but for there - so the model is prepared wvoametre grid, so all the way
Keeler Street every two square metres there’s@citgland a depth calculated, and
the applicant - his engineer has presented it thigse little arrows - these arrows
that you see, and the arrows relate to lengthit’sutard - it's hard to interpret.
There’s - - -
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MR LESTER: But you also raised an issue aboutl#faition of hazard.
MR BEWSHER: Yes.

MR LESTER: Can you explain a little bit more abthe two forms of hazard
definition just so the panel has a better percaptiovhat - - -

MR BEWSHER: Yes. Yes.
MR LLOYD: And you've set this out in your repottave you?

MR BEWSHER: Yes. So..... it's page 11 of myaepprobably the second-last,
third-last page.

MR LLOYD: | see.

MR BEWSHER: This is a direct extract of the 2@0&nual, which has the velocity
on this side and the depth across here.

MR LLOYD: All right.

MR DELAPIERRE: So what's the manual you're reiiegrto, just ..... the panel
understands the ..... manual.

MR BEWSHER: Floodplain Development Manual - theWNSouth Wales
Floodplain Development Manual. So there’s alsalagroguide which is used in
stormwater drainage called the Australian Rairdatl Runoff. The 1987 version of
Australia Rainfall and Runoff talked about, in teda to streets, the limiting product
of depth and velocity that might destabilise petiass, including young children,
and there’s a value, velocity times depth - we italle VD product - of .4, so one
metre a second, .4 of a metre deep, or the othgraveaind, you will get a velocity
depth of .4. That's actually a commonly used séaddor sort of the - the minimum
sort of water depth and velocity conditions thagimicause a problem for people,
and that’s actually the definition that the courstdff have used.

They've said in their report, actually, that's winagh hazard is. It is a measure of
hazard. | would say it's more a measure of stgbilyoung children in floodwater -
| think in terms of hazard, according to the LEEading to the manual, it's
actually that that should be used.

MR DELAPIERRE: You're saying that, based on ttedlgory controls, and noting
the fact that we're in the former Hornsby LGA, ttia¢ definition from the manual is
the applicable manual based on the plain control?

MR BEWSHER: It is because the LEP specificalligre to the manual as its basis
for flood definition.
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MR LESTER: But if the panel had to have regardet risk and effective risk - - -
MR BEWSHER: Yes, which you do.
MR LESTER: - - - it would still need to consider -

MR BEWSHER: Which you do absolutely need to daj there are safety risks in
the common open space area. | mean, any developmgfloodplain there are

risks. The issue is not are there risks; thesigsare the risks acceptable having
regard to normal practice? So my view on thatad there are risks, there are safety
issues because that velocity depth product of lMbeiexceeded in those open space
areas. There were even some of the areas thdiewiigh hazard under the manual.
The issue is is the development appropriately mtithigy those safety risks, and |
believe they can do through fencing, and that’stish@rmally done in residential
development.

Those overlaying flow bars or high hazard areasnci will normally require them

to have some sort of swimming pool type fence shiitallows water to flow

through as a means of controlling access. If yadlilteen to the site, you would have
seen immediately across the roads there’s the dquank, playground and
equipment. | mean, it has a fence around it ®opposedly young children, mum
and dad, will let them in.

MR RYAN: So are you saying there are plenty @gadents for this in this sort of
situation?

MR BEWSHER: Yes.
MR LLOYD: Can you point to areas or sites whénis is the case?

MR BEWSHER: Absolutely. In terms of residentiglvelopment that has its open
space area high hazard, yes.

MR ........... Or parts of it high hazard.

MR BEWSHER: Or parts of it high hazard.

MR RYAN: And do we - sorry.

MR LLOYD: No, that's all right. Yes.

MR RYAN: Do we have enough information before-diecause that sounds like
it's a critical thing - if we were minded to graaqpproval for this, | think I would
want to be upon reasonably solid ground that Id@ditions or information that

would satisfy me that that risk is ultimately matgd. Do we have that before us?

