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MR P. WILLIAMS: Good morning and welcome. Befare begin | would like to
acknowledge the traditional owners of the land tictv we meet. | pay my respects
to the elders past and present. Welcome to théimyegeday on the review of the
gateway determination of the planning proposaétmne land at 62 to 64, 580 to
558 Canterbury Rd, 1 to 3 Platts Avenue and 2,2B3,2C and 2D Liberty Avenue,
Belmore from part 6B enterprise corridor and pa@tedium density residential to
B5 business development, alter the maximum builtigight and identify the site as
a key site. My name is Peter Williams. | am cledithis IPC panel. Joining me is
Russell Miller. The other attendees of the meegirggMitchell Noble, Warren
Farleigh, Lisa Ho and Shona Porter from Canterlgagkstown Council; and Diana
Mitchell from the IPC Secretariat.

In the interest of openness and transparency aedsiare the full capture of
information today’s meeting is being recorded afidllaranscript will be produced
and made available on the Commission’s websitas fieeting is one part of the
Commission’s decision-making process. It is talptare at the preliminary stage of
this process and will form one of the several sesiaf information upon which the
Commission will base its advice. It is importaot the Commissioners to ask
guestions of attendees and to clarify issues wheneg consider it appropriate. If
you are asked a question and are not in a posdianswer please feel free to take
the question on notice and provide any additiomfirmation in writing which we
will then put on our website. So we will now begiuat just before we begin could
each of the attendees just introduce themselvease!

MR W. FARLEIGH: Warren Farleigh, team leader dban planning at council.

MR M. NOBLE: Mitchell Noble, manager of spatidapning at Canterbury-
Bankstown Council.

MS L. HO: Lisa Ho, urban planner from Canterb&gnkstown Council.

MS S. MITCHELL: And I'm Shona Porter, senior pfer in the development
assessment team.

MR WILLIAMS: Thank you. So, Mitchell, would yolike to - - -
MR NOBLE: Yes, | will kick off.
MR WILLIAMS: Thank you.

MR NOBLE: So just for a bit of context, so | mgeahe spatial planning team.
Warren is the team leader working for that teamwaad from the former
Canterbury. And Lisa Ho is within his team asanpler. We all worked on the
planning proposal at some stage. | brought Shtmmga Shona is from the
development assessment team and she’s here bébmsuysanning proposal was
accompanied by — with a development applicatiostsohas carriage of assessing
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the development application and has been — hastgamee of the panels — the local
planning panel, was it?

MS S. PORTER: The joint regional panel.

MR NOBLE: Joint regional planning panel on the Bé&has some knowledge of
the DA if we get to that discussion. So the disaustoday is about the planning
proposal itself which proposes to change land usthe site and the planning
controls but keeping in mind there’s a DA that'suyknow, in the wings pending a
decision on this — of this process. We have issutsthe DA but | won't focus on
those too much today. So | thought | would statthyust an overview of the
Canterbury Road Review first because, really, wes the — | suppose, the driver for
our decision not to proceed with this planning jesgd and our recommendation to
the department not to proceed with it. Then gough an outline of the planning
proposal itself and then touch upon, you know paeiculars about why we didn’t
support it. So, | mean, for the record, I've gpthere a large poster showing the
recommendations coming out of the Canterbury Roaddw and | will speak to that
throughout.

MS MITCHELL: Just to interrupt you — sorry, Mitelh— we’ve just lost connection
with the - - -

MR NOBLE: So you want me to double-click on thise?

MS MITCHELL: Yes, try double-clicking. If not,right need to just take back the
laptop for a minute.

MR NOBLE: Sure.
MS MITCHELL: Yes, sure. Sorry about that.

MR NOBLE: No, no, that's fine. | will start mawy through and if you could just
skip to slide 4 when we get there. Just startimghe overview of the review, it was
commenced around August 2016 so the council margbtay 2016 and it became
quickly apparent to the administrator that thers waot of community concern
about overdevelopment along the Canterbury Roatidcomwhich is a long stretch
of corridor running from, sort of, Hurlstone Patklae top of our local government
area right down to Punchbowl. It continues on i@anterbury-Bankstown but the
focus is the former Canterbury area - - -

MR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR NOBLE: - - - which is where a lot of the despiment activity was happening.
And it was quickly apparent that development thveas being approved well above
the existing planning controls so quite often -elyot a couple of examples there on
the screen. As a general rule, the planning ctentno Canterbury Road where
mixed use development is allowed is set at fiveegtand there were a lot of
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approvals being processed through the local plgnpémels and through council
being approved at eight storeys. Two example®themd there’s no FSR control,
no floor space ratio control on any land zonedBbughout the Canterbury Road
corridor which was identified quickly as a signéit problem because what it means
is the only control on density when you have no E8Rtrol is height. So when you
vary height you allow significant more developmpatential.

And the vision of the former Canterbury Councilsee to be a long string of this
sort of development, of mixed use development frigit at the top of Hurlstone
Park down to Punchbowl which was having a numbesigsfificant impacts on
amenity including a transition and overshadowingtteer properties, traffic and
transport. And the community was growing conceraleout that. RMS also raised
their concern with us and said that we need tootingiily consider the cumulative
impact of planning proposals and development agtiins along the corridor before
we proceed. That triggered a review and just mglén some of those concerns
there — I've sort of been through this point sall kkeep moving on.

The review that the administrator decided to uradertvas a review of planning
controls on Canterbury Road. There were somedrpig proposals lodged in the
corridor at that time so some of those were cotinttiated planning proposals that
had been initiated by the council. Some of thermrevames that it had chosen to
progress rezonings for. Others, it — there was, saybe four or five that were
applicant-initiated planning proposals. All uprievere around 12 sites. Straight
off the bat, as soon as the review started, he 4adk, | will put nine planning
proposals on hold and | don’t want to proceed widgtse three planning proposals.”
So the one that we're talking about today — 642t€rary Road — that was one of
the nine planning proposals that was effectivelkgd pending the outcome of the
Canterbury Road Review.

Now the approach to the review is important becdusieows buy in from a number
of State agencies so it was chaired by the DepattofePlanning and it had
representatives from Transport for New South WdkdS, the Greater Sydney
Commission, and council. So the department chassth meeting and we together
directed the studies that were being developedtabésh a new vision for
Canterbury Road. It was recognised that we coutmbritinue with what was
happening at the moment at that time and we neaaeav vision that addressed
some of the issues arising. So we got Hill Thilido an urban design component.
We got GHD to do a traffic and transport comporard we got SGS to look at
economic feasibility.

