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PROF H. LOCHHEAD: Good morning. Before we bedjid like to acknowledge
the traditional custodians of the land on whichmeset today and pay my respects to
elders past and present and elders from other comiesiwho may be here today.
Welcome to the meeting today on the concepts pedseeking approval for the
modification to Frasers Town Centre Concept Plametiuce the car parking rate for
two-bedroom dwe — dwellings within residential fbatildings in the town centre

from 1.2 spaces per dwelling to one space per awellMy name is Helen
Lochhead. I'm the chair of the IPC panel today praing me is my fellow
commissioner, Soo-Tee Cheong, and Dennis Lee alahCRirth from the
Commission Secretariat.

In the interests of openness and transparencyoasasure the full capture of
information, today’s meeting is being recorded arfdll transcript will be produced
and made available on the Commission’s websitas Mieeting is one part of the
Commission’s decision-making process. It is talpfage at a prelimins —
preliminary stage and will form one of several s&grof information upon which the
Commission will base its decision. It is import#mit the Commission is to ask
questions of attendees and to clarify issues wieenge consider it appropriate. If
you are asked a question and not in a positiomsavar, please feel free to take the
question on notice and provide any additional imfation in writing which will then
be put on our website. | request that all memhbers today introduce themselves
before speaking for the first time and for all memwsbto ensure that they do not
speak over the top of each other to ensure accofaby transcript as it is recorded.
And so we’ll now begin. So thanks for joining wslay.

MR A. WITHERDIN: No problem. Ah, so good mornirgveryone. My name is
Anthony Witherdin. I'm the director of Regional #essments. Um, this morning,
ah, I'm going to ask Emma, ah, to take you throsgime of the background of the
proposal, summarise some of the key issues that raesed during the, ah,
exhibition process and go through the key findiofysur assessment report.

MS E. BUTCHER: Yep. Ah, thank you. So hi evargo I'm Emma Butcher from
the Regional Assessments team. Ah, so I'll justhgough some — some of the
background Anthony mentioned. Ah, so this propesal

PROF LOCHHEAD: You might want to speak up aditbit.

MS BUTCHER: Okay. This proposal relates to theaept approval for the
Edmondson Park South Town Centre, um, within tivedpgool LGA. Ah,
Edmondson Park was approved as part of the southgrewth area and it spans
across both the Liverpool and Campbelltown LGA&isTsubject modification, ah,
relates to the area known as the Frasers Town €wihiich is directly south of the
Edmondson Park Station and/or within the Liverddg8A. So the town centre is
currently under construction, um, and when compléte it's intended to provide a
full range of retail, commercial and high densggidential uses, ah, and to
maximise opportunities for local employment andibess.
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Um, so as mentioned before, this proposal seeimtnd the carparking rate for
two-bedroom apartments in the Frasers Town Cealtreffom 1.2 spaces per
apartment to one space. So the current car paraieg, ah, were imposed as part of
MOD4 to the concept plan. Ah, this also approvedarease in GFA height and
density within the town centre and these ratesanently contained within the
design guidelines. Um, the proponent initially preed them as maximum rates but
in its assessment of MOD4, the department recomatktitht they be amended so
car parking is provided generally in accordancdshiem.

Um, so the proposal seeks to reduce the car parétedor two-bedroom apartments
from 1.2 space per apartment to one space, umt'amdquested on the basis that
the proponent receive feedback from the purchasdrgo-bedroom apartments in
the approved eastern portion of the town centrethtey didn’t require that second
car parking space. Um, it's also requested orb#sés that the proposed rates would
align with the requirements of the Apartment Desginde, the ADG, and the RMS
Guide to Traffic Generating Development. Um, soraeeived 32 public
submissions, um, in relation to the proposal. Binpf these were objects —
objections.

Um, they mainly raise concern about the currerk tccar parking provision within
the Edmondson Park area, um, and in particulacah@emuter car park for the train
station, um, and how this proposal would exacerttaseproblem and contribute to
pressure on — on street parking. Um, we alsoveddive agency submissions. So,
firstly, Liverpool Council. Um, they had a numbsrconcerns including that the
proposed modification would not be consistent \pitBvious town planning for the
centre, um, that the rates for a subregional centifee RMS guide, ah, may not be
appropriate for Edmondson Park, um, that the pralgedikely to aggravate the
current car parking issues in the area, ah, arategnecessary pressure on on-
street parking.

They also mentioned that any modification to cakipg requirements needs to be
evaluated in the broader planning context anddldstailed parking assessment
identify occupancy rates, um, with consideratiosiaifilar developments, ah, in
Western Sydney as required. Ah, Campbelltown CbUuRMS and Sydney Water
raised no concerns to the proposal. So the depatthas considered the proposal
and all of the submissions that we’ve receivedwaadonsider it's acceptable for the
following reasons. Ah, firstly, it is consistenitivstrategic policies for reducing car
dependency and encouraging alternative forms nsprart in highly accessible
areas.

