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MR D. LLOYD: Allright. So can we start the nmeg)? Let me formally declare
this meeting of the Parramatta Local Planning Papehed. In doing so | should on
behalf of the counsel acknowledge the Burramattelgal of the Durag, the
traditional custodians of Parramatta and pay résgedhe elders both past and
present. The other thing to note is that thidipubeeting is being recorded. The
recording will be archived and available on the @oks website. All care is taken
to minimise your privacy, however if you are inestlance you should be aware that
your presence may be recorded.

When we start these meetings, it's usual for usttoduce ourselves so that you
know who we are. I'm David Lloyd. I'm alawyerl’m a QC. I'm a former
judge of the Land and Environment Court. I'm enfer acting judge of the
Supreme Court. | am currently an adjunct profesestaw at Western Sydney
University.

MS H. DEEGAN: My name’s Helen Deegan. | amar@lanner with some 30
years’ experience, fellow of the Planning InstitateAustralia and have worked in
state government and in private practice.

MS A. SMITH: I'm Anne and I'm the community re@@ntative on the panel.

MR T. REED: I'm Tony Reed. I'm a charter praemal engineer and have 30
years’ experience at senior management level. e@eNManager and director of
engineering in local government. I'm a membethef management committee of
the New South Wales roads and transport directorate

MR R. HUSSEY: I'm Bob Hussey, engineer and plannBormer commissioner of
the Land and Environment Court for 20-odd years@mat to that senior local
government and private development experience.

MR LLOYD: Allright. With that we can move sight on to the agenda. The
first item on the agenda is the proposal for 327iway Avenue Parramatta. We
have noticed that there are people who wish toksped we have notice that an
adjournment is sought. Who wishes to speak @?thi

MR COBURN: [ can start, Mr Chair. My name’s Ad&oburn. I'm registered
as being - - -

MR LLOYD: This is your letter that you sent us?
MR COBURN: Yes, I've authored the letter on béloél - -
MR LLOYD: Well, before you start you have to leeorded.

MR COBURN: Oh, sorry.
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MR LLOYD: So if you're speaking you should sietie and speak near to that
microphone. For the record, your name?

MR COBURN: Adam Coburn.
MR LLOYD: Thank you.

MR COBURN: So chair yes, we've provided a letterl think, being tabled to the
panel members requesting a deferral of the detatioimof the application. Whilst
we’'ve had some positive dialogue with council angbies back over the course of
the year. In September we submitted a package@afmentation that we believe
that we was an, in principle, set of documents.our covering letter to council we
acknowledge that this was not a complete set ofithents.

It was a work in progress for future discussioie then had a further meeting with
council staff in October and then that resultedaancil talking to different agencies
including Parramatta Light Rail, SES and we wenasati that council will then be
making the determination of the application basethe number of issues, primarily
to do with height and flooding. We asked for ateasion to be able to respond to
the issues raised because we saw them as beiregequiplex and given the history
there’s been a number of refusals and court cases.

We didn't necessarily want to go down that path¥aaya third time. Unfortunately
council denied our opportunity for an extensiotiimfe to submit additional
information and the application before you is ailiesf that. We can certainly take
you through our response to the issues. Unfotélyaa lot of the issues in the
report are new issues that we haven’t been abilesfmond to. There’s issues to do
with vegetation, basics, contamination and the ntegpecknowledges those issues
haven't been provided to us because of the kegssthat council does have with
height and flooding.

Nonetheless, we think it's fair and reasonableaad|d provide, | suppose, natural
justice to my client and our team if there was fedal to give us one last
opportunity to provide a comprehensive pack baaotmcil who’ve had some
positive dialogue with Parramatta Light Rail whe aur direct interface to the north.
And we've also entered into some discussions WiB.S The issue there is around
refuge in place and flooding. We believe thattils a practical solution and we’ve
also submitted a further report which was appertdedy letter from iSafe which is
to do with an emergency response to assist inwheuation of the property in the
flood event.

So they're the key factors | suppose why we aslafdeferral. We do have the
architect here, the flood engineer and myself $poead to some of the other issues
around height and flooding. And we believe therbe the two key issues.
Flooding probably first and foremost and then heitlte second issue.

.MEETINGS 18.12.18 P-3
©Auscript Australasia Pty Limited ~ Transcript in Gmence



10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

MR LLOYD: If we agree to your application to detais, will this involve the
submission of amended plans?

MR COBURN: Yes, what we'd like to do is to obvsdy talk to the agencies again.
Those two agencies | mentioned. Have another st - - -

MR LLOYD: They're here now, as | see.

MR COBURN: With council. The agencies, sorrWell, no. But we’d like to
submit a complete pack. As | said, we werend@féd the opportunity to submit a
comprehensive pack that responded to all the isslre®ur letter we acknowledge
that we needed to provide an updated SEE and dtloeimentation and again we
weren’t able to do that, so. We’d certainly ltkestill have that dialogue with
council, submit an additional pack and we’re hafguyyou to put some time frames
around what would be an appropriate time. Weagdst don’t want to see this
dragged on too much further. And | expect thgbifl were to give us a deferral
there would be some strict time frames around thas. | said, we’'d just really
appreciate that opportunity for one further oppoitiuto respond.

MR LLOYD: Allright. Panel, do we agree to thaguest?
MS DEEGAN: Yeah, that's fine.

MR LLOYD: Do you agree?

MR REED: Yeah, agree.

MR HUSSEY: [I'm inclined to think that the mattgnould be dealt with today. |
think that you read the long history that this m&stbeen going on about for the
period it's been going on. They're prescribedetiperiods the council has to deal
with the application. We have a detailed assessm@ort now. There are some
significant omissions. The flooding is a basiagideration. It should be to the
point that we're satisfied that the flooding wik ldealt with and the risk to persons
and property is acceptable. That certainly isthetcase and | think | understand
that to get the information there’s probably a fairof modelling to be done on what
we see before us in a fairly detailed report.

That could take quite a considerable period. inktit’s better if you liaise afresh
and get the application you want to be considepedirial assessment. We look at
the height and what is there? A variation oftiegght of 85 per cent. That's how
much higher it is and on the basis of the claus@tian written request, | would not
be prepared to support that degree of variatiothersite at this present time. So |
don’t think there are minor amendments to be madbkat proposal. Rather I think
to come closer or council’s plans envisaged fot énea, it's a major one. And I'd
support the recommendation that this applicatiorefiesed.

MR LLOYD: Well, what do you — I'll just see whéte rest of the panel thinks.
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MR REED: I'd defer.
MR LLOYD: You would defer?

MS DEEGAN: | think it's acceptable to defer butduld just probably extend the
question. That is, whether or not a developmpptieation is the right mechanism
to which you should also be thinking about if yoa bboking at the kind of heights
that you're talking about. | would echo the sasomment. | think your height is
quite excessive and these are clause 4.6 in tlaignastance is not necessarily being
demonstrated to be a rational reason for that laeie tmay be a plain proposal if you
are seeking to increase height as well as sonteeasther matters before you.

MR LLOYD: So that might be the — the majoritytbe panel | think is prepare to
defer at your request.

MR COBURN: Yes.
MR LLOYD: Butthese are some of the points theatdnbeen troubling us.

MR COBURN: Sure, sure. That time will give us@pportunity then to make sure
we respond to those - - -

MR LLOYD: | mean, we’re not determining the matt@w.
MR COBURN: No, | understand. | understand.

MR LLOYD: Well, the determination of the panelasthe request of the
application. The application is deferred to erahk applicant to provide further
information.

MS DEEGAN: And to continue maybe to liaise withuacil officers to resolve
identified issues.

MR LLOYD: Yes, but — note that the decision ig nopanimous and Mr Hussey
dissents from that determination. It was not imaas and Mr Hussey dissents.
Dissents. D-i-s-s-e-n-t-s. Do you want to anlthiat, Mr Hussey?

MR HUSSEY: No, no. Ithink | gave sort of myas®ns there and | think that a
fair bit more convincing work has got to be donetloarisk analysis with that
flooding information.

MR COBURN: Yeah, yeah. There is any morewe will respond and appreciate
your comments. And with that we can move ontmite2. This is the proposed
townhouse development at 1 Dunmore Avenue CarlmdgfdoNe have notice of two
speakers on this application. Two speakers. ,Ndvo’'s going to go first? You
have to be recorded.
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MR McNEILLY: My name is David John McNeilly. m a retired professional
engineer and | live in 4 Baker Street Carlingfopphosite the proposed development.

MR LLOYD: You're an objector, | take it.
MR McNEILLY: Yes.

MR LLOYD: Allright. You have three minutes gfiag now. Three minutes.
All right?

MR McNEILLY: My wife and | have no overall objeon to the project. It's a
sticking point relating to the easement that'shatltack of the project. There's a
storm water pipe that runs from Baker Street to Gemand High School and it runs
through the backyard of all the properties on ¢ of Dunmore Avenue. None of
the existing properties have a back boundary fen&r.arrangement made by the
then Broken Hills council when the pipe was inst@labout 50 years ago. In effect,
the easement formed part of the property’s backsadlis enjoyed by and cared for
by the resident. They are separated from thehbeigrs at the back of the boundary
fence north of the easement.

The development seeks to construct a back bouridacg for number 1 Dunmore
Avenue, thus boxing in and isolating a strip ofdapproximately two metres wide
by 45 metres long. There will be a build-up ofeds and broken branches and a
breeding ground for vermin. Birds will transméesls. It will be a fire hazard in
dry weather. Access by council or land care gsdop maintenance will be via
private property and fence claim. Council hasalglour concern but has simply
imposed a condition that the back boundary fencef Itiee flow-through type which
is related to flood control.

This does not address the concern raised by tkeofeaccess and may have a
deleterious effect on the residents who will noakiohrough this see through fence
at the pile of rubbish at the back. Furthermtre,survey plan that’'s attached to the
documents by Chadwick Chen indicates that the dbstocmwater pipe does not

run along the middle of the easement but runs alle@gouthern boundary of the
easement, meaning probably up to half the pipehnadtroaches onto the property
of number 1. This means the boundary fence wilbbbilt on top of the pipe,

making any repair to the pipe more difficult anghemsive in the future.

So in summary we have a landlocked box two metyetbhmetres at the back.
Presumably it's council’s property to look after iThey can’t get into it other than
going through private property and climbing overdes and we’re concerned and
our neighbour who lives next door, he will suppbrt We're concerned that that’s
not desirable. It's not in the public interesbtux in a section like that. We suggest
the status quo apply, which is applied for all dlegelopment down that side of the
street in the last 20 years where a back boundaugefis not built and the residents
enjoy the easement land as part of their backyaddlzey look after it. There’s no
build-up of weeds. There’s no problem for anyhodyo that's what we want.
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MR LLOYD: Allright. Thank you.

MR McNEILLY: Okay.

MR LLOYD: That's your three minutes.

MR McNEILLY: Yes.

MR HUSSEY: Can |l just ask a question?

MR McNEILLY: Sure.

MR HUSSEY: How long did you say you've lived th@r
MR McNEILLY: Forty-five years.

MR HUSSEY: Have you observed any floods going ndwat overland flow path?
MR McNEILLY: There’s a flood about every eightare and it’s pretty horrific.

MR HUSSEY: Relative to the back undercroft arEthe house on the block, how
close would the water go to that carport area?

MR McNEILLY: Say that again, please? |didni-

MR HUSSEY: That carport area - - -

MR McNEILLY: Yes.

MR HUSSEY: - - - how close would the water gdhat in the flood events?
MR McNEILLY: Which do you mean the carport areahe back of the house?
MS DEEGAN: The existing dwelling.

MR LLOYD: The existing house.

MS DEEGAN: The existing dwelling.

MR McNEILLY: On the existing house?

MR HUSSEY: The existing house.

MR McNEILLY: Yeah, it floods through there. dtprobably in the old
measurement two feet high running through.
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MR HUSSEY: So the open space area down thergd@lenback boundary would
be fairly wet and damp at times, whatever?

MR McNEILLY: When it floods, yes. But it onlydods when the pipe — which is
about, | don’t know, say two feet in the old measoents — when it can’t cope with
the water.

MR HUSSEY: Yeah.