Traffic and transport were a major issue becalsa istate road and that’s partly
why the state was interested in this corridor dmebs a significant source of
development potential and dwellings for the fori@anterbury Council. The key
outputs from that work was the urban design pietech I've got. You know, an
image showing why the key outputs from that urbesigh work here, and it was
effectively an urban design vision, a traffic arghsport study which included a
model which was agreed by Transport for NSW and RI&8 they, effectively,
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looked at the model and said, “Well, look, Counai&’re happy with you proceeding
with this vision because we think it's — the traffind transport impact is
manageable.”

Which is important, because we started this proaseskad RMS saying, “Council,
what you’re doing is not right. This long strinfdevelopment along Canterbury
Road won't continue to work and function the waywamnt it to, so that needs to be
addressed.” And then we had the economic anatgsisng from SGS to show that
development in the corridor is feasible if we pedevith the proposed planning
controls. The aim of the changes was to addredésdhg string of mixed use
development which was being rolled out by the far@anterbury Council, and to
restructure where growth occurs to make sure #{splening in places that are well
suited for it.

So rather than have a sort of a long string of kigwaent, the approach adopted by
the review — and you can see it here within the lihes — is to cluster development
around nodes. So we're calling them junctionslandlities in this work. | will just
refer to them as junctions from herein, but effeslti what we’re saying is where bus
routes intersect the Canterbury Road corridor, galyeon a north-south access,
those are better locations for growth. Where tBaypportunity for parks to be
provided and laneway connections in some circunesi®and public benefit, those
are part of the nodes, and also where there’siegiservices.

So, as we move through | will get into a bit mgpedfic detail about how the
planning proposal fits into that. And improvingtamenity for residents, you know,
allowing higher density where higher amenity carableieved was one of the key
principles that Hill Thalis applied to their worlSo what we came up with was
within the notes — within the blue lines of thisprfaere, Hill Thalis was
recommending development between four and sixytdrgh, and applying the
floor space ratio — you know, not continuing witle tho floor space ratio approach —
that would be a maximum of 2.5 to one, and thduohed . 6 to one for non-
residential uses, so it’s effectively you couldeuye developing within the nodes,
we’re looking to introduce controls that are 1.®te residential and .6 to one non-
residential.

For the controls outside of the junctions or nodesputside the blue lines, the
recommendation is to not permit residential usesualti-storey housing, so we'’re
really talking about residential flat buildings aydu know, particularly in these
areas between the nodes and junctions. Dwellindd@vn houses are permitted in
some parts down the other end of the corridor. s€rare okay. We're not saying
remove those. We're just saying don’t continuéhwhitgher density residential
between the junctions, because that would be prdirauing a long string of
development on the corridor.

The effect was that, you know, at current day wejoe— well, in 2016 we had about
three or four thousand dwellings along the CantgrBRoad corridor. If we did
nothing and proceeded with the current controksieths capacity for nearly 12,000
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dwellings along the corridor. What's proposed urtties approach is a capacity of
about 10,000. So there’s a modest decrease iriagenent potential. There are
more dwellings clustered around the nodes or jonstand less dwellings outside
this sort of dumbed down findings of this sort @view and approach.

MR WILLIAMS: Sorry to interrupt there. Sorry, Kihell. This point — that would
be a slight decrease along Canterbury Road, buwhiald be offset, presumably, by
increased densities in the roads connecting natkis

MR NOBLE: Yes.
MR WILLIAMS: Potentially.

MR NOBLE: Yes. So, really, it's only a decreaselevelopment potential really

MR WILLIAMS: Okay.

MR NOBLE: - - - in the study area which was safrthe block either side of
Canterbury Road.

MR WILLIAMS: Yes.
MR NOBLE: So focusing on that, yes, there woutdabdecrease of about 1700.

MR WILLIAMS: But that would be offset by what nhgbe proposed on the north-
south — south roads between Canterbury Road anditime?

MR NOBLE: Yes. We're not — so along the raiithere’s the Sydenham to
Bankstown work, which is likely to result in a loore dwelling capacity along those
lines so it would certainly — we would be takingthpt 1700 in other areas.

MR WILLIAMS: That's what | - - -
MR NOBLE: .....

MR WILLIAMS: Not a problem. That's great. ThasikAnd if we don’t intervene
we were going to continue to get those poor devety outcomes, employment
land would continue to be rezoned. So what | dithhich on earlier is largely
before the former Canterbury’s series of rezonimgliaations and its own proposals,
the corridor was largely a sort of a bulky goodsr®@matta Road-esque sort of a
corridor, and that was sort of piecemeal beingmeddor residential purposes
through the B5 business development zone whiclfotimeer Canterbury was
allowing mixed use development to occur.

There would be lost opportunities for amenity aed/parks, set back some
pedestrian connectivity, and we would still havessaue with RMS not supporting
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our view about what development — the developmatdames on Canterbury Road
should be. And, you know, as | say, from the beigig they were raising concerns
about the community impact of development on thatly which is a State road used
for — as an alternative for the — if the M5 tunbedaks down, traffic is diverted onto
this State road, and, as it is, it's a significeautrier of traffic.

So once that concluded, that left us with 12 plagmiroposals, or really it was only
nine that we needed to make a decision on. Weekteddecide what to do with
them and, really, there was two-step process toaffawith, which was, are they in

a junction or locality, assuming the planning pregde are seeking residential, which
all of them were, and, you know, if they are withijunction or locality, are they
proposing controls that are consistent with théere@? Are they proposing between
four and six storeys and up to 2.5 to one? Se,|&ads us to the planning proposal
and | will talk you through that now.

So I've just got an aerial here of the site.

This was a fairly recent one. So you've got — gan see a large frontage to
Canterbury Road. You can see here the predomynsmti of industrial setting of
development on the site, or on part of the sitd, dgavelopment fronting Canterbury
Road on either side of the road. | will move oth® zoning, but that isn’t
necessarily a true picture of what the zoning igitimer side of this site. So on the
left there the zoning is generally B5 business bgraent, which is what the
applicant is seeking for the site with the reddinénd then to the right, the land is
zoned B2, local centre. Over the road, that rdatfywarehouse, that is zoned B6,
enterprise corridor. So - - -

MR R. MILLER: Just to be clear on that, thougithat is actually proposed for
that site across the road, on the north?

MR NOBLE: On the north.
MR MILLER: Is there a site compatibility - - -

MR NOBLE: There’s no proposal before council there is a site compatibility
certificate.

MR MILLER: Right. So in practical terms, whatj®ing to happen on that site?
MR NOBLE: Well, if the applicant there — well gtte is no applicant. There’s no
council — there’s no application before council tiwait land. If they were able to get
an approval — | think it’s before 13 July this yeahich will be very difficult — that
could be rezoned for affordable rental housingaugelven storeys, what was the
previous - - -

MR MILLER: And otherwise it stays B5.