MR BEWSHER: So---
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MR RYAN: Or, you know - or you say, “We can justndition it and put a pool
fence around it and she will be right”.

MR BEWSHER: So, look, I'm here as an independealy. | didn’t prepare the
application. I'm acting independently. You shoglde the council officers a
chance to respond to what I've said.

MR LLOYD: We will. They're sitting down the badlstening you, yes.
MR BEWSHER: And | expect them to.
MR LLOYD: Yes.

MR BEWSHER: But certainly from my opinion, I thiryou have enough
information to make that assessment right now.

MR RYAN: It's not so much the assessment; its t if we were to agree with
you, the conditions that would satisfactorily mam#ige risk that you said is there
would be critical to us even contemplating grantipgroval.

MR BEWSHER: Yes. Yes. Ididn't - | didn’t spécthose conditions in my report
- | did implicitly, but those conditions would régato the controlled access to the
open space area, which is fencing, the gate amaegge- the first thing. The second
thing is a flood emergency response plan, whigssentially a document that the
body corporate would have and maintain that’s arnomsort of document that
forms part of these types of development. It dbtuells people what to do in a
flood - how to prepare for a flood, what to do ifiad, what to do after the flood,
and - - -

MR DELAPIERRE: Certainly in my experience as @amnaglanner, it's not
uncommon for conditions to be imposed that regthiose documents to be satisfied
by a concerned authority through the stage of a@gweént, so | would expect that
council would have some standard style conditibas, if the panel was of a mind,
that could reassure that the development, as gresses through the construction of
each stage, could meet those criterion and seheytarameters for the emergency
response plan, etcetera, etcetera.

MR BEWSHER: The emergency response plan neelks timalised - prior to
occupation is the best time, so that you've - dréhare any changes, it’s all in there.
Often it gives you an opportunity to actually indduthe right phone numbers and so
on in the document because it will become a doctuthet's owned by the body
corporate. They maintain it, look after it and lerpent it. It's in a sense nothing to
do with the council staff. Council are not goimgcbme and look at it.

MR RYAN: This area needs to be pretty uninvitingou would generally have it
not accessible - - -
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MR DELAPIERRE: It would mainly - - -

MR RYAN: An accessible part of the site.

MR DELAPIERRE: It would mainly be the western- -
MR RYAN: Yes, the western - that's what I'm assaoqn.....

MR DELAPIERRE: Yes, you're right. That’s, if yauant to use another
expression, the hostile part of the site, or - y@uight - the part of the site you want
to infrequently visit. It's not the area where ywauld want to be kicking a soccer
ball around on a rainy day.

MR BEWSHER: It’s - the time of rise in this catohnt is a relatively short - short
in hydrological terms. | mean, you're not goingo®walking out the back yard, it's
a lovely day, and there’s a flood there. You kniis,- it's going to be - in this
environment, a horrendous thunderstorm and witiewaminutes - maybe within 10
minutes, you would start to see some water onitee kmean, no - children aren’t
going to go playing there like they would play tie swings. Kids will go there
because it's fun, you know, and whatnot. Now, thidite danger of these sorts of
situations, but - could happen anywhere. Theydgol- if they want to really see
some fun, they could go around to the low pointarlingford Road there. | mean,
it's probably more interesting to go around - - -

MR DELAPIERRE: But you are saying the controlsulkbmainly be needed
within 10 to 20 minutes of a significant thundergetor storm event is when the
water was rising quickly?

MR BEWSHER: The controls? Yes.

