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MR D. LLOYD QC: | think we can commence the megtand | formally declare
this meeting of the Parramatta Local Planning Papeh. In doing so, on behalf of
the council, | acknowledge the Burramattagal clae,Durag, the traditional land
owners of Parramatta and pay respect to the ebdeinspast and present. The next
thing | have to say is that this meeting is beecprded. The recording will be
archived and made available on council’s websge.that means you, anyone
speaking, is recorded. That means you have tespectful of everyone else in what
you say. The council is not liable to defamatigou are. All right.

There are no apologies and the declarations afeste forms are now being signed
and there are no declarations of interest. ltteaus/hen we commence these
meetings for us to introduce ourselves, so thatkymw who we are. I'm David
Lloyd. I'm alawyer. I'm a QC. I'm a former juégof The Land and Environment
Court. I'm a former acting judge of the Supremeau€and I’'m currently an adjunct
professor of law at Western Sydney University.

MS A. SMITH: I'm Anne Smith, and I'm the commuyitepresentative on the
panel.

MR LLOYD: Mr Lester.

MR A. LESTER: I'm Alf Lester. I'm an architechd I'm also an urban designer
and town planner. | am principal of a firm knowsiaLFA and | do sit on a number
of other design excellence and planning panely@né&y.

MS J. FIELDING: I'm Jane Fielding. I'm a plannelrwork at Architectus as a
senior associate in planning and | also sit omadther planning panels, as well.

MR LLOYD: All right. Well, with that, we can mavon straight on to the first

item on the agenda. This is the proposed modifinadb an approved boarding
house development at 34 Kissing Point Road, Oatdlaiithere are no objectors to
this proposal. The modification sought is to iras® the number of boarders from 12
to 17 by amending five single occupancy rooms tabde occupancy rooms. There
is a question we have of the planner involved @t thatter about one of the
conditions. Now, you have to be recorded. Youedratome over here. You're
going to be quizzed. Mr Lester has a question taboe of the conditions.

MR LESTER: There was a change or a request étiaage in the DA conditions
so that maximum rents only apply if a land exempti@s sought. You have any
advice on council’s response to that?

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Okay. So the intent of tbendition is that, should
the applicants seek the land tax exemption, ther@sximum rate that they can

charge. Council has — we have no objection tahange in wording as the intent
remains the same. As far as I'm aware, the apglisanot seeking to get the land
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tax exemption and they wanted — the purpose ofntbaification is to clarify that
condition. Yes.

MR LESTER: Okay.

MS SMITH: All right. Thank you.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Okay. Was that all?
MR LLOYD: That's all, yes. Are you happy witt?it
MR LESTER: | think so.

MR LLOYD: Allright. The determination of the pal is unanimous and it's on the
screen. There is a couple of changes we needke.mtashould read that:

Parramatta Local Planning Panel, exercising thedtions of the council as the
consent authority, pursuant to the provisions 4f6 —

4.16 because this is a modification not ..... -
4.55 of the EPA ACT 1979 modifies development obrse

whatever it is, and that is the determination. W&ee to add our reasons for
decision. So there will be reasons for decisibmst reason, the development is
suitable for the site and will be compatible witle future desired character of the
locality — “future desired character of the locali+ “of the locality”. That's
paragraph 1. Paragraph 2, these modificationswilresult in any adverse impacts
to the adjoining properties or the locality. “Ingpsi.

Okay. Next. Three, the panel otherwise suppbgdindings — “otherwise supports
the findings” — contained in the assessment repaitendorses the reasons for
approval contained in that report — “endorses” -haee to give reasons for every
decision we make. This is why we're doing thidl riight. With that, we can move
on to item number 2. 109A Wigram Street, HarriskPd'll just get that item up
here.

This is a review of a determination for the constian of an eight-storey mixed use
development comprising two commercial tenancies4dndoarding rooms and
parking spaces. This matter was previously consalby a panel. The only thing
that concerned the previous panel was the exaessdpace ratio, which has now
been rectified in the current proposal. And weeneé have two speakers, but we
don’t wish to hear from you, unless you wish ustiange our mind. Our mind is to
approve it.

MR A. BYRNES: Far be it from me to seek to chaggar mind. So as the
planning representative, I've got nothing furtheatld. | know my client, who |
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believe is the other registered speaker, just whitatespeak to some details of
conditions.

MR LLOYD: Yes.

MR BYRNES: Are you comfortable with us moving adewith that discussion?
MR LLOYD: Yes, but you have to be recorded.

MR BYRNES: Sure.

MR LLOYD: For the record, your name and addressase.

MR A. EL-HAZOURI: Anthony El-Hazouri, 55 PhilipStreet, Parramatta.

MR LLOYD: Right.

MR EL-HAZOURI: So we presented council with soisgues on the draft
conditions, some of which council has amended spes#ly as of - - -

MR LLOYD: We have a set of amended conditionsher

MR EL-HAZOURI: Yes.

MR LLOYD: | understand you agree to them.

MR EL-HAZOURI: So there are just a couple tha still in issue, which we
weren't finalised. Namely, to an issue you presiguaised on the other application
on the cap — on the tariffs charged per week, higki back to the Office of State
Revenue rates published each year. The condé®it's drafted, in my
understanding, isn’t one that is open to beingooyati. If you want the land tax
exemption, you get it. It's — the way the condit®drafted the moment, it's
obligatory — that ultimately you must — you canalearge more than the tariff listed
by the Office of State Revenue every year.

MR LLOYD: Which condition are you speaking to?

MR EL-HAZOURI: Condition - - -

MS C. STEPHENS: s that 109?

MR EL-HAZOURI: Let me just bring it up.

MS STEPHENS:

The rent charged shall not exceed the maximunf fariboarding houses.
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That one?

MR EL-HAZOURI: Correct.

MS STEPHENS: Yes. So the copy you've got, Dasithuld be 109.
MR LLOYD: 109. Do you want to change that corati

MR EL-HAZOURI: We'd seek for it to be deleted, timt, ultimately, it doesn’t
emanate from anything within the Affordable HousBI§PP, nor the LEP. In
previous matter that we’'ve been involved in, thert®held against these sort of
conditions on the basis that infill accommodatiod saupported accommodation,
supportable housing accommodation, does havegiSHPP, restrictions on tariffs,
whether they’re a 20 per cent reduction of markéte or the like. The Affordable
Housing SEPP, in relation to boarding houses, impo® such tariff and, typically,
it's a function of market forces that dictate thaft and if we chose to obtain the
land tax exemption, then we choose to rent therantadation under the applicable
tariffs per year and also satisfy a whole raft thfeo conditions of — of the Office of
State Revenue in order to obtain that. But the Wwayderstood this condition — and
I’'m happy to be shown if 'm wrong — is that it'etsimply if you choose to apply
for these exemption; it seems to be simply thatgannot charge a tariff higher than
that published by the Office of State Revenue gaetn, which | think is without
foundation.

MR LLOYD: Well, that's what the condition says:

The rent charged shall not exceed the maximunt fariboarding houses or
lodging houses, as determined by the Office oERavenue New South Wales

etcetera.
MR EL-HAZOURI: Somy - - -
MR LLOYD: It says that.

MR EL-HAZOURI: Sorry. The previous planner thatt gip here on the previous
application was saying something along the lines jofst on the previous — the same
guestion was asked about the previous applicatem, 5.1 - - -

MR LLOYD: Yes.

MR EL-HAZOURI: - - - and | thought that the expktion given was along the
lines of, “If you choose to obtain the exemptidmttcondition applies.” My — I'm
just saying that if it is — if it is, in fact, thgbu cannot charge more than those
applicable tariffs, | would ask the foundation tbat condition because, ultimately, it
doesn’'t emanate in the SEPP. There’s nothingarSEPP that says there’s a
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maximum tariff that can be charged for boardingdes, nor is it in any applicable
LEP or any policy document I'm aware of, in relatitm boarding houses.

MR LLOYD: Is the reporting officer here? Thankuw We’ve heard you.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Condition 109 simply appdi¢o when there in a land
tax exemption.

MS SMITH: So we needed another sentence.
UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: So | think the conditiorsélf reads to say:

If there is an exemption, the rules apply.
So | think the condition is very clear. If therels exemption ..... obviously, there
will be no tariff which is applicable, accordingttte State Revenue, New South
Wales.
MS SMITH: So there’s a sentence missing?
MR LLOYD: How would you change the condition?
UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: We could add to the citygay, “Shall the proponent
seek land tax exemption, the rent charged shakxaged”, whatever the rest of the
condition reads as.

MR LLOYD: Do you agree with what has just beeid3a

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Yes. We can —we can amémcondition to reflect
that.

MR LLOYD: Well, you talk to each other - - -

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Yes.

MR LLOYD: - --and come back with an agreed wogdof that condition - - -
UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Yes.

MR LLOYD: - - - and do that now.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: | can.

MR LLOYD: All right.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Yes.
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MR LLOYD: Is there anything else, Mr Byrnes?

MR BYRNES: No, that's fine. Thank you.

MR LLOYD: Well, then, I think, subject to thathn announce the decision of the
panel which, again, is unanimous and it's coming@uophe screen. But again, as

before the wording is not right. Paragraph A soehld that:

The Parramatta Local Planning Panel, exercising fimections of the Council
as the consent authority —

no, no, no, no, no, no, no. Thisis - - -

MS SMITH: Yes. She’s just doing cut and paste.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: She’s just copy and pastedhe next one down.
MR LLOYD: Okay.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: ..... retype it all.

MR LLOYD: Paragraph A should read that:

The Parramatta Local Planning Panel, exercising filmections of the Council
as the consent authority, pursuant to sectionsa8di4.16.