MR NOBLE: Otherwise it stays at B6, enterprisericior.
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MR MILLER: B6, I'm sorry.

MR NOBLE: Yes. Which doesn’t allow residentiaage.

MR MILLER: Yes. |understand.

MR NOBLE: So back in 2014 the government approaeite compatibility
certificate for that site to allow affordable rertausing, and that was one of the
planning proposals council decided not to procehl. wSo there was a site
compatibility certificate issued and there was algbat was one of a number of
planning proposals that was before council andatirainistrator decided to pause
them, effectively, until the review was completed.

MR NOBLE: But, just to be clear, they've got urtidid you say a time in July?
MS PORTER: It needs to be lodged and approvetthdity

MR NOBLE: Yes, so | think it's 13 July and if ydilke | can come back to you in
writing just to confirm when that is but it's reallight.

MR WILLIAMS: That's rezoning has to be approvegthat time.

MR NOBLE: The DA.

MS PORTER: The DA.

MR NOBLE: So what the site compatibility certdige does is that it overturns the
land use table or it says affordable housing isngézd on this land up until this time
so it was a five year approval.

MR MILLER: | think it would be helpful to know the precise day doesn’t make
any difference but it would be helpful to know wlehat process is up to and what
the end date is.

MR NOBLE: Sure.

MS PORTER: Sure.

MR NOBLE: Yes.

MR MILLER: Thank you.

MR NOBLE: So as far as the department is conakriat the actual site
compatibility certificate is done just that theyndcsee it again for five years. And

it's over to the landowner to put in a developmegoplication to council to get that
approved.
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MR MILLER: And, Peter, while we're on this sitas | understand it, two-thirds or
thereabouts of this site is B - - -

MR NOBLE: 6.

MR MILLER: 6. And the back portion is B2. Isatright?
MR NOBLE: The R3.

MR MILLER: RS3. Sorry. RS3.

MR NOBLE: While we're there, though, my view dng and the site compatibility
certificate to the north on 677 Canterbury Roatthad the zoning hasn’t changed.
There’s no application before council. And thegframe to get a DA approved for
the affordable rental housing is really, reallyhtig So | don’t think this — we have
not considered it to be land that has been rezbaeduse there is an argument that
the applicant has put forward, well, it's an isethsite. Every site around it is being
rezoned for mixed use development, including tteegmpatibility certificate to the
north. Now, that effectively works for his arguniéecause it sort of indicates it's
an isolated site and it needs to be rezoned. Bhtrw application before council
and if it doesn’t get approved before July it wdimain as employment land which
keeps this area — so where the planning propogdikago is number 6 here on our
map.

That remains a pocket of employment land and iiffoeces the nodal approach. So
if we accept that both sides of the road shoulthb&d use we start to erode that
nodal approach that we’ve developed.

MS PORTER: And in terms of a future DA for therthoside as well based on the
compatibility certificate what we would also hawecbnsider in the DA process as a
matter of public interest is considering the Camniey Road Review. So it would be
a matter of public interest under 4.15 of the Actdnsider what the review wanted
and it's not for — | believe the certificate is &@ven or eight storeys and that’s not
what the review is seeking so the Canterbury Raade®v would still be a relevant
matter for any DA that came in for that site.

MR NOBLE: Yes, even with the — | mentioned tha site compatibility certificate
changes the land use. It doesn’t change the plgroantrol so - - -

MR WILLIAMS: The zone.

MR NOBLE: - - - it would have no floor space ménd it has a three storey height
limit so 12 metres.

MR WILLIAMS: That's why they want a planning progal as well for the site as
well.
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MR FARLEIGH: They were trying to run the two camently. Yes. So that if the
planning proposal got through then it wouldn't lbmstrained - - -

MR ........... By the site compatibility - - -
MR FARLEIGH: - - - by the certificate and the @fflable housing component.

MR NOBLE: So if you accept the applicant’s argutghat the site at 677
Canterbury Road will have a site compatibility derate on it and therefore it has
effectively been rezoned and then, you know, thathes a maximum of three
storeys and no floor space ratio. So the applegnbposal is eight storeys with no
floor space ratio. So if you're going to acceaittargument, which | obviously
recommend against, then three storeys is whatitdheer the road has so it's a
pretty big difference between eight and three. Mgwn to the specifics about the
planning proposal, the site is roughly four andili thousand square metres. On the
right I've got the zoning map which shows it's zdri&6 enterprise corridor and also
partly R3 medium density residential.

On the left I've just mapped where it sits withiretreview. That red line didn’t
come out particularly well around the site buiti gust outside a junction. What
they are seeking to do is rezone the land to Bibas development and apply the
mapped clause which allows residential accommodatiothe site as part of mixed
use development. Height, they're looking for ugight storeys but it's — you know,
it's quite a range of building steps in a numbeplaices and it's zero in one part for
where they're proposing a laneway. And floor spat® control is proposed to be
removed so they want to have the planning contaolthat site consistent with the
planning controls that are currently along the céstanterbury Road. In terms of
the floor space ratio, it's no floor space ratimtcol noting that most other land
along Canterbury Road is 18 metres height of sl

MR MILLER: Can we just go back to that earlieagliam.

MR NOBLE: Yes.

MR MILLER: Just so I'm clear in my own mind, thatt course applies to the B6
component which is about roughly two-thirds of #iite. What about — how does —
what happens with the other one-third of the sitéPee block.

MR NOBLE: BRS3.

MR MILLER: BR3, yes.

MR NOBLE: My understanding is that’s proposedddB5 mixed use, no floor
space ratio.

MR ........... Yes, it's all part of the - - -
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MR MILLER: And if it wasn’t — | understand thaubif it wasn’t, what would be
permitted on that site?

MR NOBLE: If we — so what's currently permitted?
MR MILLER: Yes.

MR NOBLE: We've got townhouses permitted up tgheiand a half metres. So
effectively two storeys.

MR MILLER: So a two-storey townhouse.

MR WILLIAMS: There’s nothing in the way of residgal flats or anything like
that.

MR NOBLE: No.
MR MILLER: Okay. Thank you.

MR NOBLE: So just —the process that this plagrpnoposal and the Canterbury
Road Review have been through, so this applicatias lodged with us in 2014.
The department issued a gateway determinationokmepd in 2015. As | mentioned,
the Canterbury Road Review commenced in August 201iéh was about the same
time as the planning proposal was exhibited. Sdage— while Canterbury Road
Review was commencing we also had the review -exhébition of the planning
proposal seeking community feedback on the proptssdf. The review was
adopted later in May 2018 by the council. We theved to decide what to do with
the local — with the remaining planning proposatduding this one on 13 June.