MR DELAPIERRE: To prevent someone “kicking my secball” down that
western side would be most needed, you're sugggstithin 10 to 20 minutes of a
significant - - -

MR BEWSHER: If - if they’re swimming pool typeriees - | mean, there’s no
young child going to get - who can’t get into amsming pool won't be able to get
in there without mum and dad being there. Thanhe&n, just imagine there’s a
swimming pool in the back yard, and it’s full ofvater. You know, there’s much
more danger that someone would drown in a swimmpod than they would drown
- they would be drowned by water in a flood in thievelopment. | think that's
probably quite obvious, and the community accdps @ swimming pool type fence
around the swimming pool, provided - go througttlzdt rigmarole that you have to
do now for the pool - that is an acceptable le¥eisk prevention. Putting those
type of fences around the open space areas ofdhdscertainly mitigate the risk
much more than if there was a swimming pool.
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MR LESTER: | presume you would almost certainded to put some form of
protective device - at the entry point for watemaog across the street - anybody
being swept with debris under the building as well?

MR BEWSHER: There - yes. The - the fencesactually fencing to do that.

MR LLOYD: Well, I think we would like to hear fra the council engineer at this
point. Can you come - can you come forward? [Rlstsy where you are, Mr
Bewsher. Mr Bewsher has explained what's in hi®re which 1 admit | have not
read, but it seems to be a good summary of whats. hWould you like to comment
on what has just been put to us by Mr Bewsher?

MR CLARKE: Yes - excuse me. | suppose the tingtg | would say is that
computer modelling is a great tool, but it's no0Xeer cent exact or accurate, and
it's important to try and realise what is actudlpppening on this site under those
conditions. It - the - kind of looking at a lina @ printout and saying, “Well, that’s
exactly what's happening within that line or thiakesof the line,” isn’t actually real.
You know, the modelling can be plus or minus threedred .... to start with. Then
there’s the unevenness of the surface over whighvtter is following. For
instance, a lot of the surface is actually, asnpan under the building, you know,
within the undercroft area, so to me the idea airyugh hazard area is only there or
it's there doesn’t quite stack up. There’s - yhere’s a margin of uncertainty
around that.

So you've got to kind of look at, you know, whatedahat translate to for particular
occupants. Then the other aspect is we're notragaiith the water; we’re dealing
with water carrying debris, and this continuallyanges the way you think about
what’s going on, so if you have any obstructiofida or partial obstruction, the
water may get through, but the debris won’t, angy weon you’ve got a blockage.

So we have pool fencing, which might be, you kngeeat for keeping children out,
but it also is a perfect trap for debris, so nakig that comes about - then two things
could happen: it falls over - sometimes we degigm fall over, or the water goes

off somewhere else. You know, the same with ptotg¢he flow into the

undercroft area - | mean, to me that’s a trap.

You know, people could get caught up and carriéaltimat. You know, there’s - it's
very difficult to kind of deal with that if you f you should get washed down there.
It's an unsafe arrangement, so my philosophy atiosiis surely we can design
something to avoid all those sort of problems ashras we can up to a reasonable
standard of risk rather than seeing them in advandesetting them up knowing that
those things are going to happen, so what can we design it to accommodate
both water and debris to allow for the uncertasnyg to protect the people who are
in the area, either in the grounds or in the stweethatever, because with this - |
mean, it's flash flooding, and everyone has sodaufepted there’s a very short
warning time between rain up in the catchment, Wwisa’t very far, and the big
surge of water coming through here.
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So, you know, you don’t get a lot of rain - thetsamfrnormal response that you might
have when there’s even an hour’s warning or hali@m’s warning, you don’t have
here - it's just going to happen, so - but hencecation - you know, my concern
how - how could we make this development compaggtisafe and not make things
risky for the people, especially where we’re plagnio bring a lot of people to live
here, have their children play here and all theotg. So, you know, I’'m not
theoretically disputing what Mr Bewsher is sayiagd you can go through all those
points and, in a sense, they’re absolutely right,itva sense, it doesn’t put the whole
thing back together as - sort of holistic view, W& are creating here for those
people.

At the moment, | don't think we’ve succeeded iratirgg something that’s
reasonably safe. It may be possible, but | daimikiwe’ve got there at this stage,
and | wouldn't want to support it as it is now, @splly the fact that water goes
under the building, and there’s also that flooch@dong the side of the building.
Those two spaces to me are quite hazardous arsbmathing that we should be
creating, and it's unfortunate because, you knts/the nature of the site. There is
one house there and another house is in a vergudif§ituation, but if we’re going
to - you know, the thought about how you would redep it - it's quite difficult.