This is — this is a review so we have to mentiariisa 8.4 and 4.16:

8.14 and 4.16 of the Environmental Planning ande8sment Act approves the
variation to clause 4.4 - - -

MR LESTER: Environmental Planning and Assessment
MR LLOYD: Yes. The Environmental Planning andsAssment Act 1979
approves the variation to clause 4.4 of Parranaital Environmental Plan — clause

4.4 of Parramatta Local Environmental Plan undermpttovisions of — wait a minute:

..... Act 2011, as it is satisfied that the apgufits request has adequately
addressed the matters required to be demonstraiddnclause —

by clause 4.6 of that plan; clause 4.6, not 5.6:
...4.6 of that plan, and the proposed developmentdamriin the public
interest because it is consistent with the objestion that particular standard

and the objectives for development within the zone.

MR LESTER: There were some objectives.
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MR LLOYD: Objectives. Not objectors. Objectivies development within that —
within the zone. Full stop. Within the zone. IRibp. Now, the rest of it can go.
We’'ve got to get this right.

MR LESTER: Where the red lines are, that shoelddtisfied about them.

MS SMITH: That'’s just spelling.

MR LESTER: Not satisfied that - - -

MR LLOYD: As itis satisfied that - - -

MR LESTER: Yes. And then there’s another no otiigectives to them.

MS SMITH: Yes.

MR LLOYD: Objectives?

MR LESTER: Yes. Well, that’s all right. And th¢here’s change in B. You've
got the wrong section there. That the ParramaitalPlanning Panel, under section
8.4 of the Environmental Planning and Assessmeht Not 8.2, 8.4. All right?

MS SMITH: Yes.

MR LLOYD: And then at the end of that paragrapit @ subheading Reasons for
Decision. The reasons for decision go above thuse bottom paragraphs.

MS STEPHENS: Before the - - -
MR LLOYD: Itgoes---
MS STEPHENS: ---....

MR LLOYD: That's the — they're the reason for tthecision. That okay? Am |
right?

MR LESTER: Yes.

MR LLOYD: Yes. Allright.

MS SMITH: And they've come back.

MR LESTER: Clause ..... the clause .....

MR LLOYD: Yes. And then — have you agreed onwueding?

MR EL-HAZOURI: We have.
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MR LLOYD: Whatis it?
UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

Shall the proponent elect the ..... that protectd a... the rent charged will be
the same as the rest of the .....

MR LLOYD: Allright. So the — it will be subjedb the amended conditions and
that changed at paragraph 109. So outline N #'s@ot outlined in appendix. At
paragraph B, you've got:
Outlined in appendix 1 of the assessment report.
It is — no, no, no, no, no, no, no. Under B.
UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Yes, that was B. Under B.
MR LLOYD: Under B. You've come down to the — the-
UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: [ will.

MR LLOYD: Under —if you — just — you see the wdsubject to conditions
outline” — “subject to conditions as amended” - - -

MS STEPHENS: Look how | wrote B.
MR LLOYD: Subject to the conditions as amended.

MS STEPHENS: So the second last one — so thaaoa¢he next one should be
“as amended”. It should say “as amended”.

MR LLOYD: “As amended and agreed to by the agpiicincluding —" comma
after applicant — “including the following amendnhém propose condition 109”.
And would you read it out again?

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

Shall the proponent elect to see land ..... the cbarged shall not exceed the
maximum .....

MR EL-HAZOURI: | think the first “shall” should é “should”:
Should the proposal elect to see the land ....reghecharged shall not - - -

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Yes:
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...shall not exceed the maximum tariff for boardingses or lodging houses,
as determined by .....

MR LLOYD: You'vegota---
MR LESTER: *“Shall not exceed".
MR LLOYD: “Shall not exceed”. Yes:
Should the proponent elect ... shall not exceed.
All right. Okay. Are you happy with that?
MR BYRNES: Perfect.

MR LLOYD: Allright. Thank you. Item 5.3. This the proposed modification to
the approved aged care centre in Alice and AlfredeSs, Harris Park. We have
notice that there are two speakers on this. I8/dhael Ellis here?

MR M. ELLIS: Yes.

MR LLOYD: You have to be recorded, Mr Ellis. Riwe record, your name and
who you are and where you're from.

MR ELLIS: Yes, it's Michael Ellis. Director ofdritage and collections at Sydney
Living Museums, Historic Houses Trust.

MR LLOYD: Allright. You have three minutes.

MR ELLIS: The reason | wanted to talk to you atitiis matter today is that it was
determined by the Land and Environment Court amthat determination, there was
not a requirement for merits assessment and the dounot undertake merit
assessment in that judgment. I've got a copy @ftkdgment, if you require it. So
what I’'m now circling back on is, now that it's loe¢ you for modification, | have a
particular concern about the building height amad falking on this matter from —
we’re the managers of Elizabeth Farm, which isghllyi significant heritage item,
listed on the State Heritage Register. Its regfistn number is number 1. It was that
important when it was listed. And it was listed ifis significant building structures
and landscape.

And there’s a been a lot of planning assessmenndrthat site over the years. Your
LEP, with the building heights, actually takes timb consideration and the building
heights in front of Elizabeth Farm and to the sidage always been kept lower than
the surrounding locality because those views whvayes recognised to be protected
into the future. | also believe the site is ofioiaal significance. We will go through
a process — the Historic Houses Trust — in nommgatiat for national listing and
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Parramatta City Council don’t have a lot of natitynaignificant sites within its
LGA.

In particular, what I'm concerned about is that tE#> building height is a 9.2 metre
permissible height. It was approved at 15.5 and thds modification’s seeking it to
go to 18.8. In the panel's assessment, | woukelyibu to also take into consideration
the building height map, which is not within theuoail report. However, I've got
four copies here and I'd be happy to table therhatf’'s — if I'm able to do that.

MR LLOYD: | think we’ve got a copy here somewhere
MR ELLIS: Okay.
MR LLOYD: Yes.

MR ELLIS: Well, why I think that's an importantgn to take into consideration is
you can actually see what the planners were triigraghieve by protecting that
view, when you look at how that site has been ifledtas only a building height of
9.2. It's sort of — it's really creating a viewr@angle from Elizabeth Farm and I'm
concerned that once there’s incremental changenatitiat zone we’re going to lose
control of the building heights in the future. that was the main thing | wanted to
talk to you about today.

MR LLOYD: Okay. Thank you.
MR ELLIS: Thank you.

MR LLOYD: Now, I think the architect is here. tise architect here? Anyone for
the applicant?

MR BYRNES: | got a message that the architecisght in court.

MR LLOYD: What a terrible thing.

MR BYRNES: Yes.

MR LLOYD: Allright. Are you happy to do — withur decision.

MS SMITH: Yes.

MR LLOYD: Are you happy with our decision? Arew happy with our decision?
All right. The panel has considered the mattéwemisa view of the site and does not
accept the recommendation here to approve thidag@vent. We are concerned
about the increased height, as has been mentidhida substantial infringement of
the height control and we are not prepared to &ethe powers of the consent

authority to vary that height control. Secondlg aad a concern about whether or
not this is substantially the same development.
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This is a modification application, which can obly approved if it's substantially
the same development as that which was origingliy@ed. Here we have the
addition of a fourth storey and a part fifth stgrejth an increase of over 1,000
square metres of gross floor area. The increaleight is an additional 3.3 metres,
from 15.5 metres to 18.8 metres. The panel doethmk that this is substantially
the same development.

So the determination of the panel is as followk), the panel is not — the panel
refuses the application for modification under mec#.56 of the Environmental
Planning and Assessment Act for the following reaso(1), the panel is not

satisfied that it has the power to grant consetttigapplication as it is of the

opinion that the proposal is not substantiallyghme development as that which has
been approved. It is not satisfied that it hasgraw grant consent to this application
as it is of the opinion that the proposal is ndissantially the same development as
that which has been approved. Secondly — we lmadd a few words here. In the
first sentence, “The panel — the Inner West Lotahiing Panel exercising the
functions of the counsel” - - -

MS SMITH: I'd like to be in the Inner West.

MR LLOYD: | was there last week, unfortunatelyhe Parramatta Local Planning
Panel exercising the functions of the council &sdbnsent authority pursuant to
section - - -

MS SMITH: She had it, and she took it out.

MR LLOYD: It's section 4.56 this time. Refusé®tapplication for modification.
You've got “under section 5.56”, so again — twic& you — remove that bit there
“for the following reasons: (1)”. Paragraph 1hat sentence, and then follow-up
sentence, “Another reason is that the ParramattallRlanning Panel exercising the
functions of the council as the consent authornitsspant to section 4.56 of the
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act doegmmtove a variation to the
building height control prescribed by clause” —rfpoint whatever it is — what'’s the
height control?

MS SMITH: Three? 4.3?

MR LLOYD:
4.3 of the Parramatta Local Environmental Plan 2044 it is not satisfied that
the applicant’s request has adequately addressedrtters required to be
demonstrated by clause 4.6 of that plan, and top@sed development - - -

MS T. MBIRIMI:  What clause was that, sorry?

MR LLOYD:

.LPP MEETINGS 19.2.19 P-12
©Auscript Australasia Pty Limited  Transcript in Golence



10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

- - - would not be in the public interest.
MS SMITH: 4.6.
MR LLOYD:

4.6 of that plan, and the proposed developmentavoat be in the public
interest because it is not consistent with the abjes of that particular
standard and the objectives for development witténzone.

That's fair enough. That's good. Are you happyhwhat, panel?
MS SMITH: Yes.