Ah, we note the proposal seeks to reduce car parkites in a town centre which is
directly adjacent to a train station. So the Eddsom Park, ah, train station is
directly to the north of the town centre and thetfest distance from the town centre
to the train station is 500 metres. Um, so wekitims proposal would help
encourage people to use active and public tranggoch is consistent with
objectives from A Plan for Growing Sydney, the VéestDistrict Plan and the

Future Transport Strategy. Ah, secondly, we thihekproposal is acceptable
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because it complies with the ADG and the RMS Gtad€éraffic Generating
Development car parking rates.

So the ADG states that on sites within 800 metfesrailway station in the Sydney
metropolitan area, the minimum car parking ratgetsout in the RMS Guide to
Traffic Generating Developments or the car parkeguirement prescribed by the
relevant council, whichever is less. So Edmond3ark Town Centre, as |

previously mentioned, is directly adjacent to ttaisn, um, with the furthest

distance being 500 metres. So the rate for adegisity residential flat building,

um, in the RMS guide for a two-bedroom apartmeift $sspaces per apartment and
the rate required by the Liverpool DCP is 1.5 spac®o, therefore, a rate of 0.9
spaces per two-bedroom apartment is required andrtposed rate of one space per
two-bedroom apartment complies with this.

Ah, we also think the proposal is acceptable bexdissconsistent with car parking
rates applied in town centres with similar chamasties. So the department has
consistently applied reduced car parking rateswntcentres across the south- and
north-west growth centres. Oran Park, SchofietdsRiverstone, for example, all
require one space per two-bedroom dwelling andtineent proposal is consistent
with this. Ah, in addition, the proponent providad updated parking demand
assessment as part of their RTS documentationhegddntained analysis of census
data on vehicle ownership in other centres withlaimcharacteristics to Edmondson
Park.

And it found that approximately 80 per cent of tdroom dwelling residents, um,
in these other town centres own either one or miclee Um, so, ah, council raised
concern that the proposed parking rate would natdeguate, noting that, according
to census data, approximately 66 per cent of haldelin Edmondson Park, um,
South and Bardia own two or more cars. But theadepent considers this figure
doesn’t provide an adequate representation, up@®ximately 96 per cent of
households in Edmondson Park have three or moreded. So the department is,
therefore, satisfied that the proposal is consisten, with car parking rates for other
areas with similar characteristics.

And, ah, lastly, um, we note that the reductior in car parking spaces is relatively
minor, so it equates to 16.7 per cent, and thaptbposal would, therefore, not have
a significant impact on on-street parking. Andals& consider the proposal would
not increase demand for car parking spaces atdhestation, ah, because the town
centre is directly adjacent within that 800 metadking catchment so people are
more likely to walk there than drive. So, overalé consider that the proposed
parking rate is acceptable due to the locatiomefdevelopment in a town centre
adjacent to a train station. It complies with &I2G and is consistent with strategic
policies for reducing car dependency and is alssistent with car parking rates in
other centres. Thank you.

PROF LOCHHEAD: Thanks for that.
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MR S. CHEONG: Yeah.

PROF LOCHHEAD: Um, that's a good summary of yoeport. Um, | just wanted
to ask a question. We — we obviously, ah, we'vge-were out at Liverpool
yesterday, um, and we had our opportunity to ga eite visit. Have you been to
Edmondson Park?

MS BUTCHER: | haven't been on a site inspectisrpart of this proposal but |
have visited the area a few years ago.

PROF LOCHHEAD: Because | would say that probdbéysite visit was, um, a
watershed for us in terms of looking at the impa€tsim, informal car parking
around the town centre.

MS BUTCHER: Mmm.

PROF LOCHHEAD: Probably, | would say, ah, evemplaces like Italy, not seen,
ah, the degree of informal and illegal parking. ,unost — every footpath was, um,
parked on.

MS BUTCHER: Mmm.

PROF LOCHHEAD: Um, every verge was parked on., duaite — quite some way
out of - - -

MR CHEONG: Yes.

PROF LOCHHEAD: - - - the town centre. Probablgremthan a kilometre out of
the town centre there was 90 degree parking aload verges. Every No Stopping
area, clearly signposted, was obviously parked ieitly-term car parking with
people with their sun visors up. So they werdmetré just dropping and picking up.
They were there for the long haul.

MS BUTCHER: Mmm.