It's quite difficult. 1t may be possible. It may’'m not saying it isn’t possible, but
as it is at the moment, | don't think we’ve gotréhe

| - yes, we're - if we were going to do anythinigwould need to accommodate the -
what appears to be the flow and debris and notesganething that people got
caught up in or were exposed to - that would bed#sgn crunch area. I've had
thoughts about that. We haven’t come up with angthlefinite, but we’ve had
thoughts, but that would be perhaps an interagiieeess, so - which may have
architectural and planning consequences. | wokidtb see a much smaller
footprint at ground level and then a very good releae above the flow path;
another site has revised for four metres in this&osituation. That could vary here,
but those are the sort of criteria | - | had in dyiand that gives you plenty of scope
for things being carried down like in, you knowrdanaintenance - all those
aspects.

You haven'’t created a nasty little area of theding no one can maintain or it’s -
who knows what goes on in there, so that kind oifgth think might get us
somewhere more positive, but that still doesn’'trads the idea of increasing the
number of people on the site in that hazardousatsin, and that would have to be
something that would be carefully addressed -aaatrisk analysis | guess. Maybe
that could be done. Do you - do you sort of - db@s makes sense, what | just said?

MR LLOYD: Yes. | will ask Mr Delapierre a quesih. Having heard what has just
been said by the council’'s engineer, have you demnsd an alternative design?

MR DELAPIERRE: It's - look, it’s certainly a cHahging site. We've certainly -
this is the - | guess the feedback we're hearimgHe first time that there’s a
possibility of - council may - council staff maypgort a proposal if it had a -
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effectively a four-metre undercroft. My - look, mianning thoughts are if you start
from the fact that, you know, this is part of HdmmsCouncil’s housing strategy - so
they up-zoned this area, | think, 2005; | coutdwrong. As part of obviously an
LEP to increase densities, etcetera, they lookedrattraints and opportunities at the
site. It's - there’s a council pipe there. | ddhink it's unknown that the precinct
has some, you know, flooding constraints.

There would have been the opportunity as partafithtial up-zoning to look at, if
it's as bad as it's being made out to look at ¢éngg drainage reserve through this
site rather than having an - apartments on thihgplanning view is that, you

know, from my point of view - I'm not an engineehviously; I'm a town planner -
is that there seems to be a solution for the $tternsby Council started to consider
the issues when it approved the adjoining buildih80 to 34 Keeler Street. It set up
a requirement to put vehicular access in from $hatto address the issue of water
entering a basement car park for this site. boast - I've, you know, noted the
comments of both flood engineers. | guess fromagy@icant’s perspective that
there is, you know, flood free vehicular and pedastingress and egress above or to
the site and the building.

If you look at the existing building now, if onegneer says it's unsafe, there’s an
issue. The same issue applies to the townhoudessame issues apply to the park
across the road. This development acknowledgesatih&raints of the site and
ensures that future occupants can - you know, flogr levels are above the one per
cent ARI level, they can walk into and out of thte,syou know, without having to

go through floodwaters, so, yes, if we look at gyarssible impact, if there’s - if
there’s debris, if someone is walking down theettfellowing that - that big
thunderstorm, can they get washed the building® Rfmw, yes, it obviously is a
possibility; the same could happen now with ergsthouse and townhouses.

There’s fences in there now. There’s no gapseabtittom of fences. There’s
blockages. There’s a whole lot of issues thatteee. It seems to be, from what
I’'m hearing, that the council is suggesting the should either be completely
cleared and have nothing on it, or if it - basedl@comments from Mr Clark just
then, or be a cantilever building that seems teetalobby on the ground floor and -
and, you know, around three and a half to four esgbelow the slab, so that would
effectively be looking at either removing the whgleund floor apart from the lobby
and having the levels that are currently above lifting the whole building up on
stilts.