MR LLOYD: In short, we think a variation of heigbontrol from the control of the
9.2 to what is now sought, 18.8, is too big. We'tca we just can’t go on with it.

So that’s our determination. All right. The néem we have is the development at
85 Victoria Road, Parramatta. This is for altemasi and additions to an approved
development being shop top housing at that addiredading increasing the FSR
and building height and an additional storey on jpa of the building. Now, I've
lost my sheet.

MS SMITH: What are you looking - - -

MR LLOYD: Hereitis. We have notice of two péepvho wish to speak. | can
say that you're both in favour of the proposal.e danel is happy with this if you
are.

MS K. HODGKINSON: We are.

MR LLOYD: And you don’t want us to change our mhin

MS HODGKINSON: No. Not today.

MR LLOYD: We'll — we agree with the recommendatio

MS HODGKINSON: Thank you.

MR LLOYD: So the determination of the panel hisragain one where we have to
make sure the wording is correct, and it is nai.ti® determination of the panel is
that the Parramatta Local Planning Panel, exegi$ia functions of the council as
the consent authority, pursuant to — in this casection 4.16 of the Environmental
Planning and Assessment Act 1979, approves thati@ri— it's a variation of the

height control, isn’'t it? And the floor space?eAve varying - - -

MR LESTER: A very small increase in floor space.
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MR LLOYD: s itjust the floor space?

MR P. ISRAEL: There is no change in the heighttod, no change in - - -
MR LLOYD: Is itjust the height control or istite floor space?

MS HODGKINSON: It's the floor space ..... the dple.

MR LESTER: The floor space is consistent.

MR LLOYD: Height. Yes. Approves the variatiomthe height control prescribed
by clause four point - - -

MS SMITH: Are we ..... the height?
MR LLOYD: Yes.
MS SMITH: 4.3.

MR LLOYD: 4.3 of the Parramatta Local Environmedi®lan 2011 as it is satisfied
that the applicant’s request has adequately adzitebe matters required to be
demonstrated by clause 4.6 of that plan, and thegsed development would be in
the public interest because it is consistent wWithdbjectives of that particular
standard — it is consistent with the objectivethat particular standard and the
objectives for development within the zone. Adihi. And then — that’s all instead
of paragraph (a). It's really a re-wording of maph (a), the whole of that. So 1
becomes (a), as it is consistent with the objestivés (a).

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Yes.

MR LLOYD: (b) is as on the screen. Then we hvbave Reasons for Decision.
The reasons for decision are: the developmerdgnsigsible in the
Blneighbourhood centre zone and generally satifeesequirements of the
applicable planning controls. All right.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Satisfies the - - -

MR LLOYD: The development is permissible in thé Beighbourhood centre zone
and generally satisfies the requirements of thdicgige planning controls. That's
one. Two, the development will be compatible with emerging and planned future
character of the area.

MS SMITH: ..... already got it in the next line.
MR LLOYD: In this case I've got the words “emangiand planned future

character of the area”. All right. Next. The photherwise supports the findings
contained in the assessment report et cetera. .Ghuely're the reasons. Any other
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reasons, panel? All happy? All right. Thank yeay much. All right. Now, we
come to 33 Thomas Street. This is the proposddaare centre for — a proposed
two-storey childcare centre for 56 children at #ddress. The recommendation is
for refusal. In that case we should hear from fypet, Mr Byrnes. All right.

MR BYRNES: Hello, my name is Adam Byrnes from fikiPlanners. Our address
is in Mays Hill Gatehouse, Parramatta Park. Weé&eking this afternoon for the
panel to please defer the decision. There’s beersl guess, correspondence that
we submitted to the council on 10 February that massighted at the time that this
report was written on the 15 Sorry. When | say February, January. 10 Januldr
you see in your business papers on page 396, wereguired to submit amended
plans by 10 January. We did that.

We understand the office is comfortable that tha@ttcur, but it seems like at the
time of writing, that submission had not been seEmose amended plans address
many of the issues we believe that are raisedeircdimtent that the reasons for
refusal. We pulled back the rear play — the upleek of the play space to improve
solar access, reduce the overall impact. I'm atseerned about some of the
discussion within the report that this is excesgiMeulk and scale. We're well
under the ..... facade development standard.

We are 20 per cent below the standard. We are thedres below the applicable
building height. We are proposing a childcare enf, | think, a modest number of
56 children in an R4 zone. We think it's an appiage use. We would just like for
the application to be given the opportunity for #meended plans to be considered
before they come back to you. Alternatively, we ep doing it via an 8.2. We
would just prefer it to be done as we submittedaimended plans on 10 January.

MS SMITH: I'm happy to defer.

MR LLOYD: Allright. We’ll go along with that.The objectors haven't seen the
amended plans either. There are objectors here.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Yes.
MR LLOYD: You haven't seen the amended plansegith
UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: No, no.

MR LLOYD: So you should be given that opporturaty well. So this will be
deferred to the next meeting, next month, and wiehave a supplementary report.

MS STEPHENS: Sorry, David. 21-day advertisinggee You might not be able
to make the next meeting. Sorry.

MR LLOYD: |see. Okay, all right.

.LPP MEETINGS 19.2.19 P-15
©Auscript Australasia Pty Limited  Transcript in Golence



10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

MS STEPHENS: It will be April at the earliest.

MR LLOYD: Well, the objectors should see the anhplans as well.
UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Absolutely.

MS STEPHENS: If there’s a 21-day advertising @arthey will see it.

MR LLOYD: Allright. So it may not be next montHt may be the month after.
All right. Well, at the request of the applicathtis matter is deferred. All right.
Sorry you had to wait around. That brings us ®rthxt item which is the proposed
childcare centre at 21-23 Norfolk Road, Epping. N#ee three people who want to
address us on this one. Is Mr Shaves here? Waouldome forward, please? Your
name and address, please?

MR R. SHEAVES: Rodney Sheaves. 24 Chester SEpping.

MR LLOYD: 34?

MR SHEAVES: 24. | adjoin this property — the peoty that you're considering.
MR LLOYD: Where is Chester Street?

MR SHEAVES: Chester street is — my property’slmmcorner of Chester and
Norfolk.

MR LLOYD: Yes?
MR SHEAVES: And | adjoin on the northern side; 23

MR LLOYD: You're across the creek, are you? Yeudn the other side of the
creek?

MR SHEAVES: The creek is in my property.
MR LLOYD: Isit? Okay. All right.
MR SHEAVES: It's a council easement, it's notraek.

MR LLOYD: |Isee. Allright. | know where youe Okay. You have three
minutes.

MR SHEAVES: Thank you. I've made a written subsion, so | assume that you
have seen that and | don’t think there’s any pmimhe going through that, but |
would like to emphasise two points.
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Firstly, this is a new development in the area bleahby Chester, Norfolk — sorry,
I've forgotten what the other street is — Pembrakd Essex Streets. There is no
other development like this. This is essentialhgsidential area. Most of the
properties are single or double storey-housesreléuwe some 1950s and '60s flats
there. So this is a major development.

Our concern is that it will have a massive impactraffic. It's directly opposite
Epping Public School. | would imagine that manyte parents who are dropping
children at that school may well be other childa¢his childcare centre, if
approved. In any case, in my submission, | gavesame photographs of traffic at
peak hours of school opening and closing timées.alteady bumper-to-bumper.
There’s no parking for parents to drop off or pigkchildren before or after school.
They come into Chester Street, which is the neatestt at a right-angle, where my
front entrance is. They block all our drives.s l& major concern of ours at this time.

To put another type of facility, directly opposkeping Public School would, in our
opinion — and this seems to be an issue of agretesmeongst most of the residents —
cause a major impact in terms of traffic. As ybsée in my photos, the traffic at 3
o’clock in the afternoon is bumper-to-bumper, deutphrked in Norfolk Road and
also in Chester Street, to a certain extent.

We do not have an objection to a childcare ceattepugh there are nine in the
Epping area already. But we don’t think that's tight location, simply because of
the traffic already — the traffic problems themneatly. The other thing | would like
to mention is the creek that you mentioned, whicfact is a council easement
which has been there for 90 years. It's an opamdrit drains from Epping CBD
proper, right through my property, it goes undensamther properties, it goes under
Norfolk Road and it goes further east.

This floods; it's very shallow. Council has reddsto take any responsibility for it.
I've raised it over 25 years with both Hornsby amodv Parramatta councils. They
say they don't have the funds to do anything tdtis a shallow easement. When
we have solid rain there, after a couple of houfl®@ds into this property. So it will
be a major drainage problem. I’'m not sure thaiotvaer, who is a developer, is
aware of the sort of flooding issue, but the peegie live there, the tenants — there
are two houses there — are very much conscious of i

| brought it to the attention of the council ..lt.doesn’t flow in my — well, it floods a
little bit at my property between mine and thatgaxty on my southern side, but it
doesn’t have any effect for me. But it has a majgract for them. | don’t think
they’ve thought about that and | don't think itjgpaopriate for a childcare centre.
But the major is the traffic issue.

MR LLOYD: Thank you. Wei Fun Lai?

MR W.F. LAl: Yes. Hello.
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MR LLOYD: Your name and address?
MR LAI: My name is Wei Fun Lai. | live in 21 Rkleigh Way, Epping.
MR LLOYD: Where is that?

MR LAI: Just at the back of the childcare centvghere the kids play — the
playground.

MR LLOYD: Yes.

MR LAI: That's my fence.

MR LLOYD: You're at the back?

MR LAI: Yes. Adjoining the back. So, basicalljjust am where the kids are.
MR LLOYD: All right.

MR LAI: | wrote my objection before and maybe jmiseen it already. And the
reason | object is like the gentleman said befoadfic. It's a huge impact for the
parents in that school — at Epping Public School.