The council resolved not to proceed with this plagmproposal on 26 June and the
council then requested that the planning propos@aproceed as well as several
others that council decided not to proceed witimd Ahen the department later
notified council in writing of its support not tagreed with the planning proposal.

MR WILLIAMS: Sorry again, Mitchell, those othetgmning proposals that aren’t
proceeding as well, were they all council-nominaiads or were they - - -

MR NOBLE: It was a mix.
MR WILLIAMS: A mix. Okay.

MR NOBLE: So there were — there was, you knove planning proposal that had
a number of sites in it.

MR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR NOBLE: And I'm calling that — so there wasdikix sites in that one.

.IPC MEETING 23.1.19 P-11
©Auscript Australasia Pty Limited  Transcript in Golence



10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

MR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR NOBLE: So | was calling that six planning posals; it's actually six sites.
Council decided not to proceed with any of the othiee planning proposals
including its own - - -

MR WILLIAMS: Its own as well as proponent devedsp

MR NOBLE: That's right.

MR WILLIAMS: Have any of the other developers ghtito proceed or challenge
the gateway determination?

MR NOBLE: None.

MR WILLIAMS: None. Okay.

MR NOBLE: None so far.

MR WILLIAMS: Okay.

MR NOBLE: We had one landowner submitted amenmegosal from the site we
were talking about with the site compatibility ¢eecate, 677 Canterbury Road and

council decided not to proceed with that.

MR MILLER: The council gave a number of reasomsgroposing rejection. Can
you just address those for us.

MR NOBLE: Yes. Sorry, I'm still in the phase of -

MR MILLER: I'm sorry, no, you finish what you'rdoing.
MR NOBLE: Yes, yes.

MR MILLER: You go in whatever order you want to.g

MR NOBLE: No, no, well, I'm just getting now toal right. That’s the planning
proposal.

MR WILLIAMS: Fine. Okay.
MR NOBLE: Why did we decide not to proceed anghth - -
MR MILLER: Sure. Thank you.

MR NOBLE: So the inconsistency with the Canteybiepad Review was really the
key reasons. We’re looking at this map here argdntiap is one that I've presented
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to the local planning panel and council. It hddathe sites along it. The different
colours represents a different local planning pamstings that | was ..... so the site
we’re talking about today sits here. Now, thabimgistency speaks to a few things.
It's outside of a junction or locality so — becaliseas saying if we're trying to
enforce the nodal approach we don’t want to coetitaurezone the employment and
urban services land which currently is not rezosledg this corridor.

That's going to do a few things apart from eithe@ywhat the review in its general
approach, it's going to add traffic impact. It'sigg to be inconsistent with the
Greater Sydney Commission’s direction on presesuadi employment land or the
retain and manage approach which came out aftenfiplication was lodged but
during the process that we were working with fa& @anterbury Road Review. It's
inconsistency with the 9.1 directions or the oldties 117. Yes. So a couple of
those require you to consider loss of employmeamd.laThe other one that was
relevant was the consideration of the Greater Sy@wnmission’s Greater Sydney
Region Plan and South District Plan. So thereaviagjislative tie-in to our decision
there. It wasn't just based on the strategy itigetfthat was the lead.

Inconsistency with the South District Plan thatdnmtioned. We had one of the
owners objecting to the proposal and | will go ittiat in a moment. The site was
owned not wholly by the applicant; there was twmers. The local planning panel
recommended not proceeding which is council’s aeitging authority for
development applications but they also make recamaliaigons for planning
proposals. So whenever we report a planning padgoscouncil it comes with a
recommendation from the staff and the local plagmanel before the council makes
a decision. And then the council decided not tcped with the planning proposal.
I will just go into a bit more depth on each ondlhaise but — so | mentioned the site
is not in a junction or locality. But, you knowyen if you look at and go, well, it's
sort of — it’s close, it's proposing a maximum @jle storeys where what the review
is recommending is six storeys inside a junction.

So we're saying wherever where we’ve got good looatfor growth inside these
nodes the control should be up to six storeys wWell exceeding that by two storeys.
We're also saying inside of junctions two and & tabne is the ballpark appropriate
density, and the applicant is proposing no flo@cgpratio, which is a problem for
us. We don’t want to continue the mistakes ofgthst with not applying a floor
space ratio control. It encourages developmerlicgtions that are seeking to
expand the building out to the edges to get as maityg in as possible, because
there is literally no control on density. It's grthe height. And it encourages a lot
of variations to our development control plan. @Weét a lot better outcomes if we
have the floor space ratio control.

And, just as an indication, when you look in thetestnent of environmental effects

in the applicant’'s development application, you sae that it's estimated around 2.9
to 1 is what the likely floor space ratio will b&o well in excess of our two and a
half to one. Noting that that can be changed tjinotariations. Yes. So another
point was the inconsistency with the South DistAlzetn. So the Greater Sydney
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Commission has a position — a strong position opleyment on urban services
land, which we consider the B6 zone to be employroéarban services land.

And it talks about retaining and managing induss@vice land in line with the
principles for managing industrial urban serviaa®d in the south district, by
safeguarding all industrial zone land from conwardp residential development,
including conversions to mixed-use zones, whickeiy relevant for this proposal.
What — it also says that we should be reviewingamaployment and urban services
land as a whole across the local government ardeighwve will be doing as part of
our new LEP.

MR FARLEIGH: Can Ijust add in that — that histally all B6 land was zoned
light industrial.

MR WILLIAMS: Okay.

MR FARLEIGH: So when council converted under stendard instrument
template, if it was light industrial, it went to B@here was the zone that preceded
the B5 zone, was — | think it was called specidlisasiness zone and it did allow
mixed-used development - - -

MR WILLIAMS: Okay.

MR FARLEIGH: - - - up to three storeys in height.

MR WILLIAMS: All right.

MR FARLEIGH: So it was fairly much a translatitoom old to new.

MR WILLIAMS: Yeah, yeah.

MR MILLER: But, as | understand it, B6 now persguite a broader range of
implement use.

MR FARLEIGH: It's a broader range of uses, yes.

MR MILLER: Yes, yes.

MR FARLEIGH: But it still — it didn’t permit resiential uses.
MR MILLER: Yes.

MR FARLEIGH: Which was the key difference between

MR MILLER: Yes. Yes, | understand.
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MR NOBLE: So just moving on, one of the pointsilksed earlier was the objection
that - - -

MR MILLER: Can we just go back to that employmesue - - -
MR NOBLE: Yes, yes.

MR MILLER: - - - just for the moment. The apgliut says that in the DA they
lodged in 2015 they had indicated no loss of —-aswo loss of employment land.