PROF LOCHHEAD: So people have made a commitneefibt whatever
opportunity they have to park. Um, so | think thats probably significant for us in
terms of, um, looking at the impacts of this — thithis town centre in its very
formative stage which is not functioning reallytla®@ moment. It's really under
construction. Um, we also had representations ttarcouncillors which, | think,
were all, ah, fairly considered and, um, balancetheir views. And while we would
acknowledge, ah, as commissioners that this demeopcannot take into account
the demands of commuter parking or, um, trafficegating development beyond its
own, um, boundaries, um, there are implicationgterkind of demographic of the
area and the sub-region which we probably do neednsider.
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And, um, the fact that people — and they had cthink we’ve got some numbers,
percentages here, the people who, ah, commutertofreon one destination to
another via car or from one drive and then, umagedin or different variations and
combinations thereof which put a higher depende@mcgar usage and car ownership
just to, um, carry out your normal day-to-day lif6o, um, we felt that there were a
number of considerations beyond, um, what was pteden the report when you
actually went out there and heard the — the varspesifics of the locality that we
thought needed to, um, be taken into account. damgidering that the — the 1.2
versus the one, um, was — | think it's 60 spaceslin

MR CHEONG: And I just wonder whether you realisat we had meeting with the
proponent and they have developed, ah, the townece@0 per cent of the
residential, ah, development have been carriedodrding to the — in compliance
with 1.2 spaces for two bedroom. So what is [&ft to be developed if it —if it's to
be changed to one to — per two bedroom, ah, it dvimylolve something like 60 car
parking. Do you realise that, ah, is the case?

MR WITHERDIN: Not the specifics, no.
MR CHEONG: No.

PROF LOCHHEAD: Mmm.

MR CHEONG: Yeah.

PROF LOCHHEAD: So in real terms, one can’'t redlrean, the whole point of
planning is to plan — to future proof places. @oald see that, quite clearly now, it
hasn’'t been future proofed at this point in time, @nd that, really, what we need to
ensure is that by, um, approving any proposal, wearmplace a robust framework
which has resiliency to flex to future demands, watever they may be. And, um,
it — the — it seemed that while the current mavkied may be investors who — or who
— I don’t know who they are, may have one predigposand also | would — |

would imagine affordability is the number 1, umnsaleration that one can’t
anticipate — um, one can anticipate the differemii& of, ah, occupancy may include
two adults with two cars, um, or adults or withidren who may grow up and need a
car.

Um, so, | mean, | don’t think anyone would be adtow that we should be
promoting excessive car, um, parking in the towmtrege Um, but considering it's a
marginal, um, difference between — and it is cdaasiswith what they already have
in the rest of their development, um, we questitietiver, in fact, the request is —is,
um — is really going to make a difference to tharhdould make the difference to
the, um, acceptance by the community and the {etta council who seem to be
very concerned about the narrowness of roadsattkedf on-street parking, the
demands being pushed into these new town centoesibe of the — the, um, ease of
driving to, um, the station which, of course, wentvio do. We want to encourage
onto trains. Um, that was probably underestimateédrms of the original planning.
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MR WITHERDIN: Um, so —yeah. So it sounds likerte’s a broader issue there
around commuter car parking that may currentlyteotsthe site. Um, | guess we've
looked at the proposal, um, within the scope oflad, the modification and that
only applies to the residential flat buildings amidat’'s an appropriate car parking
rate for those residential flat buildings.

PROF LOCHHEAD: Mmm.

MR WITHERDIN: So as Emma described earlier, wdied to, ah, maintain a
consistent approach in that regard, ah, partigulailere we are very close to a train
station. So we feel that all those residents withat area will likely walk to the

train station rather than get in their car andeltivthe station because it's a — such a
short distance. So | guess there’s two issuesg thEnere’s a broader, ah, commuter
car parking issue.

PROF LOCHHEAD: Mmm. And we acknowledge that tised separate issue.
MR WITHERDIN: Yeah.

PROF LOCHHEAD: And is not a concern of this deyghent - - -

MR WITHERDIN: Yeah.

PROF LOCHHEAD: - - - or cannot be put all ontestlevelopment. It's | think —
and | think that the councillors in their represgiuins acknowledge that. They
acknowledge there were broad — just broader sicatiegning — sorry, planning, um,
ah, of the area which had been - - -

MR WITHERDIN: Yeah.

PROF LOCHHEAD: - - - underestimated but has krogleffects. Um, but | think
what the point’s being made which are firmly, aevant to this development are
the occupancy rates, the, um, growing families;-ttiee high car ownership and
dependency because of the nature of work whicbtiparticularly walk — | mean,
you know, one could anticipate long term but I—lIcan tell you right now — I'm
sure you don’t actually work in your local area,,.and | don’t work in my local
area, too. | work where I've got the best jobud me and often we all, in our
metropolitan lives, um, travel longer distancegabto work.