MR McNEILLY: Normally the rain, you know, runs dm the pipe and there’s no
flooding. But when Baker Street overflows, beeatle pipe can’t take the water,
the flood runs down and it's up to two feet. Ahak witness eight in the 45 years
that I've been there. Sorry, I've witnessed silX's about every eight years. Six
eights are 48.

MR HUSSEY: Thanks.

MR McNEILLY: So there is an issue.

MR LLOYD: Thank you.

MR McNEILLY: Thank you.

MR LLOYD: Yes, your turn. Again, for the recoydur name and address.

MR WEN MA: My name is Wei Wen Ma. Normally, gge call me Willy.
William Ma. 1 lived in 1A Dunmore Avenue, Carlifayd, just next neighbour to
David McNeilly.

MR LLOYD: Allright. Now, you have three minwgestarting now.

MR WEN MA: Okay. Thank you. | have two poittsmake. The first one, we
have common points with the neighbour, David McNeilIt's about — simple. We
are not here to oppose this program. This pragegkay — looks okay for me and
for my neighbour, but | just want to make thingstéde Look better and we have
more beautiful streetscape and easy life. Tiseétling is the common point — as
David mentioned, we just need — not more, becacsarding to the picture and the
plan and the graph or the diagram showed to méaemestisting house, number 1
Dunmore Avenue, behind them there’s a kind of fulalind. It's owned by council,
by here’s council but not, | don’t know, Parramatancil.

But this land will be isolated by putting a fen@er®body can get in and they will be
left like a wasteland. Like a wasteland, so etleng in there and nobody can clean
and that could be a problem. That caused a liitlef a problem for the whole
street. That's the common concern. Maybe wepcesh the fence but the existing
house fence further to the easement and — justemiwe. You don’t need two fences
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and two fences leave a wasteland. | think tHagtser. Just get rid of wasteland
and also the house. The residence of the futnmed) they can use the land.

The land’s not wasted and also somebody works hé&ieat’s the first point.

Second point is about our point. We live in 1Aritnore and adjoining neighbour
with number 1 Dunmore Avenue, but we do want a wetid fence block between
us because a solid fence — over the flat just Samet— | remember once in 2012,
our backyard flooded full of water. Nearly gotanmy house, but nearly. Neatrly,
okay. Six years ago. | know that’s not veryeaftbut sometimes there’s still a
possibility. So where does the water come froMvater from Baker Street. Baker
Street is higher than our land and it flows oveéo imy garden and into my
neighbour’s garden.

If they had a fence — block — so our land becom&sgimming pool — yeah, they
cannot go through. So | want them to flow throfgince that me. The fence leaves
some space underneath so water can go througke. otlbr thing, not very
transparent. There’s no promising if, like, arswiing pool fence. Anybody can
see, so a little bit covered to protect our privanyg let the water go through, because
higher than Baker Street, our land and the othet fanumber 1 is a little bit lower
than Baker Street. The water goes this way.

MR LLOYD: Your three minutes are up.

MR WEN MA: Okay.

MR LLOYD: All right.

MR WEN MA: Okay. That's all.

MR LLOYD: Okay.

MR WEN MA: Thank you.

MR LLOYD: Now, is someone here for the applican€ome forward, please.

MR DELAPIERRE: Thank you, Mr Chair. My nameBsad Delapierre. I'm a
consultant town planner on behalf of the applicaltts on the screen over there on
the right. | think there was some late registrati So, yeah. Thank you for
listening to me to start with. So as you're awfaoen reviewing the assessment
report, this application was in this iteration sutb@ad to council back in August
2017. There’s been some — at the time of lodgénapproval was sought for five
townhouses. Going through the process with cotnasing regard to their planning
concerns and concerns with regards to stormwatentaonnd flow and flooding, the
proposal has been reduced to the current propesaiebyou for four townhouses.

We've also modified the proposal in response toesofrthe issues received through
the submissions with regards to privacy. At oampin the plans there were some
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balconies that wrapped around the side of the dpwetnt. They've now gone. As
outlined in the assessor’s report, we comply withreil’s primary planning control
of height at the site. We also comply with colisdensity control that's contained
in the Hills TPP. In respect to some of the issased by objectors, | again
reiterate flooding has been one of the primaryeats\of this site. There was plenty
of discussion about the rear fence and | notedbancil has required the rear
boundary fence to be open-style fencing.

There was some concerns expressed today and sulbngssions about accessing
the drainage corridor at the rear of the site tloainects through to Baker Street.
Certainly as the applicant we are certainly pregpémeaccept a condition that
requires an easement for access to be provided divanhwould be the western
portion of the site and in the yard of unit 4 toiitate additional access to that
easement. |, you know, do note that when | rexfewCadastre plans, | don’'t know
the topography that well, but it does appear taneghto Baker Street, so whether it
Is possible to walk through there, | don’t knowt bsaid in addition to that we’d
certainly be prepared to have an easement thaid@wanother access point to that
rear drainage land.

With respect of the flooding — you know, there ek about how far up the flood
levels come through the site. Certainly, I'm mgi@eer but our engineer spent lots
of time discussing that matter with council to coapewith adequate plans that
addressed their concerns and as advised in the @pmcil was accepting of that.
As the panel is aware, townhouses are a diffiacuthfof development to deliver.
That’s one of the reasons the state governmergdsthe missing middle and we
believe approval of this development would assi# delivering alternate dwellings
in ... dwelling stock in an accessible locatiohm here with the project’s architect,
Mr J. EI-Sabbagh and we’d be happy to answer aegtipns panel members may
have and again thank you for listening.

MR LLOYD: Allright. Before you go away we hageme questions. This is the
first time we have looked at this proposal andfost impression is that the site is
certainly suitable for townhouses but we query Wwaett’s suitable for four. It's
probably more suitable for three. What do youtsajat?

MR DELAPIERRE: Look, I certainly believe the sde proposed for the four
townhouses is suitable. If you look at the pldhs,townhouses are certainly are in
a garden setting with adequate setbacks to th¢ fieer and side. They're provided
with adequate courtyard sizes. They're providéti adequate solar access. The
internal dimensions of the townhouse are quite garge You know, we’re not
going down to the terraced style where you’d enavitp, you know, sort of three
and half metre widths, anything like that. Theyery generous inside.

| certainly think that, you know, if the proposaémt back to three, you would still
have almost an identical building footprint, yowkn for the buildings. So it would
just be division of internal spaces and open spatten the complex. And |
certainly believe the plans illustrate that an appiate, level amenity from an
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internal planning point of view from access to ogpace, access to parking, is
delivered through the division of four - - -

MR LLOYD: They're not the only points. | thifdr Hussey has some valid
points that he’d like to put to you.

MR HUSSEY: Yeah, I'm interested in that propasitibecause there is the flooding
report and we got the other detail flooding reolittle bit later, so | haven't had a
great deal of time to have a look at the exacteguences of that flooding. But
when you look at the proposal, there’s a 40 pet eamation in the minimum lot

size. If you look then at the open space, thelantiscaping you propose is 41.8 per
cent which is less than the 50 per cent requirétid a couple of the townhouses
that require an open space is less than the sthnalaich means it's a bit tight.

When we had a look at the character of that am@emlly low density houses, green
space around them, lot of trees. Seven treegaang to get removed in this. So |
think that main open-space area along the backenitisrsubject to repeated regular
flooding has reduced amenity and | would think #hait more space around them by
reducing it to three townhouses would enable campk with the amount of open
space and much better compliance with the typeeweéldpment that's envisaged on
my reading of the planning controls.

MS DEEGAN: And just expanding on that, we do rnbig the minimum lot size is
1,800 square metres. We are almost an entirdibgit a residential house block
below that in this circumstance and acknowledgimg &s a clause provision it
allows council to vary that site in certain circuareces whether the extent of
variation is really appropriate and given someheftonstraints that we’re hearing
about, particularly from a flooding point of view.

MR DELAPIERRE: | guess in response to that irareg to private open space
division, the smallest court yard and includingyottle rear courtyard is around the
68 square metre mark. Now, that's quite genemotesrms of an open space area for
a townhouse. There’s other planning controlsgf@mple the city of Parramatta for
the old Parramatta council suggesting a 40 squateemourtyard is adequate.
There’s other controls that consider a 25 squateenceurtyard is adequate for
townhouses. So in my planning view a courtyar@®8quare metres is a very
generous courtyard for this style of developmeAnd if it was an apartment
building, you know, we’re all aware the ADG talksoait having a 15 square metre
ground courtyard. So | would think that in regatd private open space division,
having regards to the fact that all these four toeuses are provided with, you

know, secondary front courtyards as well that aegadte level of private open space
is provided. In terms of a landscaped area ther@y understanding is that the
majority of developments are approved under thésHtibntrols for multi-unit —
multi-dwelling housing. You know, vary that 50 pent landscape controllers. It's
one of those controls that | haven’t seen andraoempliance in a proposal of this
scale.
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In terms of orderly development, you're right. atlg, you would include No.1A
Dunmore Street in the proposal. We endeavoured that. We, you know — we
followed the court planning principle. We’ve madeltiple offers and haven’t been
able to incorporate that development or that sitie our development. So we
certainly — yes — don’t believe that the proposdble is an overdevelopment. We
do believe it's a modest townhouse developmentwiibatesult in a built form that
resembles a townhouse development in a gardengsetthich is, you know, the
Hills controls are about, the garden shire, etreete

MR LLOYD: | mean, for my part, I'm concerned thhts land is 40 per cent
undersize for townhouse development, and | doiriktfeel inclined to allow the
clause 4.6 variation.

MR DELAPIERRE: Well, it's a matter of whether tpanel believes that it actually
requires a clause 4.6 departure.

MS DEEGAN: No, it doesn't.

MR LLOYD: Yes.

MS DEEGAN: There’s still the standards .....

MR LLOYD: Yes. I'msorry. Yes. Butthatis amcern. Any other questions?

MS DEEGAN: Yes. |just wanted to come back.tdusuggestion. Okay. Just
running down the track of if we were looking atgmtially reducing the dwelling
numbers to three, hearing that concerns have laésedrby your residents. And |
think there’s a difficult position where when yoa'got a flood land you obviously
need to protect people from moving into those fleatérs in the event of a flood.
So therefore, the fencing is part of the approhelis adopted by council in normal
circumstances.

If there was to be — if the existing fencing cob&lbrought back and made — and we
actually had a landscape strip against the easembith was left to be managed by
and remained in common ownership and it was maietaand managed by the body
corporate in the manner that your neighbours areeting. And then you could

still have your fencing around each of the indiatunits to provide for the safety
issues in relation to the flooding concerns. | mehat could be a possible solution.

Yes, it might result in a reconfiguration of unaisd whether that would still mean
you could achieve the four. Is that something Whatld be worth thinking through,
having heard the concerns of your neighbours?

MR DELAPIERRE: Look, certainly in regards to temcing. | certainly think that
the — whether it was low or open fencing, thosel kahaspects, | think there’s
opportunity that way. | would have some conceramfa maintenance point of view
if it was beyond the fencing because it would belha delineate what is council
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property, you know, what is in the common open sghere. Councils often get
concerned about maintenance of their open spaads;parly if it's, you know,
townhouse perspective. You would typically hayegau know, mowing lawn or
vegetation introduced, whereas council’s often noorgcerned about having native
riparian vegetation and not necessarily regulanteaance or mowing, those kind of
aspects.

So my personal view or planning view would be I'toecessarily think that is the
best solution to, you know, reduce the delinealietween what is common open
space and what is council property. | think thauild be troublesome for all parties.
| certainly agree that providing access to coutacget in there for maintenance
purposes when required would be a positive aspadtcertainly there is the
possibility to do that.

On the western boundary there’s, | think, a minimyou know, point — minimum
of 3.7 metres between the edge of the buildingthadoundary, so that’s certainly
enough to get a good-sized ute down there andigg®sien a small truck down
there to assist with maintenance following thesenstevents that seem to occur
every eight years, based on the residents and/ttieree, and they possibly
experienced it in the last couple of days, so, kmow, where there’s a need to go
down there, remove, you know, vegetation that’seziflung down the street or
blown off in the wind.

So that’s a certainly positive aspect. | don’hkhif you reduced it to three that there
would be much of a difference to the building eopel. The building envelope has
already been, to a large extent, set by the flapdonstraints of the site that are
down that western boundary and that northern bayndao | again reiterate that
even if the panel was of a mind to have three dmgd| the footprint would be
extensively the same and it would just result likely result in larger dwellings,
because at the moment it's — what — | think it's fiwurs and two twos. You'll
probably end up with three fours and a three.