MR NOBLE: Yeah.
MR MILLER: Do you have a view about - - -

MR NOBLE: Yes, | do. So— 1 mean, | don’t bekethat's true. | think —we
looked at the development application and the afeanployment land is less than
what it currently is, for starters. It's more comntial, as well, so it's not — but this —
the district plan deliberately sort of talks aboatversion of urban services land to
mixed use and wanting to avoid that, this idea, thatl, you know, | can put a café
in there and that’s sort of the same as indugtrial... uses, for example, and it's
pointing out that it's not. Also, yeah, it's — yoan see in the DA that the owner is
sort of burdening site A, if | can - - -

MR MILLER: Yes, that's all right.
MR ...........  We understand this point, yes.

MR MILLER: We understand this point.

MR NOBLE: Putting two layers - - -

MR MILLER: Yes, yes.

MR NOBLE: - - - of employment there.

MR MILLER: Yes.

MR NOBLE: So it's easy for him to say, well, I'got more employment there than
what’s currently ..... | don't believe that's trumecause he has got two layers of
employment land on a site that he doesn’t own wihiehand owner has said he
won’t develop, or he has certainly indicated thadtgh putting in an objection.

MR MILLER: We've asked Mitchell — we’ve asked theoponent to put that on the

— put how they propose that would — the employnteend ratios would be ..... would
be maintained - - -
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MR NOBLE: Yeah.

MR MILLER: - --on the record and it would beetigl for the council to respond
to that.

MR NOBLE: Sure. We can do that and what | wosdg is that — yeah, definitely
the district plan warns against the — sort of diesjapproach.

MR MILLER: Yes. We just want - - -
MR NOBLE: Yeah.

MR MILLER: Factually what the story is and we wam see what the
corresponding arguments are - - -

MR NOBLE: Yeah.

MR MILLER: - --so we can make up our mind.

MR NOBLE: Yeah. And - - -

MS PORTER: The other point that | would makewad, is that | was looking at
the proposed total GFA for the site, becausent's what they want is a B5 business
development zone. The total employment — so wieat'te — they’re proposing it on
Canterbury Road in the front — that front sort oftpn stacked on top of each other.
That's — you'd have a basement level, commercral,then commercial on the
ground floor. That accounts for about 5.9 per cénheir GFA. So the rest of it at
90 or 93 per cent of it would be residential - - -

MR MILLER: | think | had three - - -

MS PORTER: - - - of the proposal.

MR MILLER: A stack of three storeys on that site.

MS PORTER: The plans show me, too, they mighttavevised design.

MR MILLER: 1 think for their site, yes. For theext door site, for site A, three —
three — staggered three, | think.

MR WILLIAMS: Yeah, three on their side. But lit# it was two — you're right. |
think it was two - - -

MR MILLER: Two - - -

MR WILLIAMS: - - - on their side. One of them wdasement.
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MS PORTER: Yes, that’s right. That's on site A.
MR MILLER: Yes.

MR WILLIAMS: We just saw that this morning
MR MILLER: Yes.

MR WILLIAMS: Yeah.

MR MILLER: It's on that — on the corner of — dmeteastern — whatever that
eastern street is.

MS PORTER: Yeah, that's right.

MR MILLER: Yes.

MS PORTER: So that only counts for six per cent -

MR MILLER: Right.

MS PORTER: - - - of their proposed - - -

MR MILLER: Well, itd just be useful to have theews - - -

MS PORTER: Of course, yeah. Yeah.

MR NOBLE: Yeah.

MR MILLER: - - -inresponse to theirs. Thankuwyo

MS PORTER: Absolutely.

MR NOBLE: So back to the owner of site A. Scstart with the owner. The
applicant doesn’'t own all of the land. Part adnd a significant chunk in the front —
probably 75 per cent of the frontage to Canterlirogd is owned by a different
owner who has objected to the proposal and madédwsclear to the local planning

panel and council. He doesn’t want the land toglzened.

MR MILLER: Do you say that’s relevant to a gateves opposed to other
processes? Why is it relevant to gateway?

MR NOBLE: | would say it's relevant because ieags to how the site could be
developed and whether it’s likely it will be devp&ul as one or as separate. | —and
it also speaks to a number of the arguments tleadpiplicant has put forward in
relation to the employment land that — you knowirsghe will provide more
employment land than what'’s there. You'd needoit sf look into the detail to
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flesh out those sort of arguments. So while | gahetry to remove the distinction
between planning proposal and — or a separateiptapnoposal and DA, often the
applicant’s arguments are relating to the DA. radttely they’re amendable, right?
We know the big issue here is the change of laed @ait, yeah, there are some
times where we have to look into the particulara development application to
check out those arguments.

MS PORTER: And that's the critical site. | me#mgt's the Canterbury Road site.
MR MILLER: Yeah.
MS PORTER: The rest of it falls to the rear.

MR NOBLE: On the exhibition, although council di=d not to proceed and this
was not reported to council as we normally — nolynaé would do a post-
exhibition report saying here is the findings ohimxtion and we should or shouldn’t
proceed. Because of this coming out of the CantgrBRoad Review, we took a
different approach. Anyway, just on the findindshee community consultation,
there were 177 either individual letters or fortdes or signatures in a petition
against the proposal, eight individual lettersféin letters of a particular type, 21
of another type, 97 petitions total, and we hadrament from RMS, which was
neither one way or the other. So there’s significa@mmunity objections, and |
suppose that was at a time when there was greaénoabout the development
outcomes along Canterbury Road and launching afetiew, as well. So that's
probably ..... a little bit, yeah.

Look, I also want to touch on just some key thitiga the applicant has raised with
us throughout this process and just to sort of@sklsome of those. I've just picked
the top five. There are probably 10 issues thapleming up, but yeah. One of
them is that the decision to not proceed with th@mng proposal ignores the
department’s determination initially that it's okeyyremove the employment land,
that the loss of employment land is okay. | wasAg — you know, that was back in
2014 when there was no established position ondbemployment land. You

know, since that time we’ve had issues raised at@umulative traffic impact as a
result of the planning process and the developmgplications on Canterbury Road.

We've had the Great Sydney Commission’s work imteof its Sydney Region Plan
and the South District Plan come out, and, mosbmaymtly, the council has re-
looked at planning and development and its vismrfanterbury Road and
established a new one. So it's important and egleV think, to review that initial
decision, and that’s what the department did wheneguested we not proceed with
the planning proposal. So that was an importaq ef the process. We couldn’t
just sort of say, “Department, we don’t want togeed with this planning proposal,”
and that's it. It needed to go back to the depamtnso they could effectively okay
that decision, and they did. They have confirnted,tyes, they don’t believe this
planning proposal should proceed.
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MR MILLER: Just—sorry. I'm just trying to gét my head — so the original
determination of the gateway was that it proceed.