And also in my complex, the townhouse — the smalise area, only 250 square
metres. It's small — small land and a small afdaackyard. And like, six or eight
houses will be affected by noise and other isséesl for me, | live there and my
backyard is only, like, nine metre by three mewete. So my fence is that low and
the noise ..... affect it very much.

And my work | need to do — | do the night work. & needs me to do night work
and | have to work overnight and sleep in the dagt It's quite hard for me if the
noise is there. My in-laws live with us as weltlahey have medical conditions as
well, so they have to sleep at the day time becausaht time they can’t. They
have insomnia or whatever; it's not easy to sleep.

And also the retaining wall — because our landgh Hike, a metre higher than their
land — the retaining wall is 20 years old andatg of shape. And they’ll build a
storage room next to the fence and what we will @mdf you look at the plan, what
we will end up — our fence is like that and théarage room is big and that much
closer to the fence and tall. And what we will,se&r backyard is small and all we
will see is a big storage room wall and roof orand we have lost a lot of light.

And also they cut down a tree in their backyardolhs a very healthy, good tree.
We looked it and every morning small animals anddjithey are sitting there and
happy. And they cut down a good tree and thi®tggood. It's a reserve area, isn't
it, for the tree cutting? So we’re concerned Wil safety issues as that's a
commercial area now and our back yard is very samal| you know, the safety and
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this — if they build the storage there, people dqust climb up or whatever. Yes,
okay, that’s my concern. Thank you for your time.

MR LLOYD: Thank you. Ms McCartney.

MS M. McCARTNEY: Hello, panel. I'm Margaret Mc@aey. | live in 5/12
Forest Grove, Epping. But | am here to repredenBpping Civic Trust today. So |
am speaking on their behalf. We object to thisetlgyment and we support the
council’s findings and recommendations. This depeient is not in the public
interest. We would also like to show our supportthose among the twenty
submitters who have objected to this developmedtvemagree with their reasons
for objecting as listed in the council reports] s@n’t repeat it.

This development application represents over-deweént of this site. Epping is
fast losing its leafy character and older style Bsrand gardens, all of which have
attracted residents to want to live in this subpssticularly members of the Epping
Civic Trust. This makes the preservation of thetEpping Heritage Conservation
Area all the more crucial and important. To hatdres, including significant
trees, removed and one building demolished, goamstgthe purpose the Heritage
Conservation Area, to keep this remnant of thigtdge for our suburb. It will have
a negative impact on the streetscape which we &lheeme to love and enjoy.

Norfolk Road is the main artery for North Eppingidents to leave their suburb.
This makes Norfolk Road a very busy traffic — fflltraffic during peak hours and
causes traffic congestion in locality, as the cprsue to access Epping Road.
Placing a 60-space childcare centre in this siteadd further to the traffic
congestion and we foresee it could present dangesoenarios for young children
crossing this busy road. The Trust is concernedigplacing a childcare centre on a
site which is prone to flooding. This is not arpagpriate location for a childcare of
this size and scale. We therefore ask you to plezfsise this development
application. Thank you.

MR LLOYD: Thank you. You're firm?

MS SMITH: I'm firm.

MR LLOYD: What do you want to do?

MS FIELDING: Can we adjourn?

MR LLOYD: Do you want to adjourn and talk aboti iWe’re going to have to

take a short adjournment and discuss this one.ll Afdy be about 10 minutes or so.

RECORDING SUSPENDED [4.43 pm]
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RECORDING RESUMED [5.00 pm]

MR LLOYD: All right. We’'ve come to a determinat which is unanimous. The
panel is not comfortable and is really not in aifpms to determine this application in
the light of what has been said about the traffipact. So the determination is that
this matter be deferred to enable a full traffipant assessment to be prepared and
furnished to the panel and, secondly, for a refgobe prepared to determine whether
all significant treaties can be retained in additio the two identified in the
assessment report. We don’t have anything on ntsntWe — there’s been no
traffic study.

MR SHEAVES: No.

MR LLOYD: That's what we need - - -

MR SHEAVES: Yes.

MR LLOYD: - - - before we can make a determinatio

MR SHEAVES: Yes.

MR LLOYD: That's what we want. So that’s the ei@hination of the panel.
Thank you for your attendance.

MR SHEAVES: Thank you.

MR LAI: May | just raise one little issue. The..public school is under
construction and building three — building storethree-storey building for more
kids so just more — more kids will come.

MR LLOYD: You mean it's getting bigger.

MR LAI: Yes.

MR LLOYD: Allright. Thank you.

MR LAI: Thank you.

MR SHEAVES: Thank you.

MR LLOYD: Okay.

MS SMITH: Okay.

MR LLOYD: All right. We can now go on to the pliaing proposals, the first one
of which is the Albion Hotel site. The panel lodkat this site earlier in the day, Mr
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Byrnes, and we really need more information. Wedne proper briefing paper
showing how this fits in with the Parramatta celnbiasiness district strategic plan.
You've got this proposal for tall buildings righth ¢he edge of the CBD, and we're
about to look at another plan proposal for HasSt#et.

Are you involved in that one, which is more towatis middle of the CBD, which
has a lower floor space ratio than what you ar@gsimg on this site? And we want
to know how this all fits together. So our inclilma here is to defer the matter, get a
full background briefing on that kind of thing, but mean, we’re happy to hear you
now, but it may not be the same panel that detexsnin: -

MR BYRNES: Yes.

MR LLOYD: - - - this matter. | have to say, fraapersonal point of view, I'd be
sorry to see the pub go because | used to drimk.tHgut things - - -

MR BYRNES: We all have our vices.

MR LLOYD: - - - things must move on.

MR BYRNES: Are you happy for me to present or- -
MR LLOYD: Look - - -

MR BYRNES: I'd like — I would like to make a colepof comments if that's all
right.

MR LLOYD: It might not be us that determines tmatter.
MR BYRNES: Sure.
MR LLOYD: It'll go to another meeting.

MR BYRNES: But I’'m going to try and convince yaot to defer it. That's what
I'd like to try.

MR LLOYD: Well, you can - - -
MR BYRNES: Yes.

MR LLOYD: You can try.

MR BYRNES: Yes, | can try.
MR LLOYD: You can try.

MR BYRNES: Should | come over here?
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MR LLOYD: Yes.

MR BYRNES: Yes. Okay. Yes. Adam Byrnes, ThRianners, Mays Hill
Gatehouse, Parramatta Park. The CBD Planninge§iratbeen out in the public
arena since, | think, April 2015. It's not a coewlstrategy in many ways. There’s a
lot of complex — there’s a lot of devil in the déta any planning strategy, | guess,
but from a — that broad idea of what's happeninty Wweight and FSR in the core of
the city, the proposal is essentially 10-to-one FSR

MR LLOYD: Yes.

MR BYRNES: - - - with the ability to ratchet upase — those FSRs based on some
unique opportunities: extra commercial floor spaoédra — extra residential for
certain-size sites and the like. You only get thgtortunity to get 10 to one if

you've got a certain area; otherwise it's sillyhi@ve pencil-like towers on small
sites. And then six to one is at the north andstheh extensions of the CBD: north
up Church Street, south down Church Street, sbotn That has been in the public
arena. That has now not only been in the pub&oarnot only been assessed by
council, but has also been accepted in principlehbyDepartment of Planning, that
these heights and FSRs are appropriate.

They have issued a gateway on the — | think ittedlséhe 18, came out on the 17

of December last year. That's — that more or $ags, “We accept this overall
strategy.” There’s a series of questions thatdallof the gateway that — that they
ask for clarification on, but the planning propotheit is before you is one that is
consistent with the council strategy that has be¢he public arena for now three-
plus years and is also consistent with the polsitpn set out by the Department of
Planning.

They actually — they actually told council to adagtertain sliding scale when it
came to FSRs and — and in that sliding scale, thargecognition that a — a site of
the size that we have is appropriate for the FSRwle have. So | guess falling out
of that, | — I don’t know if that helps with — ierms of the background because |
think it's — | think it's pretty clear, the poliagirection at both State and Local
Government in relation to FSR. | guess you're pliyp also wondering about some
of the knock-on effects, things like overshadowamgl the like. Is that —is that - - -

MR LLOYD: Impact on traffic.

MR BYRNES: And impacts on traffic. So those tignagain, have — so let’s just
talk to overshadowing. So in your report befora,ypage 613, we've got some
shadow diagrams that show that this particular @saf in terms of the parklands to
the east, do not impact upon those parklands wiiously, the afternoon along the
west side of that, and that's only from — on thesvday of the year, it's from kind
of, | guess, midday onwards it starts to — it stéstimpact.
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The Department of Planning has said, “We'd likeimalerstand a little bit more
about the cumulative impact of shadows.” We urntdesthat, but we are right at
the early stage of the planning proposal process hehis is a pre-gateway request.
There is a long way to go in which — in which ticeuncil will be looking at those
cumulative impacts. So we think we’re consisteithwhe policy, consistent with
the strategy, and we think that on that basiseti®eno reason for you to delay that
for further analysis.

MR LLOYD: Are you not convinced?

MR LESTER: No.

MR LLOYD: We’re not convinced.

MR BYRNES: Oh, I tried my best. Yes, I'd be kderunderstand what the — the
key concern is, | guess. We’'re not in a dialogereshbut - - -

MR LESTER: Okay. From a planning point of vieme're being asked to endorse
a proposal for a very significant building on tltge of the city without the
backgrounding that you've just given us in about twinutes. We've been advised
by planners that there are some documents thatlkeseant, including some graphic
material which go back to Architectus’ original dand some further studies - - -
MR BYRNES: Yes.