Now, you know, I'm - my planning view is that, yage lodged an initial application
with council. There were some concerns expres¥eel, as the applicant’s team, we
got that reviewed by Mr Bewsher. Mr Bewsher hasnbengaged by developers and
councils, including Parramatta and Hornsby countilgrovide flooding advice
before, so he’s typically what | would suggest gdamner, what | would, in inverted
commas, call a “conservative engineer”. He’s nadical engineer. He’s - you
want to use the term “gun for hire” - he’s not thietd of person, so | was very
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comfortable as a planner when Bewsher has cameand land said, yes, we can,
you know, support this development subject to thefations around the access.

So in my mind that’s a positive, so - and that wagjess, a vindication of our initial
engineer who said, yes, the site can be devel@etl] again come back down to
that there is that flood-free and pedestrian {avd-free pedestrian and vehicular
access provided to the development, and we sebm tking about what happens if
debris built up on the fences, what happens if sIragets swept under a building,
those kind of issues that are much harder to maaagean occur in many parts of
Sydney where you have channel - channel-wise, etscreeks or easements with
large overland flow paths and short warning tags difficult to stop every
eventuality, but | think on the balance that thifeyou’re talking, you know, danger
to life and limb, that | think this developmentais appropriate response to that and
certainly improves the existing situation and pded and appropriate level of
protection for the future residents.

MR LLOYD: Does the panel have any questions? dkh&p?

MR RYAN: Could I just pose a question, Mr Bewshér looking at the design of
the building, would you see any opportunity foresign, taking into account Mr
Clarke’s suggestions, that might improve the situnét

MR BEWSHER: You ..... asking a surface water awlic ..... so | make these
comments in terms of reduction of flood risk.

MR RYAN: Theydon't..... design the roof of thailding or anything like that.
It's just purely from a - - -

MR BEWSHER: In terms of reduction of flood riskhe ground floor level half a
metre above the 100 year flood level — that's tteepted standard for New South
Wales as an acceptable risk for property damagmi Rriow, flood risk is risk to
property and risk to life. Properties built to thendred year flood level are ..... to
get flooded, you know, because floods bigger tharmhundred year occur but that’s
an acceptable risk. So | don’t have any problean tiis building is half a metre
above the hundred year and it doesn’t need to gjoehiin terms of risk to the
property, flood risk to property. The issue ikris life. Would it be safer to have
risk to life to have the building up higher? Thaythe fencing would be designed is
to stop people getting washed under the buildifgy some pedestrian, a kid,
deciding he would like to take his surf board asrbe low point in Keeler Street
and gets washed down, the fencing within the dgreént would prevent the person
getting washed into the undercroft.

Even if they did - even if they did get washed itite undercroft, the undercroft is
not an area that gets narrower and narrower amdwarr, it actually gets wider and
wider. So | don't see those risks as being pdgrtusignificant or significantly
mitigated by having the undercroft way off the grdibut there would still be
fencing there. You would say the fencing mightdgldebris and divert water into
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neighbour property, yes, but it won'’t - it couldd® it any more than the existing
house does so | don't think that's a concern. ¥ouwld say, “Well, the fencing
might fall over. The load is so high, so much watebris”, but that could be a
matter for condition and we can easily build bagrithat don’t fall over. Sort of
vehicle restraints that are on the side of freevaayg require some very strong
cables locked in, so it - I'm sure a condition ebhbek that the fences that - - -

MR RYAN: Are structurally adequate.
MR BEWSHER: - - - are structurally adequate.

MR DELAPIERRE: And would you say there’s riskhitghow if someone’s riding
their boogy board in the flood, although thereisdes, there’s houses, there - - -

MR BEWSHER: Of course.

MR DELAPIERRE: And now | am not trying to put v in your mouth but
asking your opinion, so would the scenario we’ireklag at doing reduce the risk
from what'’s there currently now?