MR NOBLE: Yes.

MR MILLER: And why didn't it proceed after thabmt?
MR FARLEIGH: Well, it proceeded to public exhiioib.
MR MILLER: To publish exhibition.

MR FARLEIGH: And our understanding at the timeswhat the primary function
of a gateway determination is to allow somethingrmceed to public exhibition.

MR MILLER: Exhibition.

MR FARLEIGH: And then, once that consultationdalplace, council can then
make an informed decision about whether it shoubdged as exhibited with
changes or whether it shouldn’t proceed at all, thatls exactly how this whole
process has unfolded has unfolded.

MR WILLIAMS: So Council’s elected not to procewdth — after they’re — from —
after public consultation.

MR FARLEIGH: After public consultation - - -
MR NOBLE: Yes.
MR FARLEIGH: The exhibition.

MR WILLIAMS: So now we’ve got a situation whereetdepartment’'s come back
and revised the original gateway determination.

MR NOBLE: Yes. Yes. And the context at the timas that the old Canterbury
council was on board with this proposal. | medm time it had proposed to re-
examine this land itself. This applicant had wdrttemove a bit quicker than
council on it because it was a hitting a few snaigls RMS, and so it — the applicant
lodged the proposal. So it was definitely — it lsadncil support and, you know,
council resolved to support it at the beginning.

The department had reviewed that recommendatioyotoknow, commence the
planning proposal process and said, “Yes, let'#.tldt’'s gone to exhibition, and
then the Canterbury Road review started under ¢éiemerged Canterbury-
Bankstown Council which had a different perspectiaethe right places for
development and, you know, the general — tryingddress the concerns about
overdevelopment on the Canterbury Road Corridarth8re was a new — reach a
new perspective taken on the issue sort of frorh-hdde halfway point onwards.
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MR FARLEIGH: There is one key difference with ¢iei there, though. Council
was looking at all from B6 to B5 generally with &8 metre or five-storey height
limit. When this one has come in separately tddrigave it quicker, it originally
came in, | think, part 10 storeys, and that wassegl’down to partly eight. So there
is still that height differences given — even thoeguncil was looking to rezone
some B6 land.

MR WILLIAMS: I'm just wondering — so their depanent noted to issue that
revised gateway determination. Legally, | meamyway, it's not an issue, but - - -

MR NOBLE: Yes, our view was that - - -

MR FARLEIGH: There’'s some conjecture about tlyas.
MR NOBLE: Yes.

MR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR FARLEIGH: Whether is it sufficient for coungilst to resolve not to proceed
and that's - - -

MR WILLIAMS: Yes, that's it.
MR FARLEIGH: - - - end of story.
MR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR FARLEIGH: | think, probably, council was trygrto get confirmation from the
department that - - -

MR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR FARLEIGH: - - - their decision was valid arttey were doing the right thing.
MR WILLIAMS: Yes. Yes. Yes.

MR NOBLE: Yes, there may have been another avenue

MR MILLER: You point to us — point to us — it'wious, isn’t it? The Act
provides for - - -

MR WILLIAMS: Council to change - - -
MR MILLER: - - - change the position - - -

MR WILLIAMS: Not to proceed - - -
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MR MILLER: Yes. Yes.
MR WILLIAMS: Which is - - -
MR MILLER: Which is really what we’re just refang to.

MR WILLIAMS: Referring to — just doesn’t really didn’t really need to go back
to the department.

MR NOBLE: Yes. One of those two requires theat&pent’s okay. At any time,
can request the Minister not receive the plannmog@sal, | think is what the
wording is in the Act.

MR WILLIAMS: Okay. Yes.

MR NOBLE: And the other one says, after exhibitioouncil can decide not to
proceed.

MR WILLIAMS: Proceed.

MR NOBLE: Now, our reading was a little ambigupss we — you know, our
feeling was go with the safer of the two - - -

MR MILLER: We probably don’t need to hypothes@®ut that. Itis what it is

MR NOBLE: Yes, that's right.

MR MILLER: - - - and you've just blocked — you'yast dropped out of - - -
MR NOBLE: Sorry. |---

MS HO: Oh, no, | - - -

MR NOBLE: - --timed out - - -

MR WILLIAMS: Timed out on the screen, so - - -

MS PORTER: And it think it was a letter with tbther eight or nine planning
proposals, wasn't it?

MR NOBLE: Itwas, yes. So-- -
MS PORTER: Just going by itself.

MR NOBLE: - - - we sent them as a batch to theagienent requesting not to
proceed with all nine - - -
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MR MILLER: Well, whatever the effect is, it's —aire beyond that. So - - -
MR NOBLE: Yes.
MR MILLER: The third point was - - -

MR NOBLE: So it —the — sorry, just on that sed¢q@oint, the applicant would
often say, you know, “It's substantially progressgol know. You can’t bail out
now,” sort of thing. Well, you know, our resporieghat is, “Yes, we can. There’'s
specific provisions in the Act that allow us tofttiat.”

MR MILLER: Yes.
MR NOBLE: Just need to — because we've startgeess doesn’t mean we - - -

MR MILLER: Well, that's a ..... to determine. Areither — you're either — it's
either right or it's wrong.

MR NOBLE: Yes. The third point. The site isianlated industrial site
surrounded by mix-use development. You know, tedhat point we discussed
earlier. The applicant often said, “Well, everpeat site around will be developed
for this purpose. We're the only one. It's silby us to be maintaining this
employment uses in that context.” Well, | woulg siaat, you know, the site is part
of a pocket that you can — you can see here md®ed the land at 677 Canterbury
Road. It —there’s no development applicatiorhet tvould exercise the function to
effectively rezone that site. So it's not isolatdtls part of a pocket of existing
urban employment land, and maintaining that curzening reinforces an overall
approach in the vision for the Canterbury Road &eviHe says that the planning
proposal would result in an increase in employnteemd, which was also discussed.

So we're saying that the DA shows a net decreasenpioyment land, from our
calculation, and a significant portion of that ssigned to site A which is easy for the
applicant because he doesn’t have to develop #ad. another point that's often
raised is, you know, it's — “The planning proposalenerally consistent with the
review. It's not far off; therefore, we shoulcdpeed.” Well, our view is, well, no
it's not. Apart from the outside of the juncti@sue, the floor space ratio is well in
excess of what we’re proposing to introduce insideas we've identified for growth.
It's seeking eight storeys when existing developneenthe Canterbury Road
corridor is usually at five, and inside nodes, ftar to six. So it's well above that.
So we don'’t believe it is consistent with the rewie general. Those are the, sort of,
top 5 issues. If there are any other issues tigtitrhave come up in the — your
discussion with the applicant, happy to talk thiotigose.