So | think from a planning point of view having tteevnhouses, the two-bedroom
dwellings, is a plus. The dwelling mix of the ldtais typically three to four
bedroom dwellings, and I think having that diversit dwelling stock is good
compared to the — either the detached dwellingsrarthe site or, further afield, the
apartment buildings that have recently, you knoserberected in Carlingford.

MS SMITH: | have a question about how many benr®e - -

MR LLOYD: Yes.

MS SMITH: - - - we're talking about.

MR LLOYD: Go ahead.
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MS SMITH: Through this document I've been readabgut three-bedroom units
and two-bedroom units. One two-bedroom unit aneetithree-bedroom unit. But
you're referring to a four-bedroom unit?

MR DELAPIERRE: Yes. Well, to be honest I'm hapgpygo through the plans, but
| am relying on the executive summary of the - - -

MS SMITH: Yes.
MR DELAPIERRE: - - - report direct - - -

MS SMITH: I'm having conflicts between the exaeatsummary and the reality of
the planning documents.

MR DELAPIERRE: The architect’s just advising nmatt all the townhouses are
three-bedrooms.

MS SMITH: They're all three bedrooms. So in fdwt last unit No.1 where
you've got marked rumpus, it's actually a bedrosmt? On the upper level.

MR DELAPIERRE: We're changing our minds agairo it a - - -

MS SMITH: Right.

MR DELAPIERRE: So there’s one times two, and twahree.

MS SMITH: One times two, and three by three.

MR DELAPIERRE: That's correct. Apologies for thacorrect information.
MR McNEILLY: Mr Chairman, could | make a comment?

MR LLOYD: No.

MR McNEILLY: Could | make a comment or not? Arout of order now?
MR LLOYD: We’'ll hear from the applicant first.

MR McNEILLY: Thank you.

MR HUSSEY: Could I check one other thing. Wdkpending if the application’s
approved, have you had a look at the conditions?

MR DELAPIERRE: Yes. We have reviewed the comdis that accompany the
report and we are accepting of those conditions.
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MR HUSSEY: Okay. Condition 121, I think it isgrs of brings our attention to this
flooding aspect, and it requires that there b@adlevacuation report put in. Have
you given any thought to that?

MR DELAPIERRE: Haven't got the condition in froot me. | saved some paper
and only printed out the deferred commencementitond But in terms of a flood
evacuation report, it's certainly a fairly commaguirement for this kind of
development, and yes, we’ve certainly had an ergithat’'s been a key part of the
team since before the application was lodged, seewertainly aware and, you
know, that on a flood constrained site that, yes, go need a flood evacuation plan
prepared for people, you know, move into the dgualent. So - - -

MR HUSSEY: So have you given any thought to hbat's actually going to
work?

MR DELAPIERRE: I haven’t, because I'm the towmamher on the on project - - -
MR HUSSEY: All right.

MR DELAPIERRE: - - - and not the engineer angoly know — as you’'d be well
aware, it'd be fraught with danger a planner suicmgself having a go at the flood
report, but I'm getting close to the conditions,| ®an certainly have a look at it.
MS DEEGAN: What number was it, sorry?

MR REED: Ninety-eight.

MS DEEGAN: Ninety-eight.

MR HUSSEY: Yes. So it's condition 24 and it'stgmint 2,

“All measures, including flood evacuation measwestained in the flood
management report shall form part of the constarctertificate”.

It just seems that somebody with some expertiskanshould do it properly.

MR DELAPIERRE: And certainly | agree that a floedacuation report needs to be
prepared by an expert in that field, and if — I'nt sure if you're suggesting the
condition doesn't iterate that, and certainly ifidesn’t | would certainly agree that it
should.

MS SMITH: Mr Chair, | have another consideratlon concerned about from the
basement carpark setbacks. The basement will &citiiato the front setback area
by up to 3.4 metres and the eastern side setbaakbogr.69 metres. So your
comment was that the footprint was not changethaitwould certainly be a big
impact if it went from four to three townhousestbat encroachment.
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MR DELAPIERRE: To be honest, having a look atdlesign of the basement | —
and noting the flood constraints of the site, & the parking would end up in the
same location. There might be one less spaceie,tbecause the space is a tandem,
so there’s a requirement for the visitor spacesd,Aou know, if you took out, for
example, you know, unit 3’'s parking and put a visgipace in there, you would still
have a visitor's — one of the two visitor's spaaes associated manoeuvring area
within the front setback, so it'd only be a verynmii increase in deep soil.

And | would guestimate it to be in the order oftrgigquare metres, something like
that, because it’'s just because of the need — begaw’re chasing the grade with
the basement, and the need to manoeuvre and thentgmarking, so | don’t think it
would greatly increase. As | said, my guestimabelleé be in the order of eight
square metres.

MS SMITH: Thank you.

MR LLOYD: Any other questions? You say you've gour architect here.
MR DELAPIERRE: Ido. The.....

MR LLOYD: Please come forward.

MR EL-SABBAGH: State my name?

MR LLOYD: Yes, please.

MR EL-SABBAGH: Joe El-Sabbagh from Design Corglitects.

MR LLOYD: Thank you. You've heard our commeni&/hat do you say about
reducing it from four to three?

MR EL-SABBAGH: From five to four?
MR LLOYD: Four to three.

MR EL-SABBAGH: So we've already reduced it frome to four. So the history
of this application is we initially attended a magtwith The Hills Shire Council.
The owners have — and we can clarify this withatigining neighbour because his
concerns have not been anything to do with beiolgtied, as such. So we
determined that this size actually isolated irous right, in order for it to be
developed.

Now, when things changed and this application is hefore Parramatta Council
due to the boundary changes, there were discussitimghe Parramatta team and
the Hills Shire team to continue with the adviceegi initially. Having done further
flood studies and so on and the fact that havivg diwellings on the site was going
to be an issue, especially with the size of thgioal basement and the overland flow
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and so on, so we reduced the actual developmédotitagownhouses. Four
townhouses which were actually smaller than thigailiownhouses. | want to say
smaller in regards to the number of bedrooms armhso

So to actually reduce further to three, I'm stiltloe opinion with Brad where the
footprint of the development would not change. Alkdow this panel may or may
not consider the financial aspect of a developm#&¥ihen this development was
purchased, the actual market was completely difteiewnhat it is today. So having
a loss of one unit is already a sort of a big deesth a development point of view,
that it could potentially not stack up as it i0 i&ither | or Brad can actually make a
decision on behalf of the owners to lose anothér hacause losing another unit
would just mean we probably would not consider tigyaent at all.

So if that’s the intention, then, you know, theas e no development on this site,
because three townhouses would not work. Anckif there to work from a size
point of view, they'd be fairly large townhouseshease the footprint would not
change. I'd definitely be going with much largewnhouses to try and recoup some
of the losses, but then it goes against everytimmggards to affordability. This
product provides something that the area needghagitownhouses for families,
small families, someone that's starting up, o@asition from a residential flat unit
for someone that can’t actually afford a four-beanohome.

So I'm definitely against the recommendation ofihgwthree townhouses rather than
the four, for obvious reasons. But, again, it's-Ameither one of us is in a position
to make such a statement or agree to somethirigso$c¢ale without going back to
the client and discussing it with him.

MR LLOYD: Any questions?

MR HUSSEY: But you would look at the planning trmts and see what the site
constraints were initially, wouldn’t you? And yowuld've seen that the soft
landscaping required 50 per cent of the site. @&pbsay the footprint wouldn’t
change, but if you were going to have reasonabigptiance with the controls in the
first place, your footprint’s too big.

MR EL-SABBAGH: As stated by Brad, there’s alregag¢cedence under the
Townhouse Code in the Hills Shire Council that mexa@mplied with that 50 per cent
landscape.

MR HUSSEY: Well, we don’t know about that.

Mr EL-SABBAGH: It was an objective. It's more @it having the right
objectives. And what we've proposed have actuaky those objectives, so we do
have a courtyard that is usable by the occuparite. landscaping is used. We've
actually enhanced further landscaping to actuaks tcare of some of the privacy
concerns that the objectors have raised. Soyiis know — we can talk about
numerical compliance, but we also have to looktsmwn merits. And this is where
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we believe, on its own merits, whether it's thredour, | believe the footprint would
not change.

MR HUSSEY: So there’d be more people there infoluie units, would there?
Mr EL-SABBAGH: Of course there would be. The-- -

MR HUSSEY: Okay. Well, I think that one of tHertgs that goes towards
supporting the three units is, it's probably ngfraat practice to allow intensification
of residential development adjacent to these flioalale creeks. There’s a danger
risk there. The risk may be reduced to some extéhtless people close to the
creek.

MR EL-SABBAGH: Sorry, | — let me rephrase. | waesying that there would be
more people in the three townhouses, because toey e two-bedroom
townhouses. They’'d be four-bedroom townhouses.

MS DEEGAN: You've only got one unit that's twodveom. The other three are
three bedrooms.

MR EL-SABBAGH: Correct. But the footprint, wheou average that out and add
..... we’'re talking 70 square metres downstairs4hdpstairs. You average that out
over the three, that’s an additional bedroom autmaildy, so definitely there’ll be
more cars and there’ll definitely be more peoplamswverage for a townhouse.

MR DELAPIERRE: The total population would vergdiy remain the same,
whether it was three or four because you would shifour-bedroom townhouses to
try and, as said, recoup some of the additiona¢ese that you would have over the
three townhouses. The density, in my mind, woddhe same. In terms of the
density envisaged by the planning controls, theaedgnsity of 95 dwellings per
hectare under the planning controls in the DCR di§éctively, the equivalent to an
FSR.

The development complies with that density contrahe DCP that as | said is the
measure about, you know, what are the number afttlowses you can achieve on a
site, and that's based on a per person based drethheoms. So as | said, we — the
development does comply with that requirementsSgbé&sons per hectare as a
maximum, so it equates to, | think, 10-odd persamgthis development proposes
10-odd persons.

MR LLOYD: Any more questions?

MS DEEGAN: No.

MR LLOYD: Thank you.

MR McNEILLY: Mr Chairman, could | make a commeanmtam | out of order?
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MR LLOYD: You've had your turn.

MS DEEGAN: We can withdraw.

MR LLOYD: I think the panel will have to retire tonsider this one. What we
might do is ask you to wait. We'll stand this neattlown and deal with some of the
other ones and then come back to it because weing ¢o have to spend some time
with this one. Is that agreeable to the panel?

MR HUSSEY: Yes.

MS DEEGAN: Yes.

MR LLOYD: Yes. Allright. So, I'm sorry, you'llust have to wait a bit.

MR DELAPIERRE: We're happy to wait.

MR LLOYD: And we’ll move onto the next item, 14a&wood Avenue, Eastwood.
This is the modification application to an approwe@rding house development.
Let me see. Who's here. No one wishes to addrélss.panel inspected the site of
this earlier in the day and the panel, | thinkhappy with the recommendation.

MS DEEGAN: Yes.

MR LLOYD: So the determination of the panel ithe wording’s not quite right.
That the Parramatta Local Planning Panel — I'litgetwording right. Got it here
somewhere. After the words, “Parramatta Local RilagnPanel”, add the following
words, “Exercising the functions of the councilthe consent authority pursuant to
the provisions of s.4.16 of the Environmental Piagrand Assessment Act 1979,
grants development consent”, et cetera. OkayelRappy?

MS DEEGAN: Yes.

MR LLOYD: You happy? We’'re happy with the reconmdation, in other words,
in this case.

MR REED: This is the ..... ---
MS STEPHENS: Boarding house.
MR REED: The boarding house.
MR LLOYD: All right.

MR HUSSEY: The recommendation at the end ofighah p.196, is it? Of the
agenda?
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MR LLOYD: No, 171.

MS STEPHENS: |don’t have an agenda.

MS DEEGAN: .....

MS STEPHENS: The online one, remember, is diffete the printed one.

MR HUSSEY: Why do | have a conclusions and recemaation to modify
condition No.1? Is this a modification?

MS STEPHENS: Yes.

MR HUSSEY: Is that what we're doing? Modifyin@ it
MS STEPHENS: Yes.