MR BEWSHER: Okay. So in terms of - we're talkialgout the best drownings on
Keeler Street certainly would because there wiltdreing there, whereas now we
get washed down, so it would be safer for pedestran Keller Street. In terms of
the population that’s in the house at the momenticusly it has to be safer for them
but now we’re got, instead of one family we’ve fimir families on the ground floor
and these multistories but they all have flooreythave flood free access. In a one
per cent event, they have flood free access. Evtns monster ..... event there’s
still - there is wadeable access for an able bodddt to get out. | mean, that’s - - -

MR DELAPIERRE: As well as, | guess, refuge o sés you said. They can - - -

MR BEWSHER: And they can wait on site for thes@fh minutes that would be
required before the pathway out. It doesn't haweraore .....

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Can I respond?
MR LLOYD: Yes.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: There’s different thingd gletting tangled up and |
did emphasise debris and the reason for an undgressentially - a high undercroft,
not a little one - is to provide a flow path thatedn’t get obstructed by debris, by
water borne debris. And what | was thinking of wady, say, half the width of the
building so you've reduced the footprint by aboalfh It wasn't just have a lobby or
have it on columns off the ground. So you wouldehhalf the building and then

you would have your quite substantial flow pathhapart of the building

cantilevered over that. So that, to me, removess$ue of water borne debris. It
means the water is going to be gone out of the ildyere’s no nasty undercroft area
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to maintain beneath the building. The only otlssue remaining then is - which is a
very big issue, is how you keep people safe bothimwthe property and on the
street. You've got a more refined flow path, I gage a narrower flow path, and |
suppose it's, you know, within our capacity betwesrto devise ways to keep
people safe in that general area, either in theafwirecreation area or whatever -
open safe area and in the street but that sorireg$it down to that kind of issue,
whereas the other way it’s - there’s a lot of utaiaeties around that undercroft area
which | think is just undesirable, unworkable, awtl - it will just get - it will get
closed off, I'm sure, and then you’ve got a dam, aoadl know, then you've got
water going in all directions. So just - | justtad to respond to that.

MR BEWSHER: Yes.
UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: It's not quite - - -

MR BEWSHER: Can | make just one more comment®interesting, you know,

in many areas of risk management there are cleaofo... you know. This is the
number in this area and it's the way the governnrambed their flood prone policy
back in 1984. It is a merit assessment, thougp shel clearly, you know, “You
don’t want any flood risk, don’t build inside th&RI1. Just stay out of the water”
but they didn’t say that. They said it has to beait decision because - and you've
got weigh up the flood risk on one side againstsihaal and economic cost and
sometimes environmental cost to come up with atrdedision because you can’t
just say, “Let’s not have any risk”. You know, thes risks everywhere. The issue
is, is it an acceptable risk and if you had somebags a key safety issue that you
have to address but in terms of how much saferldhymw make it, there’s economic
and society issues associated with that. It'sraqgiaa merit assessment that you
gentlemen and lady are tasked with making assesssheQertainly in my
experience as a surface water hydrologist lookirtgese sorts of developments
everywhere, around Sydney and around New SouthsMadlon’t think this is
particularly - think the flood risks at this siteeacceptable for the type of
development that I've seen in the plan. Five mesuwdn my computer | could show
you some examples of others that are - - -

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: What? They've been apprdJmit have a high risk?
Is that one way of putting it?

MR BEWSHER: Absolutely.