MR WILLIAMS: They're pretty good. | mean, thegsorts of issues that were
conveyed to us this morning. So it's good to smencil’'s perspective on those
issues.
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MR NOBLE: Yes.
MR WILLIAMS: That's great.

MR NOBLE: And just — last slide for me is thayeu know, this is part of a
process for us. The process wasn’t just abouiissing planning proposals. It
was, really, setting new planning controls for @anitiry Road which will include a
number of further studies to identify appropriataétcols for all of the junctions and
localities, and even outside of that, making sheg tesidential — multi-unit
residential is not permitted. So that will involtether studies and a review of our
employment lands across the whole local governmaesd, keeping in mind the
direction from the Greater Sydney Commission isuiclgound maintaining and
retaining employment and urban services land.y8o know, we would have to
arrive at a very different conclusion from thengtoback to sites like this to start
rezoning them for residential uses, and then wddvimgorporate that work into our
new LEP which we’re required to do in the next tyears. That's the conclusion of
my presentation. Is there any questions that yaalii addition?

MR WILLIAMS: Well, one question | —it's just -n@ you’ve touched — and |
think, with that last line, it helps answers thelipaent question anyway, that | had.
It's — and it goes back to this whole issue from applicant about the site being
isolated. It's going to be redundant and uselesalse it’s this island and it was
about, well, what do you think that site could lsedifor in the future, the future
rezoning of the site, and | think you have kindangwered it with the review of the
lands and incorporation of the LEP, but there isnod’s active intention to review,
not just this site, but also the sites.

MR NOBLE: Correct.

MR WILLIAMS: Which could result in a completelyew zoning in two years time
or - - -

MR NOBLE: Yes, exactly. So we're — what we wantthis corridor is where
we’ve identified land for employment and urban s&s, land use is to make them
work. So part of that detailed economic analyslshve saying, well, what — if we're
not putting houses here, what else can work anctitmand be viable, is the
important question. We don’t want just dead zandsetween the nodes. It's not
what it's about.

MS PORTER: And I think when you scope out as wigé when you're sort of
looking at just the site and the ones around ibaks like a pocket zone. It's
actually not — when you look at the Canterbury Raslactually filled with pockets
of R4, R3, B5, B2. So the situation that this kl@iads itself in is pretty consistent
along the eight or 12 kilometres of Canterbury Rol® not just this site that
operates that way.

.IPC MEETING 23.1.19 P-23
©Auscript Australasia Pty Limited  Transcript in Golence



10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

MR WILLIAMS: And so any possible rezoning of teiée wouldn’t — would it just
be the front B6, or would it be, further back, #uoining R3 or - - -

MR NOBLE: Look, if it's to make the employmentasswork - - -
MR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR NOBLE: - --and if it — what was needed wasdzone the residential land,
then we would consider that.

MR WILLIAMS: ..... that’s right.

MR NOBLE: I think, primarily, the focus, genenapeaking, would be the
properties fronting - - -

MR WILLIAMS: Yes. Yes. Yes.

MR NOBLE: - - - Canterbury Road. But — yes, & Wwad land ownership patterns
have landed itself to a zoning across the whote-sit-

MR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR NOBLE: - - - we would consider that.

MR WILLIAMS: Could council realistically see —sta bit hypothetical, | guess,
but council realistically see the site being depelband, say, the next couple — five
years, say, after new LEP comes out? It soundghi&t owner of site A is pretty

adamant they — they’re happy to stay where they are

MR NOBLE: Yes, it does, which means whatever widudppen on the remainder
of the site would have to work around that.

MR WILLIAMS: Around that. Yes.

MR NOBLE: But I don'’t think that would excludebeing redeveloped in the next
five years.

MR WILLIAMS: Yes. Okay. Yes. Presumably, ifdbes stay as urban services
employment land, that always has its own traffipatts as well and so - - -

MR NOBLE: Yes.
MR WILLIAMS: - - - RMS might continue to have coarns no matter what.
MR NOBLE: Well, no. It has been modelled asiregd for employment land. So

the traffic model ..... with the Department of Riarg and the agencies including
RMS, assumes that it will be retained for employtmeses.
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MR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR NOBLE: So it's already factored in. Residahts not factored in which would
— you know, if the applicant — if you accept th@lagant’s argument that it would
intensify the employment use, then the overalfitampact would be much greater.

MS PORTER: And that's at a two to three storeygmas well.

MR WILLIAMS: Yes. Allright. All right. | meanthe other question | had before
we had the meeting was if the strategic planningney, | can call that, has finished,
and clearly it hasn’t, you've got all these plaosreview of the lands and new LEP

anyway.
MR NOBLE: Yes.

MR WILLIAMS: It should address the site and otkées in the next couple of
years.

MR NOBLE: Yes.

MR WILLIAMS: Okay. The DA itself, is there anyitig you want to just comment
on the DA at all that might be of relevance. Yay'sort of, touched on the issue
about how much of the employment lands is on signd site B, and | guess the
height of the project in terms of what the zonihgnping controls height control is
perceived for the site.

MS PORTER: | mean, the DA that has come in alytdeaches its own proposed
height, so they've got a clause 4.6 objection - - -

MR WILLIAMS: Okay.
MS PORTER: - - - to vary already what they'relseg.
MR WILLIAMS: Right.

MS PORTER: As | understood it, the main purpasitige the DA so early in the
piece — and they recognise in their own statentettit is a risk to lodge the DA —
the main purpose was to show that it works. btevhat they’'ve showed us is that
site A really can’t function by itself and site éthat, in my view, three quarters of
the Canterbury Road frontage. That is, the sitere/lyou want the development on.
You don’t want development towards the R3 at tla.r&So what they’re showing

for that on there, firstly that site A can’t hawass — vehicle access without relying
on site Bs redevelopment. So they cannot develdipeir own right. So let's say we
rezone it, site A can’'t do anything until site Bleselops and constructs, completely
constructs, their development to get access irio ite at all. So there’s a real
barrier to redevelopment for the Canterbury Ro#a sbo the DA itself is showing
underground apartments. I'm not sure why.
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MR WILLIAMS: And that would ..... a right — that’a right of way access, the 88B
instrument to give right of way to - - -

MS PORTER: Yes. And those details haven’'t baeniged in the application.
They're showing a laneway as well to be dedicatgdaithout the mechanism to
dedicate it in. Whether they relied on that in phenning proposal or not, the detail
is not really there. But also that laneway doessglly align with the laneways

either side because of how far they’ve come inéoRB and that's something that the
regional planning panel raised issue with wheroktthe DA at the end of last year
to determine it for refusal. The other issues #mwed was the small amount of
commercial that was proposed and that's sometiingsue that I've had with other
regional planning matters and DAs because it isda business development zone,
the regional panel has often said, “Well, hang Wthere’s my employment uses?”