MS DEEGAN: Yes.

MR LLOYD: Yes, we are. You're right.

MR HUSSEY: Yes. So the approval is to the follegvmodification, modify No.1

in the following way, and, No.2, delete condition.l2. Is that it?
MR CHONG: It’s in the officer report.

MS DEEGAN: No.

MR HUSSEY: It's written different.

MS STEPHENS: It must be different.

MS DEEGAN: No.

MR LLOYD: Well, if you - - -

MR HUSSEY: There’s a recommendation there tontepo

MR LLOYD: Yes. The recommendation.

MR REED: That was their previous report, | think.

MR LLOYD: The recommendation is on p.171.

MR HUSSEY: But this is to modify. Are we modifyg this now?

MS DEEGAN: We’re modifying the existing approval.
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MS SMITH: For the boarding house.

MS DEEGAN: For the boarding house.

MS STEPHENS: Yes. You're in the — you're in Idithe old version, which is a
recommendation from the officer. That's from ththis is the bit that’s just going in
here.

MR HUSSEY: So that covers all?

MS STEPHENS: Yes.

MR HUSSEY: Allright. So - - -

MS DEEGAN: ..... in that last one.

MR CHONG: Endorses the modification as - - -

MS STEPHENS: Endorses the modification, yes.

MR LLOYD: So, all right. Are we happy?

MR HUSSEY: Yes.

MR LLOYD: Allright. That'sit. All right. Wecan move onto item 5.4, please.
15-19 Essex Street, Epping. This is the applicafoo a residential flat building for
78 apartments at that address. And we have a rmushbeople that wish to speak
on this application. Mr Zhou.

MR ZHOU: Yes. I'm here.

MR LLOYD: You can go first.

MR ZHOU: Okay.

MR LLOYD: You can go first.

MR ZHOU: Thank you. Okay. My name is Rongpirodh I'm living at 8 Brenda
Way, Epping, and it's a building very close to 19 Essex Street. Very close to
that. | have two concerns. |think let me addtisdirst one. The first one is about
construction safety. Why is this one? Firstly hessawe have been through .....
situation for the building of the 7-9 Essex StreEhat period really uncomfortable
and unsafe, because the hammer hitting the gronthdh@ whole building is kind of
—was kind of vibrating. And also the crane stagdver the, you know, roof and
then we also find something — you know, a safetydient in Hornsby that’s kind of,

you know, collapse on the buildings and causeddhiglents nearby to evacuate.
Okay that’s the first one is construction safety.
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The second one is about the privacy. Actuallijrik the pictures will kind of say
the words for that. My building will be surroundied all tall buildings. That means
there is no privacy for us at all. Here you wéks- - -

MS DEEGAN: Sorry. Can | just seek a point ofrifieation. You're No.11, did
you say?

MR ZHOU: No.8 Brenda Way. That’s is our building
MR LLOYD: Where is that on here?

MS DEEGAN: It's this property.

MR ZHOU: Yes.

MS DEEGAN: Okay.

MR ZHOU: Yes. This is the property.

MS DEEGAN: Okay. This property here.

MR LLOYD: Nextdoor.

MS DEEGAN: Well, yes. It looks like there’s aareaccess lane in and it's at the
back. Okay. Sorry. Thank you.

MR ZHOU: Yes. So that means they kind of canteeaugh, you know — through
our living room, kitchen and our bedroom. That nmeeg/ou know, all the kind of
pleasure, you know, living in a, you know, standmugiding — standing house, it's
kind of lost. Yes. And so that’s the two poirdstually. Safety and also the
privacy.

MR LLOYD: Allright. Thank you very much.

MS DEEGAN: Thank you.

MR ZHOU: Thank you.

MR LLOYD: Is Joanne Page here?

MS PAGE: Yes.

MR LLOYD: Your turn.

MS PAGE: Thank you.
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MR LLOYD: Again, you're limited to three minutes.
MS PAGE: Correct.
MR LLOYD: For the record, your name and address.

MS PAGE: My name is Joanne Page. | live at 28kRigh way. We're just on
the other side of the boundary — the rear boundary.

MS DEEGAN: s it visible on this map?
MS PAGE: ltis.

MS DEEGAN: Never mind. Sorry. That's north. ere’s Essex Street. This is the
development here.

MS PAGE: I'm here.
MS DEEGAN: You're there. Okay. Thank you.

MS PAGE: And we face the development. Okay.thamk you very much, Chair,
for the opportunity to again address the planniaggh. We support the panel’s
recommendation that this variation be refused.rebap, we live on the eastern rear
boundary behind, and more importantly, about twéresebelow the development.
My reasons for opposing this variation are in tla@script of the 20 November
meeting. But to summarize, our view is that theateon of this application is for an
inappropriate of the development given the cureeming and level of neighboring
properties. Seven stories will be adjacent to $tavy dwellings already at a level
below the ground of the proposal.

The impact is that the topography amplifies thatigohal height of the proposed
building from the rear-eastern side. In effedl,bbe like a seven or eight story
building, which we argue is not in the spirit olucwil’s stepped zoning plans. We
also note that the proposed site has a four mketpe $o the rear boundary. In
addition, the adjoining rear properties are settortero metres below the level of
this rear boundary and there’s a one to two metia@ning which should be carefully
considered in evacuation plans.

The profile of the rear of the building is still@edingly bulky in height and length,
and even with the increased setback which the dpeehas put in place, it
accentuates an overbearing vista to lower levghimurs. Page 20 of the submitted
architectural plan design clearly shows the ovelmirey scale of the proposed
development in relation to neighbouring propertiége rooflines of properties
number — in this diagram the rooflines of propartd®.22 and 24 Rockleigh way are
not even at the height of the first floor of buildiB at the back.
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The current plans will result in virtually no vienf trees or sky out of our bedroom
windows, with higher levels being able to look Me advocate that a dense green
screen would assist both visual impact and privacyhe neighbouring buildings.
And | appreciate that this meeting — this panebissidering this DA, but | would
like to introduce a further point to the panel.eTdtcumulative effect of recent
developments in Essex Street, Pembroke Street afatldOStreet have changed
traffic and parking conditions in this section afdéx Street and, therefore, impacts
this proposal.

MR LLOYD: You're aware that the zoning of thisearis high density residential?
MS PAGE: Correct. Correct.
MR LLOYD: Yes.

MS PAGE: Since the original DA was approved draEpping Traffic Study,

which | think from memory was done in 2014, theybaen further DAs approved
which compromise the premise of the calculationpfarking in this development.
Essex Street already relies heavily on street pgrar the existing residents. This is
due to a continuing underestimation of car usageth residence. It's a high rental
and high sub-rental area, which typically increabesnumber of cars per household.

MR LLOYD: Allright. That's your three minute§m afraid.
MS PAGE: Okay. Yes. Any questions?

MR LLOYD: Thank you. Is Nigel Dixon here?

MR DIXON: Yes, | am, sir.

MR LLOYD: Yes. Your turn.

MR DIXON: Thank you.

MR LLOYD: Again - - -

MR DIXON: Hello, my name’s Nigel Dickson. I'mraanaging director of
Dickson Rothschild. We're the architects and tlampers. I'm a registered
architect and a registered planner. We appearedesthis panel on 20 November
and met the objectors Mr Zhou and Ms Page, anchdeting was very useful. The
matter was deferred at that time in order to bforgzard amended plans, and those
plans have been presented to Council by Mills Gaklst recently. | have accepted
the amended plans, but new plans have been bréargtdrd that deal with the
matters before court. There are a number of nsatied it's quite complicated, but
there’s a planning letter that accompanies the plans that have been lodged with
Council. But I'll summarise it very quickly witthtee minutes.
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The building has been lowered. Privacy measures haen taken into account to
address property adjacent — Mr Zhou'’s site. Weankhs window. We know his
situation. There have been changes made. Exisérg along the rear setback have
been retained. So the landscape plans have béatedto retrain more vegetation.
There is a 9 metre setback in accordance with & Agiven the zone boundary
condition there. The stormwater plans have beeiatggd to increase the OSD tank
and one extra car has been fitted in the car park.

Our planning and architectural work in the last keelkas, obviously, coordinated its
way right through the set to comprehensively adleash and every time in
Council’s report. Council’s report is very thordygnd we’ve gone down to the
detail of checking the distance from the window#h® back kitchens. So each and
every item in Council’s report from Design Reviearnel, the AGD compliance
issues and the DCP compliances with respect tslilleeShire Council controls have
been addressed. So I'm here before the paneleséiqg you to defer the matter,
since amended plans have been brought forward iocllo They’re not before you
at the moment. | don’t want to waste your time, Wwe actually value Council’s
comments. We value the input of Mr Zhou and MseRaythe application. We
think the application has been improved.

As | said at the time of the 20th of November nregtthese matters are quite
complicated, so | request the panel defer it. WWemspoke on the matter at the last
meeting on the 20th of November it was noted theratad plans would need to be
exhibited, and that could be done in Februaryl &k the panel to consider
deferring the matter. If you wish to deal withgtease understand that amended
plans have been received by Council, but only rigzehank you.

MR LLOYD: Mr Dixon, the problem is that we undtasd that there is currently an
appeal before the court, and the court has issuections requiring the Council to
produce a statement of facts and contentions Byibek — the end of this week. If
we defer it, that can’t be done. We can’t meetcinrt’'s timetable. For that reason,
we are, at present, minded not to agree to adjouont to deal with this application
that we have before us, and that’s our currenkthgn That is, we have to formally
deal with this application in order to meet thertsuimetable.

MR DIXON: [ understand. I'm here to tell you theew plans have been produced.
Mr Sonter spoke to this on the 20th of Novembehne matters were quite complex
to deal with. It would be very unfortunate thagtatement of facts and contentions
would report — and I'm very familiar with those mefs we’ve produced — if those
matters have already been addressed. So | undetsie dilemma you have as a
panel. | understand your situation. We respeaitybu’ve got to make that decision,
but | want you to be understanding that new plaas addresses the matters —
landscape plans, architectural plans, a plannipgrteéogether with ADG

compliance tables, stormwater drawings and traéfport are with Council. Thank
you.

MS DEEGAN: Sorry, just out interest, what'’s thedht variation now?
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MR DIXON: The building’s been substantially lowel: Where it was increased on
building A, that's been taken off and a communa been added on. So the height
variation is in the order of — the ..... heighhatts about 200 — 300 ..... The intent is
not to have any residential floor over the heighitl— | mean, talking about the
ceiling heights. Obviously that required new diagrams — new sections to be
prepared. It's, obviously, a largeish applicatismthe matter needed to be brought
forward in a coordinated way. | respect the p&asla lot of experience of court.
The court’s timetable has to be respected, butethehess, | hate to see the court’s
time wasted on preparing statements of facts antentions which are superseded
by amended drawings that are brought forward. vitiy burdensome on the court
when the matter is afoot, so - - -

MR HUSSEY: | think that, in view of the appeahtis been lodged and the
direction to the get the statement of facts andestions there, we've got the report
before us. The report says that no new plans pugrén. | think it's a bit late for us
to deal with those amendments along the way, asekeins, having a little
knowledge of the way the court system works, tret thing that would be addressed
is the statement of facts and contentions, artterfiefs amended plans, they’d be
dealt with fairly properly in that system.

MR DIXON: | understand, Mr Hussey, and you ardejaorrect in what you say.
It's just it would be expeditious, in our view,tife new plans could be considered.
I’'m only asking the panel to defer it. Obvioushg are heading into the Christmas
season — and season’s greeting — but, nonetheless|d imagine that any amended
plans may need to be readvertised anyway. The dates aren’t until May next
year, so please understand that.

MS STEPHENS: We only received the plans yesterslayve haven't had a chance
to actually look at them, assess them or anythigadvised to by the applicant at
the last meeting and the panel at the last meetia@re currently in shutdown with
respect to advertising and notification, so theoeil be no — if I'm to — we couldn’t
actually advertise these plans until, probably, toithte January, therefore it
probably be able to meet a next local planning pareeting. So you’re looking
March, April, maybe even May next year as well,@eging on how we’re able to
get through those plans.

MR DIXON: Yes.

MR LLOYD: I think we can do is refuse this apg@limon for the reasons set out in
the assessment report.