MR LESTER: - - - by Hector Abrahams, that haverb&ken into account.

MR LESTER: We think that, as the responsibleypave need to have a grounding,
at the very least, in that - - -

MR BYRNES: Sure.

MR LESTER: - - - to be able to make an informedment.
MR BYRNES: Okay. So - - -

MR LLOYD: You've done well, Mr Byrnes, but - - -

MR BYRNES: But- - -

MR LLOYD: - - - not quite - - -

MR BYRNES: Yes, no trouble at - - -

MR LLOYD: - - - not quite enough.

MR BYRNES: Okay. Thank you.
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MR LLOYD: The decision of the panel is this matbe deferred to enable a
background briefing paper to be prepared for thepa a full background briefing
paper to be prepared for the panel. | don’t kndvemvthat could be done, but
hopefully by the next meeting, and you'll have Hiedent panel.

MR BYRNES: Yes, that's the issue.

MR LLOYD: Yes. Allright. That's that one. Thenext matter: 6.2, the planning
proposal at 6 Hassall Street. This is well advdrao®l comes to us to simply — it has
received gateway determination. It's been exhibittk comes back to us to simply
report on the results of the public exhibition. eféare no objections to the proposal,
and | think the panel is happy with the recommeindat

MS SMITH: Yes.

MR LLOYD: So the panel adopts the recommendatiche assessment report.
Next is the planning proposal for 128 Marsden $tfeéarramatta. Is anyone here in

MS S. ROBINSON: Yes.

MR LLOYD: - - -inthat matter? Are you here fie - - -

MS ROBINSON: For the applicant.

MR LLOYD: For the applicant.

MS ROBINSON: Yes.

MR LLOYD: We’re not completely happy with it. W&e inclined to not give you
the full floor space ratio that you have asked fdfe are concerned that you also
propose to fill in the colonnade.

MS ROBINSON: Yes, on the ground floor. Yes.

MR LLOYD: The increased floor space ratio thatiygeek arises principally
because of the use of the car parking areas.

MS ROBINSON: That's right. There’s - - -

MR LLOYD: Yes.

MS ROBINSON: There’s three levels of above-gropadking - - -
MR LLOYD: Which will be - - -

MS ROBINSON: - - - and two levels would be cortedrfloor space.
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MR LLOYD: And that will account for much of theadrease. We have no problem
with that. We do have a problem with the fillinfitbe colonnade. We would like
that retained. So what we propose - - -

MS FIELDING: Well, three of four panel members.

MR LLOYD: Sorry.

MS FIELDING: Yes.

MR LLOYD: This is not unanimous.

MS FIELDING: Yes, | thought we were going to- -

MR W. REYNOLDS: Could | provide a comment - - -

MS FIELDING: - - - get some information.

MR REYNOLDS: - - -justin relation to the colame. So | got some information
about awnings and the council’s strategy for awsing§o the DCP identifies streets
where awnings are required as part of developmantsproadly speaking, it's
Church Street and some of the side streets offéh8treet. But in this location,
awnings are not identified - - -

MR LLOYD: Thank you.

MR REYNOLDS: - - - as being required. Yes. laetually got a screenshot of the
figure from the DCP on my phone, so | can showiygou like.

MR LLOYD: No, that’s all right. | understand.mean, we’re happy with the
recommendation apart from that. What we are sugeis that the proposed floor
space ratio be reduced to allow for retention efakisting colonnade. That's our
view at the moment unless you can persuade u® toahtrary.

MS ROBINSON: Well, | must say - - -

MR LLOYD: And if you want to speak to that, youxdtter - - -

MS ROBINSON: Yes, I'llgo - - -

MR LLOYD: - --move over there.

MS ROBINSON: - - - to the hot seat. My name’'si@a Robinson. I'm a
consultant town planner. I'm here with Will Reyds] who'’s from Marathon
Holdings, the landowner and the proponent. | guesse surprised because we had

early consultation with council and felt that pagjithe glass line out to the edge of
the footpath was actually a better outcome foistheet because it meant that it — the
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street became more active. | — I'm guessing thetaps your concern is about
weather protection, is it? Is - - -

MR LLOYD: Well, that's one of the concerns.

MS ROBINSON: Well, yes. And | think the colonmedare something that go in
and out of favour, and we had taken the view thats better to have an active
street edge in — in this part of Parramatta anttktza was actually the better urban
design outcome. So | guess we are surprised beeauactive streetscape felt like
the right thing to do. At the moment you've gatadé that has some activation, but
then you have some sort of quasi-office uses ttwfige no activation at all. They
sit — sit behind the colonnade.

And pulling the glass line out meant that the peasp for getting more sort of active
streetscape uses, more retail uses, would be iragrarnd you might get — | think
there’s a hearing — sort of a hearing service éngmow, which — very important
service, but it doesn’t need to be on one of —kmaw, a very prominent corner in
Parramatta. So surprised, | guess, is my reactibiadn’t expected that to be a
concern for the panel. So we would, | guess, @gglask that you reconsider because
we really felt that that was a good — really goad pf the proposal to make it a

more active street.

MR LLOYD: Any questions, panel? Any questions?
MS SMITH: No, | haven’t got a question.

MR LESTER: | suppose my question would be, tla@eedifferent ways of
activating the street space. You mentioned a edié&h normally has the right to
spill out into that space, because it’s all prisati space, theoretically. Would that
not mean that some of the uses that you might & a& activate could also take
advantage in the same way that a café might?

MS ROBINSON: Well, | think that the colonnade spas useful for café seating.
MR LESTER: VYes.

MS ROBINSON: No doubt. But probably not otheiareuses. And, you know, |
don’t know that you would fill the whole space ufimcafes. | think that —and a
café can have fully openable glass front that basaf that indoor/outdoor feel
without it actually being in a colonnade. So #tjincreases the range of uses, you
know, pedestrian interface uses. | can’t imagad that whole space would be
filled up with cafes and restaurants.

MR LESTER: | wasn’t suggesting that. | was s - - -

MS ROBINSON: Yes.
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MR LESTER: - - - there might be suitable ones btiiink part of it's taken up by a
substation as well, is it not, around the corner?

MS ROBINSON: That — on the — around the othee sygs. There is —yes. So
that’s not going to go anywhere. We're stuck witht. But it's only that one café
use. And even the lobby — | think the lobby beiagessed takes away from the
street — you know, at the moment, the lobby, yogjgeto walk through the
colonnades so it doesn’t have a direct connectiadhd footpath either.

MR LLOYD: Any other questions? No? Thank youweuch.
MS ROBINSON: Thank you.

MS SMITH: I'm staying with my opinion. | think ih the amount of traffic — foot
traffic that’s growing in that area, the whole @rRmatta’s becoming a living,
working city. | think the movement of people —imhave got wider and bigger,
mobility scooters. I'm not convinced that thera’big enough area there to indicate
this great activation while those officers couldmtrhaps go up to the first and
second floor and they for more active uses.

MR LLOYD: All right.
MS SMITH: So I'm sticking with the colonnade.

MS FIELDING: My position hasn’t changed. | have issue with filling in the
colonnades. Ithink it'll present as a better urdasign outcome, better activation,
all the rest of it, and | note council officers ebgtion that the DCP does not require
an awning in such location. That's not to saycairse, that perhaps there couldn’t
be an awning probably put there in the future, depeg on the depth of the — width
of the, you know, pavement, etcetera.

MR LLOYD: What's your view?
MR LESTER: | think that my view is that it's asset to pedestrians at the moment
for cover, for solar protection. It's being takeut of play and there’s no

replacement for that unless you did consider arirayvas an option.

MS ROBINSON: Well — | mean, we are dealing witle planning proposal so
there’s no - - -

MR LESTER: No, no — sure.

MS ROBINSON: But absolutely no problem, subjectite council and the council
own the footpath so - - -

MR LESTER: Sure.
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MS ROBINSON: - --itreally is a streetscape-- -

MR LESTER: Exactly. Yes.

MS ROBINSON: Yes.

MR LESTER: So I still have the view that it stiffers a measure of protection. It
is on the south side which means it gets northigiingo it's one of the ones that you
would look to provide some protection for, rathgart being on the northern side of

the street and, therefore, subject to a lot moaglsh So | guess | would still have the
view that it's something that is important.

MR LLOYD: Well, the decision of the panel is thhe proposed floor space ratio
be amended to allow retention of the existing coémte. That's our decision.
Otherwise, we adopt the recommendation with tekrri

MS ROBINSON: Okay.

MR LLOYD: So the determination of the panel islere. The floor — proposed
floor space ratio be amended to allow retentiothefcolonnade and that the panel
otherwise adopts the recommendation. All righhafik you very much. Thank you.
We now move onto the final matter. The planningpasal for land at 55-59 Kirby
Street, Rydalmere. The panel looked at this sitBeg in the day and | think I'm
correct in saying that the panel is of the viewnranimous view that the
recommendation be adopted. All right?

MS SMITH: Yes.

MR LLOYD: So that's the determination. All righSo there’s nothing else to do,

okay. | wish they were all as easy as that. Rog®ne want to speak against the
recommendation? You do?

MS G. SEDGMEN: We all are registered to speak.

MS SMITH: All of them.

MR LLOYD: So subject to hearing from you, that'gr view at the moment.
MS SEDGMEN: Yes. That's fine.

MR LLOYD: You want us to change our mind, do you?

MS SEDGMEN: We would like you to change your mind

MR LLOYD: Allright. Okay.

MS SEDGMEN: The next 10 or 12 minutes will - - -
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MR LLOYD: You have to be recorded.