MR DELAPIERRE: And | don't think we're - we're mgaying that at all. We
believe, as the applicant’'s team, that - we ackadgg there’s a risk. It's a bit like,
in my mind, if you talk about a child crossing @ado a pedestrian crossing is better
than no crossing. A traffic light is better théwat, an overpass or an underpass is
even better. At what level of flood protection are talking? You know, | think -
are we talking about someone running across awithd arterial road, | don’t think
we are. You know, does it need the complete owsrpath lifts, etcetera, to use that
analogy, | don't think it is, so | think that, yémow, Don keeps - sorry, what Drew
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keeps saying is that, you know, the thing in hiadnirom a flood engineer, is the
flood free pedestrian and vehicular access is at ¢ineng to have from a flooding
perspective. People aren't - they're not trappe gite in an up to one per cent
event. There’s even the ability during a, whatVR¥ Noah’s Ark, whatever you
want to call it, but for an adult to be able to wamlit or to, you know, remain on site,
not going to be isolated for days or even houts. alshort term event. You know,
yes it's increasing density but that - the denlsédg been increasing, people are living
above flood levels, they're not in a flood chantiety can get in and out. So, yes,
that’'s what | keeping come back to as a plann&s.ah R4 zone site, it's considered
an appropriate site to increase densities. Yesetis a flooding risk but applicant’s
experts are saying that it's appropriately mitigat&o - but | understand that council
has got a different view and, as we said, the plaagigot a difficult position to make
about (a) or (b).

MR LESTER: ..... question but - well, what wouyldrosity of the enclosure - you
could vary the porosity. | mean, we talked abgut... some form of protection.
There has been valid comment about the negativadtagd the undercroft space. |
am mindful of some other projects in which I've s&¢here the porosity of the wall
was designed to allow water to get in and get @at time, is that another possibility
by manipulating and obviously looking at, as yocr@ase - decrease the porosity
you're going to increase the flow around the buiddbut you’re not negating some
movement through it. Is that another way of, imnay, closing out this concern about
a large dangerous unsightly undercroft by basialiglosing it with some sort of
porous structure. It might be block work, bricknwowvhatever, but there are
examples that | can think of where that would wouk | don’t know from the

studies that are being done whether that is songethat would be such that it
would impact adversely the flows to the point whiékgould create another risk in
itself.

MR BEWSHER: Yes. So it depends what you meaarbys .....
MR LESTER: .....

MR BEWSHER: | mean, one thinks of hit and migslbwork and that sort of
thing.

MR LESTER: Yes.

MR BEWSHER: 1don’t think that would be appropedecause it’'s got to have a
flow of water but there’s a range of options thgbu know, I'm not a hydrologist,
I’'m an architect, but there’s louvres and theréfsarts of devices that allow the
flow but still retain some aesthetic appearancesandn. So there’s a lot of options
but hit and miss brick work | wouldn’t support thathere needs to be a flow of
water because that’s what the applicant’s done ....

MR DELAPIERRE: So your suggestion would be ite®& be something with a
similar, | guess, openness .....
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MR BEWSHER: Yes.
MR DELAPIERRE: So that there might be - - -

MR BEWSHER: Flow through would be the engineejjargon that would be
being used.

MR DELAPIERRE: So you would acknowledge that Wiedume of water requires
increased openness rather than, you know, brick wih gaps or, you know, that
kind of stuff?

MR BEWSHER: Yes.

MR DELAPIERRE: So it's more - it's unfortunatelye case of what I ..... before
where the engineering’s wagging the tail and yogjetto put the engineering stuff
in front of the architectural presentation of thalding, given what we've been
talking about, the potential risk to human lifeutBou're right, there’s certainly -
even with a pool style fence are options to han®ee attractive fencing scenario
than the standard pool fencing from Bunnings.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: So all of this where, if yve talking about water, but
we’re not talking about water and as | keep playagk to you ad nauseam that
we’re talking about a mixture of water and all ksraf stuff and, you know,
everything you can imagine coming down with theaxayou know, that you've got
to design for that as well. So, | mean, the maulglis great for water, the pool
fences are great for water but the real stuffyisu know, that’s where we have this
continual problem, how you can let what's reallynmoeg down through without
going too far out of control. Did you see the pres from Japan? The amount of
debris that was being moved around there is unka#le, unbelievable. But
anyway, sorry.

MR DELAPIERRE: You did mention it's a small catehnt.