MR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MS PORTER: “You're not meeting that at that.”s lthe first objective of the
business development zone and again, this DA shmatthe primary purpose really
is residential.

MR MILLER: So how generally would you respondhe proposition that this land
falls away quite significantly and so using it famployment purposes is
problematic?

MS PORTER: | think it's — they’ve got a well-knovarchitect on board who I'm
sure has worked with sloping sites before. It'8riely doable. The majority of
sites being developed now — I've seen some, yowkneally new ones towards
Glebe area, opposite Wentworth Park and those sitésally their levels dropped
quite dramatically. It's matter of just balanciypgur floor plates, so that your
forecast uses. You've got enough space. So yni dave small tenancy. So either
if it's a supermarket, you've got a supermarkettery floor and then it drops.
There’s a number of ways to overcome a sloping site

MR MILLER: Thank you.

MR WILLIAMS: We will be going to look at the sitinis afternoon. Is there
anything particular you think we should particwadke note of or have a look at
while we’re out there?

MR NOBLE: Yes, probably that — the R3 interfattes medium density interface
would be worthwhile noticing. | mean, if you -wibuld be good to drive down to
Canterbury Road from sort of Hurlstone. Start apeh Don't sort of come in from
the edge because you will understand the contekivduy we are trying to move
away from this sort of vision of development jusiring there and ending right
down at the other end. It's a very long corridod éhere’s only so much capacity
for residential and ground floor shops and the hagproach sort of addresses all
that.
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MS PORTER: The amount of empty shops is pamefix here, as well.

MR NOBLE: Yes.

MR WILLIAMS: Okay.

MR NOBLE: And, yes, just observing the site otler road, 677 Canterbury Road.
MR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR NOBLE: You don’t need to go over there to gd®it you can see it from
across the road but just noticing that that ise¢@diained for employment uses.

MR WILLIAMS: We also thought it might be worthwhijust driving up one or

two of the north-south roads like Burwood Road jfostee because that’s the focus
of where the - - -

MR NOBLE: Yes.

MR WILLIAMS: - - - redevelopment is going to oacu

MR NOBLE: Yes.

MR WILLIAMS: And even that's just to a maximum six storeys. Is that correct?
MR NOBLE: Yes. That's right.

MR WILLIAMS: Four to six storeys.

MR NOBLE: The current controls are at five andwauld like to allow it to go a
little bit higher to six storeys.

MR WILLIAMS: Okay.

MR NOBLE: And you can see — yes, some of thetes sire — have already been
developed so you can sort of get - - -

MR WILLIAMS: Get a feel.

MR NOBLE: And you can — you know, you can sed thaking from this node to
Belmore Station and the transport and shops thaptiovides is not — it wouldn’t be
a big thing to do. It's not that far away.

MS PORTER: It's a shame that this site here isrifisn’t been constructed yet. So
this is 717 Canterbury Road. It's a shop top haysievelopment and they've
actually balanced their levels to ensure they've-gbecause they have to have
commercial as part of a shop top. It's a shameitlanot finished so you could see
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how they’ve worked with the floor plates on a sfgmintly sloping site to make sure
that the residential is all above commercial beedhsy were required to do that.

MR NOBLE: Probably one of the most important gsrwould be to drive past
what'’s called the old Harrison’s Timber site. Thait — it’s this block here. So it's
sort of three blocks before the site. It's at -awis it, 538 Canterbury Road.

MR FARLEIGH: 548 Canterbury Road.

MR NOBLE: 548 Canterbury Road.

MS PORTER: Yes. You should see the hospitalr@side.

MR WILLIAMS: Okay.

MS PORTER: And then a grey building on the carner

MR WILLIAMS: Opposite the hospital?

MR FARLEIGH: Pretty much, yes.

MR NOBLE: Yes, effectively opposite the hospitét's at eight storeys so it's the
same height in storeys as what the applicant isrsgé&ere so you will get a context
of just how big eight storeys is. It has been tigyed at eight storeys with no floor
space ratio control. So that will really give yapicture of the sort of development
we were concerned about and that was one of the thiat really triggered our

concern with the development outcomes that wenegodelivered across Canterbury
Road.

MR WILLIAMS: Yes. Okay. And that's all very heflul because it gives an idea
of what the planning proposal is trying to achiewnel what you're trying to avoid.

MS PORTER: Yes, just how far it encroaches intoR3 and the laneway.

MR NOBLE: The reason | tell you to start therel dimish there is this bit is where
we’re getting most of the development pressured s mostly towards the inner
west housing market here so it's viewed as soat dirt of the inner west that was a
bit healthier whereas where the housing marketiggling a little bit further back

and we’'re seeing less development pressure unégestagphment applications in a
general sense.

MR MILLER: Anything else?
MR WILLIAMS: No .....

MR MILLER: Diana, have you got any questions | a
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MS MITCHELL: No.
MR WILLIAMS: Thank you very much.
MR MILLER: Anything else you want to add before wrap up?

MR FARLEIGH: s it worth mentioning the other rews that we’'ve had on
industrial and employment land?

MR NOBLE: ltis. Itis. So we’ve had some othethey're called rezoning
reviews. A little bit different to this processtlahallenging the council’s decision
not to proceed with other employment land - - -

MR MILLER: Well, only if they're relevant to thematter before us because we
don’t need to — there’s enough material alreadiyrktif we — if they are relevant to
our decision on this review, yes, but otherwisebpiay not.

MR WILLIAMS: But these are situations where coilih@s determined not to send
it to the department and there has been a reviethain

MR NOBLE: That's right. On the same basis thatwant to retain and protect and
manage our employment uses - - -

MR WILLIAMS: Okay.

MR NOBLE: - --in a similar zone. So we hade#of those that | can recall; one
in Sefton and one in Punchbowl — two in Punchbewtually — those three. All
three the state planning panel has decided to agteeouncil’s point of view not to
rezone for residential purposes and retain the nyidg employment uses. |

suppose what I'm saying there is we’ve been faidgsistently applying that
approach since the merge of the councils, notzone the land.

MR WILLIAMS: Okay. That's good. Okay. Well,a@nk you very much for
coming today. We really appreciate your times \tery helpful to help us in our
deliberations.

MR NOBLE: No worries.

MR WILLIAMS: Thank you very much.

MR NOBLE: Thanks for the opportunity.

MR WILLIAMS: Thank you.

RECORDING CONCLUDED [11.34 am]
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