MS SEDGMEN: Thank you, chair and panel. My nasn@eorgia Sedgmen and |
work for Mecone. I'm the consultant town plannerlehalf of the applicant. We
also have our economist here and our urban desigmea representative of the
landowners. As you said, you went to site today lam sure you will appreciate,
having inspected the site, that it's absolutelyséand site. You know, surrounded
by residential land everywhere. | think you'll erare that council recommended in
2016 that this site was an anomaly and it wouldygropriate for a land use change
and | don't think any of us are disputing that.u@al — we’re all in agreement here.
What really is remaining to be resolved is whatdbasity will be and in addition to
that, also the master plan and also the valuatieithodology that's been adopted and
our economist will speak more on that after me.

| think, from our position, the density that's bgart forward with an FSR of 1.3:1
by council is not proving economically viable o tland. | think that there’s
particular constraints to the site that we neetbtwsider and the fact there’s a 20
metre cross fall from Upjohn Park in the north dawrSubiaco Creek in the south is
one of those, along with a nine metre retainind tvatween the two tenancies on
site, as well as the heritage item in the northalad the riparian land to the south.
So there’s some additional costs with changindahd use on this site and | think
that without an economically viable FSR, it worgsult in the land use change that
we’re seeking.

MR LLOYD: | have to tell you that our view is @ it's supported by decisions of
the Land and Environment Court — that questiorscohomic viability are not
relevant if the proposal is otherwise not satigfacbn planning grounds. You have
to satisfy us on planning grounds.

MS SEDGMEN: Yes.

MR LLOYD: Arguments about economic viability areelevant. Irrelevant; all
right?

MS SEDGMEN: Okay. Well, let's touch on planniaggyument. So I’'m sure
you're aware, from the history of the report, ttiere’s been ongoing reiterative
design processes for the last two and a half yeiéinscouncil. This scheme started
much higher and much more dense, with heights U2 tmetres and an FSR of 2:1.
We've been working with council over this time amalve brought it down to what's
presented now, which is the 1.5:1, and maximumHigigf generally eight with one
nine storey component, where we believe it wagtestat it was able to demonstrate
the height could be accommodated. So all of ther smcess studies have been
undertaken, SEPP 65 compliance has been testedistdreed to council’s feedback
that obviously 1.3:1 was the preferred density iad was based primarily, we
understand, on proximity to heavy rail.
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So we undertook a study to investigate 1.3:1 anthimi& what we produced was the
best scheme we could at 1.3:1 that allowed | thinker cent open space and we
exceeded compliance with solar and cross vent. tWeae done with the scheme
that's been presented in front of you is take tf311and add one ..... storey across
the height. And while | understand economic viabik not your position, in order
to facilitate the land use change — for us, thats® we master planned the 1.3:1
scheme that council preferred and then we lookechat it would take to increase
that to 1.5:1 to make it viable and that was opneestacross the site.

Again, our discussions with council have centrexiad proximity to heavy rail. So

| just wanted to note that stage 2 Parramatta faghts within one kilometre of the
site, which will be on top of the express bus smsithat are already available within
400 metres at Victoria Road, and also walking distato Ermington town centre to
a lot of those local facilities. At 1.5:1 the soleresults in quite considerable public
benefit, which is upgrades to Upjohn Park — we'easulted with council’'s open
space and public space team — also upgrades tw@llIgigron Victoria Road and

Kirby Street and providing a crossing there whiatuld provide access to the light
rail on South Street, and we believe that we'venla®e to manage that interface
and context because it has been thoroughly invastigover the last two and a half
years in terms of visual impact and solar accedsalirof those types of
requirements.

| guess, finally we would say that the desired eittharacter is for residential
development here and not for industrial and winitdtthe planning consideration,

our sticking point at the moment is the floor speatén because we can’t make it
financially viable right now at 1.3:1, and all we'provided to get to the 1.5:1 is just
one additional storey across the site. So thankayw we have some other speakers
and we’re here to answer questions if you have any.

MR LLOYD: Thank you. Who's next?
MR R. HUXLEY: Me.
MR LLOYD: Come forward, please.

MR HUXLEY: My name is Richard Huxley and I'm timanaging director and
principal architect of Bureau of Urban Architectaned the design architect
responsible for this project and I'm specificalbcfising on master plan and urban
design issues. Firstly, we're pleased that thencibofficers have given their
support to proceeding with the PP but | would lizdocus the panel on a few key
points; hopefully, the turning points that maytsuy like, change your view on your
leading comment of just running with the proposapat in the council officers’
report. | think the way that we see it, after v a half years of working with
council staff, we’'ve come up with the right solutiand yet there’s a kind of a late in
the piece kind of new plan that we disagree with.
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The main features of our scheme, being U and Lesthépilding typologies, was
specifically to create a middle landscape spadevibald be a dominant landscape
area in the site. The U-shape configurations mé@isapartments that would be
facing Upjohn Park would be — that would be a biefeit then on the inside of that
U, looking back, then people would actually hawe blenefit of a large open space
internally in the site. Subiaco Creek facing resid would benefit from the creek
but of course they would benefit from a large oppace in the middle. And | think
the other thing that's very important — and weedllabout this for a long time and
Jan McCready was very specific on this point, that— to create not an urban form,
a typology that related to its sort of suburbaratmmn and the fact that you're
urbanising it.

So the notion of having U-shape and L-shaped foreans that streets that you
would drive and walk down would have large arealaflscape and there would be
built form but it wouldn’t be dominated by this domuous built form. And | think

it's a mistake just to say let's do perimeter blod¢ks sort of, like, the easy thing.

It's sort of a bit cookie cutter and | think, ingfcontext, | would sort of ask the panel
to consider potential typology change. If you ptliter things aside, | think it's
important; create a big space in the middle ofsiteeand to create streets that aren’t
just dominated by walling. So — you know, we’rd imoAlexandria so | think that
that’s really important. And just bearing in mitids plan we have not seen. After
two and a half years they've put something forwaedhave not seen.

MR LLOYD: This council .....
MR HUXLEY: Yes. Yes.
MR LLOYD: Yes.

MR HUXLEY: Yes. So | would you urge you caution this. And it's untested
and | think when you test it | think it will comendone. I'd like to talk about that but
just quickly, you know, we’ve got a maximum of 3dtlwe’ve got varying heights
from two levels, four, five, six, eight, nine — we’'saying it's important to have
townscape. We're saying that it's important todnévese big — this big open space
in the middle so that you've got Upjohn at the eBdbiaco at the south and you've
got this big middle space. | think we’ve donetladé right things in terms of the
riparian setbacks and all of that and | won't g ithat in detail; tailoring what I'm
saying relative to your opening remarks, | think.

What we did is we felt that the right masterplars\fze plan that we've ultimately
settled with and, as Georgia said, there’s a @tot1 difference, which is the
difference between 1.5 and 1.3. | don't think titwet scheme works really well at 1.3
and then doesn’t work at 1.5. And just puttinglasiiability for a second, | think

the right masterplan is the right masterplan.irikithat you might sort of form the
view that, look, if council is saying 20 metreaiceptable, they're saying buildings
of a substantial height are acceptable. The quresj is a maximum — not
everywhere, right, and we wouldn’t want to devedopCP. It would be
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inappropriate for all of the two and a half yeafrsliscussion that we’ve had that we
would say we don’t want to have a uniform height.

We want to have varying heights and be compellesbtbof come up with sort of
superb buildings that respond to the topography,there is a big topography
change. There’s 20 metres on site. Even if ymktabout a gradient past a building
— you're going to change two levels or three leya$$ going past a building on a site
that's dealing with 20 metres of cross-fall. Sd ffeaked at 31 and came down to
sort of 20, or if it sort of was 10 and peakedaat ef 25 or something, or, you know,
15, that you would — this is going to be the natfra scheme that will ultimately
come out in the wash when a final ..... ---

MR LLOYD: You could do that even with 1.3 to Y.ou could have - - -

MR HUXLEY: No, no. ltis, but | don't think thahe notion of saying 20 metres
and 1.3 is necessarily the golden solution. Ikhie most important thing is making
sure that there’s the right balance between baithfand landscape on the street and
that it is perimeter block, which is really the kibyng. And then the second thing is
that, | think when you consider 20 metres of cradisthe right scheme with being
able to having substantial varied heights | think lad everyone’s mind, in a

design sense, not to just to have, you know, siregtblocks and it will be poorer for
it. 1 don’t think it will be innovative and thatimy great concern in the assessment of
this very late in the day — we only saw it a weg& after two and a half years —
drawing and | think that’s particularly unfair.

No disrespect to the council officers, but it'seuyknow, it has been a collaborative
two and a half years and | think this is just nght. And | think that the one thing
that makes it very difficult to accept this plaroige of the constraints of the site, like
where the sun comes up and goes down, like 20 metreross-fall, like Subiaco
Creek, like getting the dimensions of built formaawirom Silverwater Road, are
important. | think that the fact that there’s teyperating businesses — effectively
leases on the land; they have different timelintagy could be sort of a decade
apart — and, in stageability, we said it's fundataktinat the masterplan
contemplates the fact that the northern built forrich currently sort of is close to a
boundary line and an escarpment, which is a marereadarpment, of about 10 or
S0 metres, that had to be figured out in the stagin

So you can’t have a notion, which is council’s pldrat stages it and actually doesn’t
have the road running relative to that so thatganu have a southern works zone and
a northern works zone. So | just think that doesark; it won't happen. And |
suppose — we designed the northern entry, whichaiboow have said — | mean, |
got on the phone to Kevin and said, “Would thisabeeptable?” He said to me,
“Yes. It would” He said, “As long as the majoriy that road” — the northern road
that comes in at the top of the site — “the majositis on your land.” | know the

road needs to change and we’ve been, you know,tikaéng about this for months,
and months and months, and | said, “Well, looKpag as the majority — it's 60 per
cent — if you align it the way | think it should b&gned relative to where you
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wanted to finish and the access off Kirby Streett@ncorner”, and he said, “That
would be fine.” Now council officers say that’straxceptable.