MR DIXON: [ understand, Mr Lloyd.
MR LLOYD: And I think that's the panel’s deternaition.

MR REED: Yes.
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MR HUSSEY: Yes.

MS DEEGAN: Yes.

MR LLOYD: And that's unanimous.

MR DIXON: Thank you.

MR LLOYD: So we adopt the decision of the panialn, change the wording that
“The Parramatta Local Planning Panel, exercisiegtimctions of the Council as the
consent authority, pursuant to section 4.1C o&heironmental Planning and
Assessment Act 1979 refuses”. Okay. That's hats the determination. Thank
you very much. That's item 5.4. Item 5.5 is 3Gkee Street. I'm missing people.
There are no speakers on this matter | think. af@uhere, mister - - -

MS STEPHENS: It appears that none of Brad's @uo#sally got through the
system or - - -

MR LLOYD: Well, Mr Delapierre, it may not be nexsary for you to address us,
because | think the panel is agreed to adopt t@wmendation to approve this.

MR DELAPIERRE: I'm very happy not to speak.

MR LLOYD: We'll wait for the — we’ll wait for thamissing panel member to
formally do that.

MS SMITH: So Bob’s happy now? Bob’s happy now?

MR LLOYD: Yes. You're happy.

MR REED: I'm happy.

MS SMITH: No. Sorry.

MR LLOYD: Yeah, we're all happy.

MS SMITH: Okay. |thought we were worried abthe water on the back - - -
MR LLOYD: No, we were — discuss it inside.

MS SMITH: Okay.

MR LLOYD: We’'re all happy.

MS SMITH: Good. Okay. Good. We were waiting your opinion.

MS DEEGAN: Sorry. Apologies. | thought we .....
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MR LLOYD: So we’re now onto item 5.5, 36 Keeldre®t. Again, a change of
wording: “Determination that the Parramatta Ldeknning Panel, again,
exercising” — let me get the wording again. Sorry.. got it here — “pursuant to
Section 4.16 of the Environmental Planning and Assent Act, supports the
variation to clause 4.3 and then, in B, Parramattal Planning Panel, exercising
the functions, et cetera, approves”. Good. Tasghere. And the determination is
unanimous. All right. That’'s 5.5. Five point siKlumbers 1 to 3 Ryan Street,
Dundas Valley. We have Mr Noel Birrell. Mr Birteagain, for the record, your
name and address?

MR BIRRELL: Noel Birrell, 4 Rope Street, Dundaslii¢y.
MR LLOYD: Number 4 Rope Street. Thank you. Thminutes starts now.

MR BIRRELL: Good afternoon. My name is Noel Biir I'm part of the
community group that got together to oppose thikslcare centre. | will endorse the
comments made by Michelle, who | know is going éoccbommenting shortly —
formed after a number of community meetings andudisions. The efforts
displayed by the community group resulted in wh#hihk was a fair and pertinent —
objections to this commercial venture. As a resiadd Rope Street for a quarter of a
century, | have appreciation that this developmead totally out of character for the
area, first for the noise. As a shift worker, awid personally have affected me.
With up to 95 children there for 13 hours of thg,dawould certainly have a made a
great change to the quietness of the street —tbrdtieeets, even though it was stated
that they would shut the windows during activitpds.

Parking was another major problem for our area. hakee, and are currently, | think,
looking into the future, a very large transporfftcacorridor that is ranging from the
northern part — from North Rocks and even furth@mtinthrough Dundas Valley to
get down to the southern suburbs across SilveriRdad. It is, even at this stage,
far more than the small streets can accept, andrtposal, as | said, of up to 95
children — perhaps up to 200 car movements in matlstreets per day — | think was
well beyond what we could put up with.

The streetscape for this building that has beepgsed from the planning was very
much out of the character for what is, fundamewntall1950s war service slash
housing commission area of fiboro homes. Two sttegh over a large area did not
fit in at all with what we consider our local comnity. In closing, | would like to
thank the Parramatta Council members for supporttngnd recommending —
supporting us and communicating their concernsingagiscussions with a number
of the local councillors who attended our meetigdscal community meetings. The
recommendations put forward by the Council of thiédcare centre not proceeding
is a relief to myself and my family. Thank you fayur time.

MR LLOYD: Thank you.
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MS QUINN: Excuse me. | did actually submit — divé got stamp | actually was
..... at this meeting as well. I'm Michelle Quinhactually did have — I didn’t put in
aform ..... speak - - -

MR LLOYD: You're Ms Ashaid? Are you Ms Ashaid?

MS QUINN: I'm Michelle Quinn. No, I'm Michelle Qinn. So | was actually a
resident as well and | actually submitted the feonattend the meeting because I'm
resident.

MR LLOYD: Yes.

MS QUINN: Yes.

MR LLOYD: You wish to speak?

MS QUINN: Yes, thank you.

MR LLOYD: All right.

MS QUINN: Thank you.

MR LLOYD: Yes.

MS QUINN: Thank you. Michelle Quinn, 6 Rope ®treDundas Valley. I'm
opposite to the proposed development in 1 to 3 FSteset.

MR LLOYD: How do you spell your surname?
MS QUINN: Quinn — Q-u-i-n-n.
MR LLOYD: Thank you. We've got it.

MS QUINN: Thank you. So | suppose our major @nse as a resident’s group,
and as a resident myself of 60 year — we wereiogrtnere during the point of time
when the area was developed in the mid-50s, as,| ava concern about the
contamination that was put into the ground at pwat in time in reclaiming what
was a quarry and also wetlands in that area. Ourern of the childcare centre is
the contamination, particularly in reclaiming soaig¢he that contamination —
removing the contamination as residents who elxestetfor a significant period of
time, and also the impact of that on children e ¢hildcare centre, as well as the
noise and stuff around that — would be quite sigaift for us living in that area.

As my neighbour mentioned, we have an older resiglearea. We do have some
new developments, which we’re happy to have, bistiiconsistent with what is
existing there. Also of concern is the numberarbgge collection in terms of that

.MEETINGS 18.12.18 P-29
©Auscript Australasia Pty Limited ~ Transcript in Gmence



10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

site, given the number of children there, whichbsve the normal for 75. It's 95,
and it most likely could go up further than that.

Also of concern is the noise acoustics for thahagéven the proximity of the place
to the residents in that area that it would ovekja@mnd it would be difficulty to
handle. And | don’t believe that it would be apgiate for children to be any less
than children in that point in time, and being aonied to that, | don’t believe the
site is appropriate for that area. There’s onlyese- just over 7 metres per street
size. Itis an ambitious proposal and we undedstaa reason for it. However, as a
community, and as a resident, we actually oppossd we are very supportive of
the Council’s review of the development plan, beseawe agree with a number of
their findings in that report.

MR LLOYD: Thank you.

MS QUINN: That'sit. Thank you.
MR LLOYD: Is Ms Ashaid here?

MS ASHAID: My nameis - - -

MR LLOYD: All right.

MS ASHAID: - - - Elizabeth Ashaid.
MR LLOYD: Yes.

MS ASHAID: 1 Rope Street, Dundas.
MR LLOYD: Thank you.

MS ASHAID: I'm on the corner of Rope and Adamsorenue. My concern,
mostly, is traffic. | have mentioned several tlindraffic, safety, height and noise.
Being on the corner of Adamson and Rope Streetséming a lot of issues with
traffic because the street is extremely narrovihat area in particular — unusually
narrow, and we are having — since we’re gone tdedupousing the area, most
people are parking their cars on the street. Tiseddficulty enough with —in the
position that I'm in, I'm able to observe what'scocring in a wide kind of an area.

| see difficulty with the garbage trucks tryingrtegotiate. | see difficulties with
builders’ vehicles moving around. | see difficeffiwith people just trying to move
around the corner. We do not have paving up amthdbe street where we do need
it, therefore we’re having mothers with strollerare going out on the street to walk
up that road. It's becoming more and more danger@o | see the issue being
compounded when we get to the childcare centrl,itg¢h more vehicles coming
into the area, parking for a short while and mownigg We have a school nearby
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where we have children who are walking to and femmool at the same time that a
lot of parents would be dropping children off a tthildcare centres.

So that was my main concern — was the increadeitraffic issues that we're
having in the area itself. Michelle has mentiotieslcontamination issue, which is a
concern, and | would just like to flow on with treatd say that there are a lot of
things that were not addressed by this develop#retimeframe that you've asked
them, and my concern is — why have they delaysdhi$ a tactic that they're using
to use for later? And one of things that concemmeds that there will be parking
down underneath. There’s no mention at all of hlmevexhaust fumes are going to
be funnelled out of the area and where it is gtinige directed — at what house —
what residential house.

Noise was the other thing with children. We'rediimy that to comply with certain
sections that these children are going to resttjaad | don’t think that’s in the best
interest in the education of children as well. I a lecturer in education at the
university, and I'm seeing this — it is not in thest interest of children to be starting
to be putting restrictions on them because theeosvaf a building want to have this
facility in an inappropriate area. And that’slale got to say.

MR LLOYD: You just fitted within your three mines.
MS ASHAID: I'm pretty good at that. Thank you.

MR LLOYD: Allright. There are no more speakersthis matter. The panel has
listened carefully to what you've said, and somé&ef— most of what you have said
has been incorporated in the recommendation asdmsdor refusal. The panel
unanimously adopts the recommendation to refuseaghplication for the reasons set
out in the assessment report. So, again, insastrect — refusals. So that's the
determination of the panel — to refuse the appbaodior the various reasons set out.
So, with that, we will have to come back — beforedeal with the planning proposal
— come back to item 5.2, and we’ll take an adjowwniwhile we consider that
matter.

RECORDING SUSPENDED [4.54 pm]

RECORDING RESUMED [5.00 pm]

MR LLOYD: All right. We now go back to item 5¢h the agenda, the proposed
development of four townhouses at No.1 Dunmore Aeearlingford. The
determination of the panel is to refuse this agpion for a number of reasons. [I'll
spell them out. First, the Parramatta Local Plagitanel, exercising the functions
of the council as the concerned authority, purst@aseection 4.16 of the
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979% doeapprove the variation of
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40 per cent to the minimum lot size under claud&@®) — clause singular. No, no,
no, no, no, no, no, no. Go back before 4.1. clésise singular. Yes. 1A(3) of the
Hills Local Environmental Plan 2012. As it is rsattisfied that the applicant’s
request has adequately addressed the mattersee@doibe demonstrated by clause
4.6 of that plan — addressed the matters requirée demonstrated by clause 4.6 of
that plan, and the proposed development would eat the public interest because
it is not consistent with the objectives of thattjgallar standard and the objectives
for development within the zone. Next, new parpgra

MS DEEGAN: David, before we go on, we just needimend — it's demonstrated
not by clause 4.6 but by clause 4.1A(3).

MR LLOYD: No.

MS DEEGAN: It's on a clause 4.6 variation.

MR LLOYD: Okay. Yes, you're correct.

MS DEEGAN: Yes. So that's the - - -

MR LLOYD: Sorry.

MS DEEGAN: - - - clauses that we — the two claugeat we're talking about.

MR LLOYD: Yes. It's different. 4.1A(3), goodOkay. The next paragraph. The
panel is of the view that the proposal is an ovwesttigmment of the site for the
following reasons. The proposal is of the vievine panel is of the view that the
proposal is - - -

MS DEEGAN: Is a not not.

MR LLOYD: Is an overdevelopment of the site —amerdevelopment, for the
following reasons. Colon, new line. (1), it doed comply with the soft
landscaping control, being 41.8 per cent, rathan B0 per cent of the site area. (2),
the proposal does not comply with the minimum bagdalignment setback of ten
metres, under the Hills DCP 2012. (3), the sitguigject to flooding of an overland
nature, which increases the risk to persons angeptyand is contrary to the
principle that there be no intensification of deyghent in flood-prone areas. (4),
proposed units 1, 2 and 3 do not meet the reqoipeth space provision under the
Hills DCP 2012. Open space provision, sorry. Whdtl say? Private open space.
To meet the private open space provisions undedilleDCP 2012. Next. (5), the
cumulative effect of these non-compliances indith#t the proposal is an
overdevelopment of the site and the decision optreel is unanimous. No, no, no,
no, no, no, no, no, no, no. Full stop after “sit®lew paragraph. Where is it? I've
lost it. Okay? All right? Happy, panel?