MS SMITH: Well, | have a question. We've talkaldout debris and we’re talking
about volumes of water. | want to know is thesohition that would slow that
water down and collect that debris in a more nhtmanner in that site?
UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Well, in that sense, you wd have to looking at
management of the catchment and where in the catahyou could have things like

ponds and water sensitive design on the creekmyst®e’re out doing that actually
in places but I don’t know .....

MS SMITH: But we’re not up to a micro design, wahhiis .....
UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: We haven't got that hero.

MS SMITH: No. Okay.
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UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: But it's absolutely corretttinking. That’s what we
should be doing everywhere, gradually swaying theevs out, calming the whole
thing down again

MS SMITH: So if this building was on stilts, givéhat it’s, I'm going to use the
technical term, got a coffin car park, but if itsvan stilts could we have something
in that space that would slow down water?

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Planting.

MS SMITH: So a sort of gravel planting, reed uires?
UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Yes. Landscape, tree.
MS SMITH: Small bushes.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Well, trees are better tHaushes but, yeah, | mean,
planting, landscaping.

MR BEWSHER: The normal - the normal mitigationasere that's used in those
environments ..... called a detention basin, wisdrctually about half a kilometre
downstream in, you know, Don Russell Park whereetiea large detention basis
which was built - which Hornsby Council built aftdre 1988/1990 floods. So when
you're on the downstream side of that, you're much better situation than you are
on the upstream side but you need a lot of spade an

MR DELAPIERRE: Pocket Park across the road’shigtenough?

MR BEWSHER: No. No. It would help a little Hatit not very much. The other
issues that - because it's about flow conveyarig®u slow the water down it
actually gets higher, so you’ve got to do it iroedtion where you're not going to
have third party impacts. So you usually needrabfaiof space.

MR LLOYD: Right. Well, we will retire and consd it and hopefully we can
come to a decision sooner rather than a bit latewie will have to talk about this
amongst ourselves.

MR DELAPIERRE: If | could say one more thing iy will ..... Mr Chair is that
certainly on behalf of the applicant’s team, if tf@nel considered there was some
benefit in the - you know, what I'll call the thregperts, being the two engineers
and counsel’s engineer, participating in some jdistussions to clarify their issues
and possibly identify some mitigating measureshasapplicant would be
comfortable to encourage the panel to suggestcgaation in that.

MR LLOYD: Well, we've heard from both sides so wél go and think about this.
We will take an adjournment.
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ADJOURNED [4.56 pm]

RESUMED [5.24 pm]

MR LLOYD: The panel’s decision is unanimous. Wik that there is merit in

the parties’ respective hydrological engineersiggtiogether. We disagree that this
site is not developable. We think it is, with gpeopriate design. We are
uncomfortable with the present design, so what axeldecided is this and | will ask
for this to be put up on the screen. Paragrapihelpanel is generally supportive of
the fact that this site - supportive is wrong.

MS SMITH: Yes. .....
UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: We get the gist.

MR LLOYD: That this site may be developed foreaidential flat building and that
there is an opportunity to undertake amelioratised control measures -
ameliorative. Anyway, you can correct the spellaigr. Paragraph 2, the panel is
not satisfied that the flood management measuretepresent proposal, are fully
resolved. Paragraph 3, the panel has, therefeterrdined that this application be
deferred to enable the parties’ respective hydraarigineers to confer - hydraulic is
wrong but anyway, to confer with a view to reachpagsible agreement on
appropriate flood management measures. (4) licp&at, that the applicant prepare
appropriate flood management measures for the gyp&ced areas. (5) That the
council prepare appropriate conditions of consenihé event that the flood
management measures are resolved. (6) That argsay amended plans as a
consequence be prepared. Does the panel memii@es the panel have any
comment on those? All right. Everyone happy? riglt. Well, that’s the
determination and with that we can formally conelilde meeting. We hope that
you can resolve it because we would not like totkeesite sterilised and anything
better than leaving the existing house there isrgmmovement. All right. Thank you
very much.

ADJOURNED [5.28 pm]
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