After two and a half years, | think a proponenaatesigner deserves to have sort of
like some common sense to prevail and | don't tliokimon sense is prevailing
there. It's a small point, but I just think youatkto get the road right and there’s lots
of benefits. It's not — you know, it's not mondyyt it’s like there’s things that the
development can do to add value to the park, pdatily as it interfaces with the
heritage and the way the buildings and the new validbe. Getting that right — it's
about getting it right, not saying where the lissuld be. Because there’s so much
So space to work with, it’s just getting the roaght; making sure that you don’t
affect too many trees and it's the right trafficaame.

So we would sort of say that our scheme in thadnegeally solves that issue and |
suppose we — | know that you've started with a leadline, but | really believe

that the things that council are saying about, kioaw, what we should change are
sort of not right. They have taken an L-shapedting that borders Silverwater
Road — and | call it, you know, the L or the sevam] they've said flip it. Now, if
you look at the plan, our plan suggests that, stesi with our U and L-shape
topology, that the green space should be in fagbthre residence, not of cars
travelling at sort of 80 kilometres an hour. Ndkere will, of course, be — have to
be a buffer of landscape, but to flip that to ceesat amenity on the Silverwater Road
side, it’s still — | mean, a building, whether iP® metres one way or the other of a
boundary, still have acoustic treatment, so ike ivhere do you put that greenspace.

Council have said, you know, “Let’s just changsdtit’s in favour of Silverwater
Road.” I'd rather it be in favour of the streefseavithin the community within the
public domain and the road network — they’re alhgao be public roads — rather
than saying, “Let’s try and create it on the otkiede.” | just don’t see the sense in
that. And the other thing that we were instruated/ clearly from council is don’t
create dead ends. Every road must be a loopakemsense. It's safe; there’s a lot
of trees; there’s Subiaco Creek. So from a fian an emergency vehicle point of
view, just don't create dead ends. And, believe ye, in the two and a half years,
we’ve gone through options after options. So iswary firm, but they have come
and they have said, “Okay. It's okay. Our plawhdhat we haven't seen, “is — it's
okay to do a dead end.”

Now, it was never okay to do a dead end and | tthak's wrong, so | think the
panel should contemplate that. And when | — wa it of this work; we do a lot of
architecture — | think the thing is when you lodklee perimeter block and you look
at the real public open space that you're creaimjthe value to the streets, that
plan, when you translate that into 1.3 to 1 andlyave 20 metres, it will just be this
built out thing. It will be horrible and | would'ge you not to go down that route. |
would urge you to think that two and a half yeaas karnt us the right to say, “I
think we’ve got it right with the masterplan”, anthke the decision about FSR. |
know, at the end of the day, perhaps that's psltiore than real sort of, you know,
architecture and planning thinking, because | thivat, for the sake of one level, we
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know that 1.5 and 1.3 with its own masterplan,’shidite decision. So you sort of
think it's about a storey. So | feel that we'radkiof close if only we could focus on
it being a discussion about our masterplan, notesleimg that has come in at the end,
and | know I've probably gone over my time, butrthgou go.

MR LLOYD: Thank you. Sorry. Any questions, p#heAny questions, Anne?

MS SMITH: No.

MR LLOYD: No?

MR LESTER: s it arguable that part of the pragdpas | read it, is talking about —
the planning proposal, in essence, is about FSRlaawge of land use? And,
essentially, the recommendation is that theresaage of land use from industrial to
..... city residential R4.

MR HUXLEY: Yes. Yes. Yes.

MR LESTER: There’s a proposal as part of thanhtalify the FSR.

MR HUXLEY: Yes.

MR LESTER: And the maximum building height - - -

MR HUXLEY: Yes.

MR LESTER: The three components.

MR HUXLEY: Yes. Yes. And you would think likéat we're sort of close. You
know, like - - -

MR LESTER: But what I'm thinking about is thatthat land use change went
through, it doesn’t necessarily mandate an end plan

MR HUXLEY: Yes.

MR LESTER: - - - which is what you've addressddiously and your passion for
it comes through.

MR HUXLEY: Yes.

MR LESTER: Butwhat we're, | think, being askedaok at is to support the
change inuse - - -

MR HUXLEY: Yes.

MR LESTER: - - - achange in the facade and agéan building height - - -
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MR HUXLEY: Yes.

MR LESTER: - - - at the moment and then you cainirgfo the — you know, the
very detailed nitty-gritty. We have not been backmded with a lot of the material
that you're talking about - - -

MR HUXLEY: Yes.

MR LESTER: - - - so we almost have to move back basic position of the land
use change that’s being sought, which, if you balbwn, comes back to those three
things, | think - - -

MR HUXLEY: Yes. And - - -

MR LESTER: - - - which leaves open the argumbat you can still develop within
that frame.

MR HUXLEY: Yes. |suppose the issue is, we woséy, with 20 metres of cross-
fall to mandate a 20-metre height of a maximum béigding — | mean, we’'ve
thought about it in a townscape sense and we’kifsaie could peak at that point,
we can get things down to two, and four, and three

MR LESTER: Sure.

MR HUXLEY: - --and we can have a real — thdkie real message. So | think it's
a mistake to say the 20 metres is correct, anhk itis a mistake to say, look, we've
agreed that 1.5 sort of like — it works, but I'mt t@o sure whether it's beneficial —
putting aside money — it's beneficial to say, “Wébk, it just has to be 1.3” if we're
saying 1.5. So I think we’ve proven our case fer big picture things. | suppose
I’'m just asking the panel to say that these thstgsuld be able to be, in the fullness
of time, ventilated, reviewed and worked througtited we do get the very best
outcome. You know, we're not — we — you know, waiot — don’t have ambit
claims of, you know, three to one, two and a haH tyou know, this is — you know,
we’re sort of close, but we feel that a new plad setting a 20-metre 1.3 is just —
that’s all we would — you know, err on caution aaduest the panel to deliberate
considering that.

MR LLOYD: You sought a 40-metre building height.
MR HUXLEY: Beg your pardon?

MR LLOYD: You sought a 40-metre building heighthat was your application; a
40-metre building height.

MR HUXLEY: Yes. Well, in the beginning, we wethtrough with Kim Kristani a
whole array of solutions and then, for about 18 theywe ran a process with Robert
and Kim. Then there was a change and we lodgeliginer heights with Kim, and
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then, all of a sudden, Jan McCready came in ang/éianeg changed. So | would
sort of say that that sort of reflected the monwéribat sort of engagement of option
studies relative to different people and the fhat taller buildings could have
actually given way more park space and — | mea was how that emerged.

So if | can just speak frankly, that that was, koow, the result of the individuals in
the room, and | suppose it is always the casetdhat buildings and the same — or
similar densities you could produce, you know, &stit outcomes — and we weren’t
having people on the other side, Kim in particutarying, “Look, | don’t think that
this is out of the question”, you know. | meanuymow, almost paraphrasing
exactly, you know, any — you know, two to one, ¥mow, 1.5 to 1, she could see it
happening, you know. So that was that time whetodged - - -

MR LLOYD: So what - - -

MR HUXLEY: - - - but then, you know, we had changf staff and then, you
know, it has been evolved from that point. Sarnkhhat that's the context of
looking at can we have height; is there a betikrtion where it's not just sort of
like one mindset?

MR LLOYD: So you're asking us for a — from us.& 10 1 floor space ratio.

MR HUXLEY: Yes. As a maximum.

MR LLOYD: And what height?

MR HUXLEY: Well —and as a maximum of 31, but wehis is the thing. We — if
we can't get 1.5, | mean, you know, it's just sitiot going to happen. And given
20 metres of cross-fall, you know, to have theighib be able to peak at that point,
to be able to drop down and have this varied thimat's my biggest concern. If you
actually boiled it down, delivering — someone dnite deliver 1.3 and the perimeter
block model, I think it will be horrible.

MR LLOYD: So what's the maximum height you're agkus?

MR HUXLEY: We're asking for 31 as a maximum.

MR LLOYD: 31?

MR HUXLEY: 31 metres as a maximum. And just td i into context, you know,
25 is a fairly normal sort of like height for a lling that sort of like, you know,
lifted and you've got cross-fall that, running pasthe highest point, gives you our
highest building, but, of course, we’re not trytiogdo that everywhere. As we say,
our masterplan says it should step and be vigorous.

MR LLOYD: So how many storeys is 31 metres?

.LPP MEETINGS 19.2.19 P-36
©Auscript Australasia Pty Limited  Transcript in Golence



10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

MR HUXLEY: Well, 31 could - it could be - - -
MR LESTER: Max 10.

MR HUXLEY: - - - nine storeys.

MR LESTER: Nine to 10.

MR HUXLEY: Yes. It could be —well, it won't b&0. It can't —we —it's
impossible to get 10 - - -

MR LESTER: | know.
MR HUXLEY: - --butit could be nine.
MR LESTER: Nine.

MR HUXLEY: But I think there’s only one point thia achievable at nine, and we
actually say most of it should be five and six, #meh — and that’s how it should be.
So | suppose what we were looking for is a verglafrigorous DCP process that
would sort of be pursuant to your decision to segéit — it's a massive site. It's
fantastic. It has got all of this amenity. Ittssj something that actually panel and
council officers and proponent alike actually fidled we’ve innovated. We haven't
just said, “Look, we will just do the easy thingdashumb it down”, and because, you
know, there’s not consensus for sort of, you knbw.because it's too far from a rail
or 20 metres feels a bit comfortable.