MS DEEGAN: Yes.
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MR LLOYD: Right, that's the determination. Alght. We can now move on to
the final matter, the planning proposal at 18-4@éunson Street, Parramatta. All
right, who is here for that matter? Who have w&go

MR COBURN: ...

MS DEEGAN: You might want to come forward, foetepeaker.
MR LLOYD: Name, please.

MR COBURN: Adam Coburn.

MR LLOYD: Right.

MR COBURN: Okay. So thank you, panel. Ovenat,re supportive generally of
the recommendation and certainly the balanced apgprthat the council have taken
in the — and certainly the collaboration we’ve loaér the last year, working with
council. We just have two key items we wantecdatk to today. But just before | do
that, | just wanted to sort of just take a litttesback and just outline that this is a
genuine proposal for a luxury five-star hotel infBmatta. As you're aware from
your site inspection, the Holiday Inn currently cades from the site and as part of
the global InterContinental hotel chain. And teathportant because it means
there’s an established hotel chain and an opettadbican bring a global brand that
you need for a five-star hotel. The residentiat’thproposed with the development
will — whilst assisting with dwelling targets —stalso going to provide activation
within the precinct, which is going to provide &rant mix, with the commercial
that’s proposed and the hotel.

The other key benefit of this project is that g@ing to deliver on the objectives of
the CBD strategy and ..... valley precinct, in temhthat through-site connection to
Jubilee Park, from west to east. As well as thenggpace that we’ve provided. So
that’s a real key public benefit that's going todsdivered. So | can just go through
the two key issues that we have and we would dezkdnel to consider as part of
their recommendation. The first is that the sesgliapartments, whilst we appreciate
council accepting an additional use for servicearapents and residential on this
site, what we disagree on is that the service deyst has been put in the FSR
bucket for residential. Serviced apartments atearresidential use. It's evident in
the standard definition under the LEP that thelfatler the tourist and visitor
accommodation definition.

They're non-residential and looking at differenna@sidential and residential FSR
buckets, | suppose we’ll call it for this propogak serviced apartments should
really fall under the non-residential or commereihbcations towards FSR. The
serviced apartments will be run as part of thelhdtes an intrinsic closely aligned
use and has no residential features. So | sughass the first thing we’d like to
have looked at. And the second thing is aroundrtimmum 3:1 proposed by
council. We accept that. Originally we had a jmssd of 2.89:1 commercial in our
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planning proposal. We accept to increase to tmainamum of 3:1 commercial
component, as part of any development. Howevewadd still require the 6.7:1
upper limit cap. So what that effectively is — tleport before you talks about a 6:1
total FSR with a split essentially of a minimum cusarcial 3:1 and then obviously
other uses forming that.

In our proposal, we had a slightly higher resicardomponent than the 3.7:1. We
had — it was actually 3.81:1. However, recognisiagncil’s desire to increase the
commercial and to have the minimum 3:1 commer@atgonent, again, we would
accept that. And on the basis that we accept themam 3:1 commercial
component, | see no real obstacle why we can’t laadiional residential on the
site. That is, above the 3:1, up to the cap afl6.And whilst there’s some
discussions in the report around the urban desaiggin, | don’t believe there’s any
urban design constraints in terms of achievingotiiel on the site. The council
report — and certainly our submission as part efglanning proposal — we both
agree that residential is a suitable use of ttés $hnd a couple of the key reasonings
for that and they’re in the report but I'd likejtest echo those.

The first is that the site is bounded to the nostta currently zoned B4 site. It has
an FSR — recently approved for rezoning — of 6aid it’s a site that’s just over
2000 square metres, versus our site that’'s 800@rsaunetres. Naturally, a site that's
larger has the better ability to manage and madsaigform. Then we have the site
to the south, which whilst currently is zoned BbBdar the CBD planning proposal is
proposed to be zoned B4. So again, to the nodhathe south, we've got sites that
are B4. To the east, opposite the park — Jubidek Pwe’ve also got B4 and then
under the CBD planning proposal, the B5-zoned lahdh runs down the spine of
Church Street is generally proposed to be B7. gammawe’re spatially off to the

side of that B7 zoning. The other factors, of seur and again, | won't go into any
detail but just summarise very quickly. The fdattwe’ve got the ..... access planto
Jubilee Park. Again, we're a little bit disjointtdm the CBD, so naturally, this site
doesn't suit itself to being wholly developed fanemercial purposes, given the
floor plate requirements for A grade commerciabtenes. So by accepting the
three to one, again, we’re committing to the ecoicatevelopment, and if we can
achieve additional residential above that that dbe®mpromise the commercial,
then there’s no planning arguments that | seevibatd prevent that from occurring.

So our request, | suppose, can be simply summangbadt we ask that the serviced
apartments be included in a non-residential limd that any issues with urban
design can be dealt with as part of the recomme@ndatand, again, we agree with
recommendations B.2 about submitting a revisedeate scheme. We do have our
architects from Grimshaw here who can talk to aimjase issues. I'm not sure if
Council’'s recommendation for an upper limit of gaxone is because of urban design
or was part of a more broader strategy, but, agll sve have a unique situation
where this site has been identified with collaborabetween the parties for
residential.
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We've got a site that's B4 directly to our northhish has a 6.5 to one SFR. An
upper limit of 6.7 to one on this site would notdag of character with what has been
approved recently. And, again, we're happy to wibrkugh the recommendations
before you, in terms of working through a site-sfi@®CP, an updated reference
scheme — to iron out any potential urban desigmess- to make sure we do have a
good outcome that goes on public exhibition andjrgghe serviced apartment issue
will be addressed as well. So that's our submisgiathe panel. And, again, I'm
here, and we’ve also go our flood plan engineavelsand our architects.

MR LLOYD: Before yougo - - -

MR COBURN: Sure.

MR LLOYD: Looking at the recommendation that wavk before us, in paragraph
A, second dot point is to amend the maximum flgeace ratio on the floor space
ratio map from four to one to 6.1. You're happyhwthat, are you?

MR COBURN: No. We ask that it be 6.7 to one. &¢eept the minimum
commercial component of 3 to 1, but what we’re agKor is it be 6.7 to one as an
upper limit.

MR LLOYD: That's the total floor space ratio?

MR COBURN: Correct.

MR LLOYD: Allright, then. Going to next dot pat, “Add residential
accommodation and serviced apartments as addifpemalitted uses”. Do you need

residential accommodation if you're just providsgyviced apartments?

MR COBURN: We accept that you need to have sedvapartments in there,
because the future CBD strategy is going to proliigm.

MR LLOYD: Yes.
MR COBURN: Yes.

MR LLOYD: But do you need the words “resident@commodation” as well as
“serviced apartments”

MS DEEGAN: You ..... put residential on top.
MR COBURN: We’d have to have both - - -
MR LLOYD: You have to have both?

MR COBURN: - - - as an additional use.

.MEETINGS 18.12.18 P-35
©Auscript Australasia Pty Limited ~ Transcript in Gmence



10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

MR LLOYD: Yes.

MR COBURN: What we have an issue with is thatdbeviced apartments are
counting towards - - -

MS DEEGAN: The residential - - -
MR LLOYD: So---

MR COBURN: - - - the residential FSR, and thegugd really be part of the non-
residential FSR.

MR LLOYD: Well, first of all, that’s the first lviof that particular item. So you
agree with that recommendation?

MR COBURN: | agree. Where it says “adds resigaccommodation and
serviced apartments” - - -

MR LLOYD: You agree with that.

MR COBURN: - - - “as additional permitted uselsagree up to that point.
MR LLOYD: Allright. But you disagree with whéollows.

MR COBURN: “To a maximum FSR of three to one’ackept - - -

MR LLOYD: You want a higher FSR.

MR COBURN: We want it up to 3.7 to one. So |goge it would need some
rewording to allow - - -

MR LLOYD: You would reword that to read, insteaid‘3.7 to one”, you would
read - - -

MR COBURN: |---

MR LLOYD: - --*“3.3to one”, you would changeatto “3.7 to one”, would you?
MR COBURN: Yes, well, | suppose if the panel wef@ mind to accept what
we’re suggesting you probably don’t need to sayramum — sorry, a maximum
residential. If you have a minimum commercial andupper limit FSR of 6.1 to
one, you don’t need the words - - -

MR LLOYD: Well, how would you reword that paragfre?

MR COBURN: How would I reword it? | would saydd residential and serviced
apartments as additional permitted uses” - - -
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MR LLOYD: Yes.

MR COBURN: - - - and that’s all — and also yowedéo include — | would get rid
of “to a maximum FSR of three to one”. I'd, obvaby change the - - -

MS DEEGAN: To allow there be a minimum - - -

MR COBURN: I'd say excluding design excellencebges, because above, in the
second dot point, | would be making the — up tot6.@ne as the upper cap limit, so
you need to specify a minimum — sorry, a maximusidential if you’'ve got the
upper base limit of 6.7 to one covered, and thariwaogot your minimum 3.1 to one
commercial.

MR LLOYD: All right. Now, how would you reword what is your preferred
rewording of that provision, because it's confusiigp me, anyway.

MR COBURN: This wording?

MR LLOYD: Yes.

MR COBURN: Okay. So I think the first bit I'mrfe with. Where you end with
“as additional permitted uses”, | would hold itaeand then | would probably just —
and I'd keep that last part and say “and subjeetn@inimum FSR of three to one
being provided as non-residential”. | think thatlsyou need to do. The only bit
you would possibly need to deal with is the desigoellent provision, because,
obviously, that’'s something that you could use afi.wBut, again, | think that could
be dealt with separately.

MR LLOYD: Well, if you look at page 606 of whahhve in front of me — do you
have what - - -

MR COBURN: Yeah, yeah.

MR LLOYD: - --we have?

MR COBURN: What page is that — 6067
MR LLOYD: Six-O-six.

MR COBURN: Yes.

MR LLOYD: There’s a table there. This is pargdr&7 of the assessment report —
paragraph 27. Have you got paragraph 27?

MR COBURN: Yes. So | must've —it's in the adtaasessment report by the - - -

MR LLOYD: By the ---
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MS DEEGAN: Yes. It's the Council office’s - - -
MR LLOYD: - - - Council office.

MR COBURN: Yes. Sure. Sure. Yes.

MR LLOYD: You see that table — table 2?

MR COBURN: Mmm.

MR LLOYD: You've got “original proposal”, “revisproposal”,
“recommendation”. What would you change in that¢a

MR COBURN: Well, we'd start with the total dowimet bottom. So we’d be asking
for - --

MR LLOYD: You're asking for the 6.7.

MR COBURN: Point seven to one, yes.

MR LLOYD: Yes. Yes.

MR COBURN: Again, | don't feel you need a resitiahmaximum if you’ve got a
minimum commercial component, so the residentid& HSeel, could just — that
whole line in that row could fall away. If you\got — that three to one
recommendation for non-residential FSR should gobbeead as the minimum, so
you could insert the words “minimum FSR of thre@t@ for non-residential”.

MR LLOYD: Yes.

MR COBURN: Because that'’s really the issue hét's.- - -

MR LLOYD: That's all you would change.

MR COBURN: That's all you need to change. Yes.

MR LLOYD: And you would cross out the first line?

MR COBURN: Yes, | don’t think you need to referresidential again, as | said, as
long as you've got that minimum three to one.

MR LLOYD: Panel? Any questions about that?

MS DEEGAN: Yeah. So I'd go back to what is tla# that's requested. Basically,
you want another .7 of floor space, and you waait {h -

MR COBURN: Yes.
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MS DEEGAN: - - - as non-commercial floor space.

MR COBURN: Correct.

MS DEEGAN: So is Council not — and I'll ask thew@cil. In case, Council are
offering you 3.1 with a potential of 3.9 if you cdamonstrate design excellence; is
that not correct and what you're trying to say éter

MR COLOGNA: Yes. So that's consistent with thBECplanning proposal.

MS DEEGAN: Yes.

MR COLOGNA: So under the CBD planning propodag, site would benefit from
an FSR of six to one, and if you then apply thegtesxcellence provisions, that

would take it to 6.9. I'd also point out that tesra 0.5 to one high performing
building bonus on top of that, which could alsoused for residential capacity. So

MS DEEGAN: Soitsall-- -
MR COLOGNA: - - -residential - - -
MS DEEGAN: - - - achievable.

MR COLOGNA: The residential capacity — but | thinf | can speak on behalf of
the application — | think they’re asking for 6.fiet add the design excellence - - -

MS DEEGAN: Yes.

MR COLOGNA: - --tothat. Isthat what you'rettjng at?

MS DEEGAN: Yes.

MR COBURN: Correct. Yes.

MR COLOGNA: Yeah.

MS DEEGAN: Yeah. Yeah.

MR COBURN: And, certainly, we appreciate the hgggrforming building bonus is
a new initiative. When we started this journeyydtsn’t on the table, because
Council policy has changed, and | suppose the jpailyt I'd raise with that is it's

obviously a bonus. It comes with a cost. We’theatfirm up the base residential
FSR for what we know we can achieve.
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MS DEEGAN: So does that mean that, for your hot@hponent, you'd be
applying that under the commercial use? What cayegf use would use with the
hotel? Would it be commercial?

MR COBURN: Correct, yeah.

MS DEEGAN: So we would be, largely, a form of aeonodation for people in
some form. It's unlikely to be used a lot for o#fs or things like that. It would be
hotel accommodation, serviced hotel, residential -

MR COBURN: Well, yeah.

MS DEEGAN: - - - largely.

MR COBURN: There are commercial components tbut, obviously, yeah, that’s
the key driving force behind - - -

MS DEEGAN: Yes.
MR COBURN: - - - that non-residential componegs.
MS DEEGAN: Yes.

MR LLOYD: I think I understand that — I think. Ilxight. Any questions? Any
questions?

MS DEEGAN: No.

MR LLOYD: Allright. Thank you.

MR COBURN: Thanks.

MR LLOYD: Who else have you got here?

MR COBURN: | think that's all we really had inries of submission to the panel.
It's just, really, if you had any questions, pautarly - - -

MS DEEGAN: Tony?
MR COBURN: - - -on urban design or drainage.

MR HUSSEY: I'd like to ask a few questions of thainage. | feel a bit uncertain
on a few of those matters.

MR REED: I'm still concerned about the FSR amdiarms of the recommended
FSR in this report, you achieve the FSR requesiufactually get the design
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excellence component granted. You don’t get tiielut, again, with design
excellence, it will take it over to 6.7.

MR COBURN: Yes. Ithink factored we would acheev by able to achieve design
excellence. So even in that 3.7 to one, that Wweays contemplated — that there
would be the opportunity to go for the addition&8RFthrough design excellence. So
that had already been factored in.

MR HUSSEY: Is there discretion with that bonud/asn’t there a recent planning
proposal at Granville where the bonuses were dofg avith?

MR COLOGNA: So the provisions in Granville ina&bn to design excellence are
different to those within the CBD. So in the CBi2te is a clause in the existing
LEP which is intended to carry over into the newBO@anning proposal where 15
per cent of the mapped FSR is achievable as ardesagllence bonus, and when we
talk about a bonus, it's actually not an optioresign excellence is mandatory. So it

MR HUSSEY: Well, that's what | would’ve thought.

MR COLOGNA: The wording of it is actually a bitisleading. You are required

to do design excellence, and if you achieve desigellence, you get .9 for one. So,
in practice — sorry, you get the extra 15 per cggpending on the base FSR. So, in
practice, the design excellence just becomes péned-SR achievable on the site.
The circumstances in Granville are slightly differbecause, in Granville, there is
no established framework, and so the recommendalieimg made to you were
about site-specific design excellent provisions rehvee don’t have a more
formalised structure, and so you can do thingsdhasite specific.

And so I'm not completely familiar with the Graneilcase. | wasn't responsible for
those reports. But my memory of those was thaptbeisions in that instance —
sorry, there are proposals in Granville where tBR lhas been mapped at six to one,
inclusive of design excellence. So there essént@aho bonus given in those
circumstances. So comparing Granville with the B8 slightly different policy
framework.

MR LLOYD: I'd like to know the Council’s view a® the applicant’s request to
increase the total FSR to 6.1 to one.

MR COLOGNA: So, under the CBD planning propo#ia#, FSR proposed is six to
one, and our position is that that'd be inconsiséen set a precedent for other sites
throughout the six to one area to say, “Well, déytlyet 6.7, why don’'t we?” And |
do acknowledge that the site to the north does haveSR that’s slightly higher. It
was approved before the CBD planning proposal wasggether, and I'd have to go
back and look at the — | think a slightly differdodnus arrangement applied to that
site as well at that time, but I'd have to go baokl check the facts on that. But, to
answer your question directly, our assessmengiswi think it should be compliant
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with Council’s strategical framework, which is t68D planning proposal, and the
CBD proposal would allow for an FSR of six to ometbis site.

MR LLOYD: Thank you.

MR COLOGNA: If you then add design excellencatttakes it to 6.9.
MR LLOYD: On top of the six?

MR COLOGNA: On top of the six.

MR LLOYD: Allright. We've got drainage problem&Vho’s going to be able to
deal with that? Could you come forward, pleaseu ¥re?

DR PHELPS: Dr Brad Phelps.

MR LLOYD: Engineer.

DR PHELPS: Correct.

MR LLOYD: Good. We've got two engineers.
DR PHELPS: We talk the same language.
MR LLOYD: All right, Mr Hussey.

MR HUSSEY: Okay. It's a bit difficult to fully mderstand this with the level of
information that we have, but one of the plansaré shows the extent of the 100
year flooding. And plonked right in the middletbft is this development. That
goes against the principle that the Chairman meata little while ago. It used to
be that it's not a good principle to intensify dyanent — residential development —
right in the flood area. This puts it there. Téhex proposals to put an extended
culvert around it, but what flood modelling has beene and what are the flood
levels and velocities going to be at ground leveha back of this development?

DR PHELPS: Okay. So there’s been extensive nlindehat has been undertaken.
It's been through a number of iterations and a nemalb reports have been submitted
to council with time. The planning proposal iséds- sorry. It's my understanding
of seeing the site, so under current conditiorsoumcil’s flood model, the only
active flow path through the site is the drivewagmeen the carpark and the hotel.

The future proposal is that the carpark — whidhugt over the open channel which
daylights downstream through Jubilee park, whiddésted under that car park —
that carpark goes. Itis completely removed aadl Whole zone is opened up. And
as part of the planning proposal, the area betwef@attively, what is the current
driveway and the southern extent of the propehtst kand is re-graded to direct
floodwaters from Anderson Street back towards tr@noel, which in turn, then
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flows down through and into Jubilee Park and thethér downstream through the
railway.

MR HUSSEY: So in the 100 years flood event - - -
DR PHELPS: Yes?

MR HUSSEY: - - - at the back of the building & thatural surface level as we
saw today and we walked on, what will the floodeleve there?

DR PHELPS: On the Jubilee Park side?

MR HUSSEY: No, no, on the development site. B a cross-section here,
Figure 14.

DR PHELPS: Okay.

MR HUSSEY: And it has got Jubilee Park and th&engot a cross-section. |
presume that that goes on to the back of the pespdevelopment.

MS DEEGAN: Page 613 if you've got the councilténp-out.

MR COLOGNA: Just above clause 50.

MR HUSSEY: Yes, above clause 50.

DR PHELPS: Okay. I'll be there in a sec. Sotiy, looking in the wrong place.
MR LLOYD: Paragraph 49 of the assessment.

DR PHELPS: Right, okay.

MR LLOYD: Yes.

DR PHELPS: I'm there.

MR HUSSEY: So that shows the sort of extent at ttulvert or that open drain
that’s there now and a bit of benching on the sigeur site.

DR PHELPS: Yes.

MR HUSSEY: Butin the “1 in 100” year storm, wiiat whole storm — all that
run-off be contained within — well, will those pdepvalking get wet feet?

DR PHELPS: Well, it depends where in Jubilee Riagly are.

MR HUSSEY: Right at the back of this site.
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DR PHELPS: I realise that, but the flood extaersisy down through the back of the
property, because the floodwaters are directedigirehe corridor, through the
development and then they turn north and theyraegooint they will start spilling
through Jubilee Park in the way they do at pres8atif you were at the northern
end of Jubilee Park, yes, you would be wet. If waune at the southern end, no, you
would not.

MR HUSSEY: When you're wet, how wet would you be?

DR PHELPS: Once again, it depends where you ahenwhe park. The
conditions vary. There are higher flows at thetlmenn end of the channel, because
the channel goes back into a covered section atiigpoint there is a spill of
floodwaters down through Jubilee Park, becausheotonstrained capacity of the
covered section further downstream.

At the southern end, just close to the edge op#r& at the southern end, there isn’t
flow in a 100 year event through that area. Sgoasmove north, if you're walking
on that path north beside Jubilee Park, the furtibeth you go the higher the flow
and the higher the depth will increase and thecislavill increase as well.

So you can’'t —in a 100 year floor, you can't tneeethrough Jubilee Park, either
under existing conditions or in future conditiomsthout being exposed to
floodwaters.

MR HUSSEY: So does that benching on your sideenzaly difference to the
flooding result?

DR PHELPS: In terms of the performance of theesah, that benching is more
there for a landscaping outcome, rather than flomd/eyance. We can get this
scheme to work with the existing channel in placeith a benched approach.

MR HUSSEY: All right. Where you go to divert fix up the culvert in the street
under the car park, in a major storm event, will ahthat water go down — what'’s
the front street — go down the front street?

MS DEEGAN: Anderson.

DR PHELPS: Sorry? Okay. So in Anderson Stieetstheme is based on
encouraging the overland flows that arrived in Aisda Street to flow southwards
into the corridor with that, which will be futurgpened up, channel. The open
channel that is there is currently under the cek.pa

MR HUSSEY: It goes under the car park.

DR PHELPS: But that car park will be removed.efkhis re-grading proposed from
the edge of the proposed development down to taerehs so there will be a modest
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lowering of the side of the channel to tie in wiitlat re-grading so that the flow, once
it makes it into that corridor, is pushed towaitus open channel.

MR HUSSEY: So what I'm interested in is, is thany likelihood that will
overflow and go down on the street so the inteomati guests, when they want to
walk out on the footpath, will get wet feet in tinent street?

DR PHELPS: In a 100-year flood?
MR HUSSEY: Yes.

DR PHELPS: They would be discouraged from wallong because there would be
inundation in Anderson Street. Not necessarilfaagorth as the edge of the
property, but there are other areas within the gryzhat it would be possible to
walk between buildings that are not flood affectmat, there would be floodwaters
present within Anderson Street itself.

MR HUSSEY: And then when you take the next stdpat degree of risk there?
The velocity and depth. Is that a dangerous wigays it's high hazard. The
whole thing is high hazard.

DR PHELPS: That's council’'s mapping, based oetab§results that potentially
are going to change in the not-too-distant futsre aesult of more detailed
modelling which is being undertaken for councipegsent — 2D modelling. The
previous modelling was not two-dimensional modellirOur assessment, under this
scheme, of the flood hazard within Anderson Streatept within the zone where
the flow is being directed down where the open ok&is located, further north
along Anderson Street that would be deemed towénazard.

MR LLOYD: And you say this proposal would be amprovement on the existing
situation, do you?

DR PHELPS: It certainly manages floodwaters - weé removal of the car park,
the opening of the channel, the re-grading of #imel Ito tie into the edge of that
channel and to consolidate the flows from AnderSteet — that are arriving from
upstream into Anderson Street and directing thasecansolidating those in the
corridor — certainly represents an improvement @uerent conditions where it is
constrained by the current driveway, it is conagd by the car park and it will find
its own way through that area as it will. So ikisa much more intentional control of
the movement of floodwaters through the property down through into Jubilee
Park.

MR HUSSEY: And you said the modelling is ongoatghe moment in terms of
the scheme?

DR PHELPS: So what I'm referring to is that colirsccurrently undertaking
updating of its flood modelling across the wholeA.GThat is a very major
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undertaking which is ongoing at present. The nlodgthat we have undertaken
through here is using a two-dimensional model ¢éxé¢nds from upstream to well
downstream of this particular property. We expkat council’s modelling update
will arrive at very similar answers to the floodidds and the flood velocities that we
are assessing using a two-dimensional model aptirg in time.

MR HUSSEY: So given the proposed significant ¢ in people in this
particular area - - - aase

DR PHELPS: Yes?