It just doesn’t sort of feel right. You go ontethkite and you look at the enormous —
sort of the enormous tree canopies and the topbgrepange, and you really
wonder, you know, if | was a panel member — anapp®se have been a panel
member in the past — but you really wonder sowlwdt dimensions of buildings feel
right, you know, in terms of sort of captivating@rt of a relationship to place and
what sort of dimension of open space feels riglsioid of make sure that you’re not
losing the opportunities that it is actually bigdajou want to respond to big and to
topography and the height of those trees. And gaiwe got sort of residential
buildings that have sort of, you know — there’'s thort of, like, fine grain, you know,
around, sort of, you know, all, you know, Patergay, and you sort of think it has
got to be a mixture, you know. That's the sort-@he proper response to place. So
that’s, | suppose, where we've come from.

MS FIELDING: Prior to the council’s recent plamsithere any discussion with
council about LEP maps for FSR and building hetpat might vary across some

MR HUXLEY: Yes. That'sit. We were quite intested in pursuing a very specific
way mapping out because our next step is like ya speecific DCP that would lock in
a DA that's the - - -
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MS FIELDING: Only in the DCP, but not under thER.

MR HUXLEY: Well, you could. | mean, we’re doiramother one in Burwood at
the moment. We’re prescriptively — and the padelped this. We actually lodged
an LEP thing. We made the heights specific to atradDA and lodged the finished
scheme as if it was a DA, but, obviously, as a RR avheight map that reflected that
exact scheme, so there was certainty. And wheivga@ot really unique sites and
compelling reasons to create, sort of, like, goesigh and innovation because of the
constraints, not just because you want to do inayy that was a way that we
successfully achieved that in another council fbugding that was on a park, and
the community really wanted to see something sspecial. So that could be done,
and | think that our client would be more than hafipbe that prescriptive, but, you
know, as | said, it's about being — if there’s ghhpoint, there’s a low point, and
there’s a series of middle points as well, andriklithat’'s what the site deserves.

MR LLOYD: Any more questions?

MS FIELDING: No. Just more in relation to thedtds in relation to the historic —
because it would seem to have a higher buildinghtei

MR HUXLEY: Yes.
MS FIELDING: Close to the existing residentiabahe historic house.

MR HUXLEY: What we’ve got along that eastern bdary on the back side of the
Ormond Street backyard is we’ve got a building hedf five that steps to seven, six
and seven, and then we’ve got the corner of the &dhe northern end, and then
we’ve got the heritage precinct for which we’veatssl a two-storey built form that
would be connected to the heritage. Now, we'vd saand we’ve tested things. |
mean, we — the heritage architect came up witmetilon centre. Council didn't like
it. 1 didn’'t mind it, but, | mean, you know, a lot brides and grooms taking pictures
sort of near some public space didn’t seem to ble linat they’re worried about
traffic. | getit. We suggested a sports centre.

So we sort of thought the heritage precinct —fidldihg downhill with the heritage
gardens and a two-storey building that would benested underground and then
cross the road to sort of a — four — five-storeijding that pulled back and then was
a bit taller. There would be a solution there thatld sort of make sense to me.
And then, from another point of view, when you ledkat the buildings from the
park or if you were playing cricket on the pitcloking back to the buildings, you
know, having buildings of that sort of five storayrt of thing sort of running along
that sort of boundary feels sort of, you know, vegit. | mean, we’ve sort of
mapped that and modelled it and physically modetleas well as just CGl, and it
feels like it’s right.

And then the difference between those built formd e back porches of the
Ormond Street properties — like, there’s quitetabi- there’s a lot of distance. So —
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and we’ve preserved a setback by saying therestaping, there’s a road, there’'s a
setback to a built form, and then that plus the @rthStreet backyards —it's a
healthy distance to have anything. But in thenkesls of time resolving something in
detail in a DCP and then locking it into an LEPhwspecific heights — | mean, |

don’t see why we couldn’t, you know, achieve tlaaudl, as | said, | don’t believe that
1.5, you know, should be put off the table, anduwse really want to vary the heights
because | think the outcome — I think it will betsaf this massively missed
opportunity from an architecture and urban desigintpof view.

MR LLOYD: No more questions? Thank you. Mr Wisan, do you want to
speak?

MR M. WISEMAN: Yes.
MR LLOYD: Yes.

MR WISEMAN: Just a quick question, if | may. Wame prepared to — council’s
report engaged on an economic viability questibaccept what you've said .....

MR LLOYD: Economic viability is not a planning osideration.
MR WISEMAN: | understand.
MR LLOYD: End of story.

MR WISEMAN: Council engaged in that, and we’veredprepared to talk to it. If
itsnota-- -

MR LLOYD: It's not a planning consideration.
MR WISEMAN: Then we can set that aside. We waalk to that.
MR LLOYD: Yes.

MR WISEMAN: Okay. Without, | guess, changing thek slightly on what |
wanted to come and talk to the panel about — Michaseman is my name. |
represent the landowners. We started this jousoeye time ago, looking at what
can be achieved through a planning outcome chainggsecand then exploring what
is the capacity of the site, and we’ve looked ahynaptions. Richard has talked
about the time and the journey, particularly thedrtayout, how we get roads to
work on a site that has steep topography. We extjag that, and we landed the
road network that we submitted with the PP. Wa tieplored the envelope that
could be developed on the site within that roadvogk, so the larger development
lots that were created.

We looked at an envelope from a shadowing persgedthpact on adjoining
properties, biodiversity, with the benefit of alfubnsultant team over the course of
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time, and iterating the design. We were accusédeabeginning of this process of
designing to an FSR. We were told, “You have picka FSR, and you have
designed to that number, and that's what you'ragl6i So that was not the case, but
we went to extensive lengths to demonstrate thétave designed to what the site
can carry, and that's carrying providing qualityppa spaces and quality
accommodation. We've tested SEPP 65 to know tloaitswvith the scheme that has
come in.

We've tested the solar of public spaces that wereated within the site, and we've
tested the impacts on what’s happening to the soding area. The concern is that
we’ve seen a new scheme that has been put forwacdunmcil. That is untested.
That scheme has reduced the spacing between lgsldinen you've got a site that
has south-facing steep slope. Reducing the gageketthe buildings increases a
shadowing issue. We’re concerned that when the$ted that scheme will not pass
the SEPP 65 and the sunlight for public spacewviiatave strived to achieve. We
ask the panel to consider that.

MR LLOYD: So you're asking us that a state-spedaievelopment controlled plan
based on your scheme be prepared. That's whatvgatius to do.

MR WISEMAN: And an FSR of 1.5. That'’s correct.

MR LLOYD: Yes. But based upon your scheme.

MR WISEMAN: Correct.

MR LLOYD: Yes. Thank you.

MR WISEMAN: Yes.

MR LLOYD: Any more questions? No? All right.h@nk you.

MR WISEMAN: Thank you.

MR LLOYD: | think, Ms Cheong, your comments am@lpably of no relevance.

MS E. CHEONG: Fair enough, I'm very happy ta if.you don’t care to listen to
them.

MR LLOYD: But you're proposing to address us @tation to the evaluation and
feasibility?

MS CHEONG: ..... with the approach.

MR LLOYD: No, we're looking at this strictly frora planning point of view. |
think we need to adjourn. We’ll take a brief adjouent.
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RECORDING SUSPENDED [5.55 pm]

RECORDING RESUMED [6.19 pm]

MR LLOYD: We've carefully considered this and we’heard from the applicant.
We haven't heard from the council other than whatread in the council report.
There are some things that concern us.

We appreciate what Mr Huxley has said about thegdeend layout and we accept
the force of what you've said about having intermaén space and that kind of thing.
But that is, really, for the DCP stage, not for ¥ge’re only considering the
rezoning, the floor space ratio and the height A.detailed DCP would have to be
prepared in due course and that would then lotkeatayout of the buildings and
where you're putting them.

We are also concerned about the possibility ofttaildings backing on to single-
storey residences, which you’'ve shown here on pooposal and we're
uncomfortable with that. But we think that it'sdi@ally a good opportunity to do
something decent here. So bearing in mind tredjdins low-density residential, we
are nevertheless prepared to agree to the reztmiRg high-density residential. So
we’re happy with that.

We feel that six storeys should be the maximum.h&ethat limits the maximum
height to 20 metres. However, at the developmppliGation stage you could come
up with a proposal that individual buildings coblel higher than six storeys and
other individual buildings could be lower than stereys, in order to give the
variation that you seek.

So we're going to leave it at 20 metres — six stwrefor the time being, but as you
heard earlier, if you were here earlier in the des were approving clause 4.6
variations to building heights and it happenstadl time, where you have a higher
building, but a smaller footprint and more opencgpaThat’s at the detailed design
stage. But for the purpose of the rezoning, wgaiag to stick with the council’s
recommendation of both the 20 metre height and tB¢o 1 floor space ratio.

So the recommendation in paragraph A is adopted.aldb agree to those additional
uses. We note at paragraph B that a site-spegfielopment control plan be
prepared. That's where these various schemes tamthe picture. That's where
you'll work on the layout: what you're putting wleeiwhat goes where, that sort of
thing. So we adopt paragraph B. And the remaipBrggraphs are all machinery
provisions, so that is the recommendation, unangnouaccordance with the
assessment report. Does anyone else want to gdyrag? No? All right. So that's
the recommendation, unanimously. And with than tormally close the meeting.
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RECORDING CONCLUDED [6.23 pm]
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