MR HUSSEY: - - - what is the risk analysis foethsk for ..... flood water or
whatever? Ofr risk to life?

DR PHELPS: So in relation to the developmenilit comply with council’s
requirements with regards to fall level controlgisat the minimum habitable fall
level will be elevated above the 100 year flooceleas required. That doesn’t mean
that there won't be, perhaps, the lower level afatigpment which would be
potentially subject to flooding in an extreme floothe probable maximum flood is,
obviously, a higher flood level than the 100 ydaod level.

So potentially the lower level of development maysibject to extreme flooding
and under those circumstances, we have been irdvalite a number of
developments within the LGA where, as part of firacess, there has been a flood
emergency response plan which has been put in.pladecuments the flood risks
adjacent to the development and how staff and sthérneed to respond in the
unlikely event of an extreme flood getting beyohd planning level adopted by
council.

MR HUSSEY: But just with the flood planning leseivith pedestrians around the
environs, are they at low risk or high risk?

DR PHELPS: So with the proposed scheme, pedestrazement within the site
but beyond the zone where the floodwaters are cdrated, in a 100 year flood,
subject to the configuration of the scheme thakeisg developed, certainly
movement between those buildings would be “floakfrin a 100 year event.
That’s not to say that there is not flooding. Eherflooding present within
Anderson Street itself, so the movement would be&ioted, there would be
limitations on pedestrian movements within AnderStreet itself, but elsewhere
within the property it is possible to move by fatween the various buildings and
you’'re not subject to flood waters.

MR HUSSEY: So then if you go back to that crossti®n, if you went to the back
of the building on your side - - -

DR PHELPS: Yes?
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MR HUSSEY: ---inthe “1lin 100 years” floodeau, when that is flowing, would
that be highly dangerous? Extreme hazard? Ghanittis going to be at least 1.8m
deep and that water would be flowing at quite aei&y, wouldn't it?

DR PHELPS: Itis high hazard in the channel.

MR HUSSEY: Okay.

DR PHELPS: Itis high hazard under existing ctinds.
MR HUSSEY: Yes.

DR PHELPS: And none of this changes the high teezéhin the channel itself.
Part of the proposed re-grading through the stdfits such that anybody who, for
whatever obscure reason, might decide that they iwamade out through active
floodwaters — don’t ask me why, but they might wauld progressively get deeper,
which would hopefully encourage them at some pioititme to turn around and
walk back the other way. There’s no way you catkwiaough the floodwaters,
particularly with that channel which in a 100 y#laod there would be quite high
velocity of the floodwaters - - -

MR HUSSEY: But at the back of your property ithist a transition there. It's just a
bench. Does that really need fencing along thekeép people out?

DR PHELPS: That area or that benching — and $gwee’d be informed by what
the urban designers might have in mind in ternthefuse of that area — what |
would envisage is that that would be an area priynaf landscaping and not of
active recreation.

MR HUSSEY: Btu in the flood event.
DR PHELPS: Yes?
MR HUSSEY: Wouldn't that be fenced?

DR PHELPS: If somebody happened to fall into tiextiched area, there would be —
the velocity would be such and the vegetation wanglduch that there would be an
opportunity to clamber back out again without besimgept away. That would be

part of the intention of the bench. That it beadbwer velocity and certainly — yes.
The starting point would be, well, my approach vaoloé one of using vegetation to
discourage people from stepping over into that ben€ouncil as | understand it is
suggesting that it would prefer to retain its erigtfence on the other side to
discourage people from approaching the channel froliiee Park.

MR HUSSEY: But even if it was a holding pond aradvelocity, it would still have
a depth of .8 and so the V times D would be muelatgr than four and would be
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highly dangerous. And if it's got some velocitypwmdn't it be highly dangerous if
you'd fence it?

DR PHELPS: But fencing is an option. That bengltan be refined. It could be,
if the benching was retained at all, it would begible to have a further intermediate
bench where it would be shallowed such that anyldaty inadvertently stepped

into that area would, you know, step into a shalt®pth of water and | would think
that there would be a variety of urban design teghes available to discourage
people from going into that zone. And certainky would not be encouraging
people to go into that zone during a flood.

MR HUSSEY: Okay.

MR LLOYD: Any more questions? Thank you.

DR PHELPS: Thank you.

MR LLOYD: Is the urban designer here?

MR SEYMOUR: ..... urban designer but architedtura

MR LLOYD: Architectural. Yes, please.

MR SEYMOUR: Ross Seymour, principal at Seymouchtects.

MR LLOYD: You heard the discussion we’ve just hawhat sort of treatment
would you recommend along that greater channel?

MR SEYMOUR: Well, | understand it's somethingw#m by the council
themselves. |do believe it's a better visual prabably addresses a better way to
treat it than having just a pure concrete culvetth Wwarricade fencing. It's very
confrontational to people. It provides a barbetween the park and where they
live. So Ithink the idea is, day to day, try ayet a lot more connection with people
residential to the park and create porosity throtgh space, so. | think the
benching and that impact of having a lot more laagde there is quite a positive, so
that by itself actually starts to shield the effethaving one big concrete space.

MR LLOYD: And how would you discourage peoplerfr@ntering that area?

MR SEYMOUR: Well, I think it's a study to work dwhat are the velocities, how
deep should it be, what are the other amelioraticategies you can have so that
people just don’t accidentally go in there? hihregardless of the fence, if
someone wants to go in there and ride their bolog@ged down in the storm, you're
not going to stop them, unfortunately. But yoallgewant to stop people
accidentally going to somewhere which is unsafe, So | think that’s about level
understanding. You may be able to baffle it, e say, so that the actual speeds
are in the middle — if that channel is full, thesgds are actually in the middle
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because the sides are actually baffled, slowed dowandscaping, by other
elements, so that you, like we said, have the opgbcstep out and get out of it,
knowing that it isn’t actually somewhere you sholéd

MR LLOYD: One of the recommendations is thatged reference design would
be finalised that addresses flood mitigation anzhardesign issues discussed in this
report. That sort of leaves it up in the air, sloeit?

MR SEYMOUR: Well, | think it is something thatssresult of design to properly
solve it.

MR LLOYD: What do you think?

MR HUSSEY: Well, I think there’s a — can | askuyas there any criteria for the
situation where you're concentrating a lot of nexople into an area and residential
people where the flooding would be too dangerousya wouldn’t do it? And
bearing in mind, every time there’s a flash floedomething, people do get into
trouble and you come back that probably the desigren’'t adequate and the
protections weren't built in in the first place.

DR PHELPS: Yeah, I think it is possible to deyelaith appropriate response to
flood risks. So for example ..... where theresangle storey dwellings, wherein the
problem with maximum five — the pay amount is oWer top of the roof of the single
storey building and there are a number of thospegaties which are being
redeveloped into multi-storey apartments where |gesgid there was no opportunity
to escape vertically within the site. If somebas trapped there that is part of
that future redevelopment there is an option foti#&l evacuation to higher .....
within new development, based on minimum afford&gmg above the ..... but the
problem .....

MR HUSSEY: I'd like to come back to this situatithat we're dealing with. Is
there any criteria where the risk is too high?

DR PHELPS: Well, the - - -

MR HUSSEY: Could you build that into the plannicgntrols now? Because there
seems to be a high degree of uncertainty. Mumdiess have to be done later on, but
we’re negotiating about how high the densitiesgmiag to be. Could that be a
constraint on the overdevelopment of the site b&e&oo many people will be
exposed to flooding risk? Or don’t we worry?

DR PHELPS: No, I think the scheme which is bedegeloped iterably in
discussion with council does address that by canatmg the conveyance of flood
waters in the southern area of the site, whichlvélbpen, and that those discharge
into Jubilee Park in a manner which is similar ®yatem of conditions. So the
whole point of the assessment which is being uadlert is to ensure that the
development doesn’t make conditions worse for adylmn adjoining properties and
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certainly it does achieve that. It does constdidhose flood risks within a defined
area within the southern zone of the property.

DR PHELPS: And in relation to any residual flaogks on the property itself there
is always a need to communicate those flood rigksgidents where we're
increasing involved in developing flood emergenesponse plans for multi-storey
developments, whether it be residential or evenmierial, that ensures that those
flood risks in surrounding areas are communicabguebple, either staff or residents,
and that the intent is that that be implementeth $hiat over time anybody who
moves into a property is made aware of the complekat development, because 99
per cent of the time we’re going to be looking ouér the parklands and they’re not
going to be seeing floods.

MR HUSSEY: So-so---

DR PHELPS: It's how we respond when the floodursc

MR HUSSEY: Given the limited time we’ve had aheé information we’ve got in
the bundle of documents there, what'’s the floodythat’'s got that technical
information about depths of water, volumes of wated impacts on properties that if

we wanted to read that we could read that sepgPatel

DR PHELPS: Okay. There is such a report. lild@resume that was appendix
3.

MR COLOGNA: Those appendices actually haven'tnbgevided in the business
planner.

MR LLOYD: We haven't got it.
DR PHELPS: Okay.

MR COLOGNA: The flood impact assessment card chm¢sppear to have been
provided in the business planner.

MR HUSSEY: So what's the name of the report?

DR PHELPS: Sorry?

MR HUSSEY: The name of the report.

DR PHELPS: Well, it will be a — it will look sorttgng like that.
MR LLOYD: We haven't got any of this.

MR HUSSEY: Can I just have a look at the covet hoan write it down?
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MR COLOGNA: Council hasit. We don't have itreg¢oday. We don’t have it
here today.

MR HUSSEY: What's the date of the report?

DR PHELPS: Well, this one’s called an addendult's going to 12 September
2018 but I'm not absolutely sure that’s the latestthat’s the latest? Okay.

MR REED: Council’s got it electronically, doesit?

MR COLOGNA: Yes, we do.

MR REED: Okay, | can send it.

DR PHELPS: The sorts of things that | think yeuall looking at. Things like
velocity, depth, velocities, depths, flood leveldBut as you can see the scheme is
such that the ground itself is dry.

MR HUSSEY: Okay. That probably does it.

DR PHELPS: That's the report if you want to lookhose details.

MS DEEGAN: Can | ask a question of the architecile that's being done? With
the conversation that we’ve been having in relatofiood, does that have an impact
on the ability to go underground to find undergrdwar parking onsite?

MR SEYMOUR: It's something you would take intonsideration, yeah.

MS DEEGAN: So there’s potential that there migata need for above-ground car
parking?

MR SEYMOUR: I think it'll be all below ground, binow you baffle that, how you
can possible sort of lessen the impact of that yvathink that's something you
consider through design. But the ground leve,gedestrian level will be above
PMF so really that takes away the urgency or datigeryou put people in that
they're safe within our site. It may be just ttegpark that's having problems.

MR LLOYD: Well, what are we going to do? | hawesay - - -

MS DEEGAN: Want to adjourn? Do you want to anlje?

MR LLOYD: Do you want to adjourn?

MR REED: Yeah.

MR LLOYD: Yes. We're going to have to think alidhis one and we’ll take a
short adjournment and come back.
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RECORDING SUSPENDED [6.06 pm]

RECORDING RESUMED [6.12 pm]

MR LLOYD: Allright. The panel has come to ac@on, which is unanimous.

We adopt the recommendation as set out in the plgmaport with a minor change.
We do not agree to increasing the floor-space ddtinap to 6.7 to 1.  We think
that increasing density on any flood-prone siteathe way to go and we are not
prepared to adopt your suggestion, nor are we pedga adopt the split as
recommended between the various uses. In relaiflooding, we note that
recommendation B requires that prior to public bilon issues relating to flood
mitigation etc will need to be finalised and putethibition. And after public
exhibition, the matter will have to come back te ganel when we can look at this in
detail, this whole question of flood mitigation.

We are going to slightly change the wording in raoeendation B. First dot point,
“Issues relating to flood mitigation and risk asseent to be dealt with and if
necessary the planning proposal will be amendéd efo we’ve just inserted those
words “and risk assessment to be dealt with” tinblided. So with that minor
change, we adopt the recommendation as in thesssasreport unanimously. All
right. So at least the matter can proceed.

MR COBURN: Yeah, thank you. Yeah, sure. Tlgank

MR LLOYD: Allright. With that, we can formallglose the meeting.

RECORDING CONCLUDED [6.14 pm]
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