So one can envisage in the short to medium tertrptiaple will be, you know, just
relying on active and — and, um, public transpditey will have different modes of
transport and we need to ensure that it's work&isleverybody. Um, so that — that
was our prime concern: the high car ownershipédarea; the future occupancy of
the development which one can’t anticipate atmisnent but, based on statistics
that, ah, were provided by the council, would imihigit there was a higher car
ownership need than in other parts of Sydney tieetmay be - - -
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MR WITHERDIN: Yeah.

PROF LOCHHEAD: - - - a legitimate case for - - -
MR WITHERDIN: So---

PROF LOCHHEAD: - - - particularity.

MR WITHERDIN: Yeah. Yeah. Interms of the owsleip, ah, ah, issue, we did
look at council’'s, um, statistics that they didyad® us in the assessment. Um, and |
guess we came to our position, um, because thauathers that were provided to

us by the council at that point were based on Huoalds with a larger size, um, and
so that’s what those statistics captured in terhtbase households needing more
than one car parking space. And this proposatiig much differentiated from those
households, um, where they’re smaller, ah, andsthia difference. So we — we, ah,
were of the opinion that, ah, one space per, atvbgdroom dwelling would be
sufficient. Yeah. So there’'sa - - -

MR CHEONG: Yeah. Whi - while we acknowledge, ymow, the analysis of the
proponents about, ah, the number of, ah, car pggeéople, ah, require when they
purchase the, ah, units — a two-bedroom unit, aaybut we also heard the council —
the councillors have, ah, emphasised that the ngasople purchase, ah, residence in
—in the Liverpool area is not because it's — @f thoseness to the station but because
it is econo — it's cheaper than everywhere else angit's not necessary that, ah, the
residents would be travelling from station to stati So there will still be car
dependence, etcetera.

PROF LOCHHEAD: Mmm.

MR CHEONG: And I just wonder what's - - -
PROF LOCHHEAD: They —they've also - - -
MR CHEONG: - - - your view on that.

PROF LOCHHEAD: They also made the point that, kpaw, the demand in —in
other centres for residents parking which also comgses business usage, um,
because then you don’t have that flow of — of kiellbgarking or short-term parking
because residents are using kerbside. Um, | dal@bserve in Edmondson town
centre that there’s not really capacity for kerbgpdrking because of the narrowness
of the streets which is probably a shortcoming, wimch probably wasn’t thought
about in —in detail. Um, so, yeah, | think iti®pably — has, um, additional
pressures. | — 1| mean, | also would suggest timf,again, in longer term and if
you're thinking about the — the maturity of the commity, people when they go and
leave home, um, they share households.
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You're more — you're more likely to get two — twadiependent adults or two couples
or, you know, a couple and a, you know, whateweyai — there is more likelihood
of, um, in an — a high density apartment develognranltiple adults with
independent transport needs.

MR WITHERDIN: Yeah. So there’s — it's alwaysad, | guess, a bit of a
balancing act in terms of, um, trying to reducegaking within, ah, highly
accessible locations but yet providing enough eakipg and acknowledging that
people won't always use public transport to, yoownaccess different destinations.
Um, and based on, you know, that — trying to baahose two competing
objectives, um, and then looking at the policy gmice that we’ve got for these kind
of areas, um, ah, yeah, we were comfortable witotie space per - - -

PROF LOCHHEAD: Mmm. Yeabh.
MR WITHERDIN: Per two dwelling units.

PROF LOCHHEAD: | mean, | think in —in realithdugh, if — if you weren’t

down the, sort of, worst case scenario that, ity fa@ople do have more than one car
in the longer term and then it pushes cars out tr@street and | think about inner —
inner city area or other parts of Sydney where thehave wider streets and there is
kerb space to accommodate — | mean, you know, mest city suburbs have cars
lined along every, ah, street and every frontddm, that is a possibility but | — |
can't see that the infrastructure can accommodat€he fact that people are actually
parked from the commu — so forgetting about theetigpment for a moment, but the
commuter parking already doesn’t have enough keebsi if you think about once
it's all operational as a retail centre, theraust jno kerbside to accommodate that —
that flex.

So eve — even if the — the problem is moo — shiiteih one place to another, there
isn’t a place to shift it to within the infrastruce framework provided by the current,
um, town centre. So | think we have to anticighageshortcomings in the — the
existing town centre design which needs to be @iéid by the development actually
dealing with its own issues onsite or anticipatinaj - - -

MR WITHERDIN: Yeah. Yeah.

PROF LOCHHEAD: - - - if there are issues it cao@nmodate those, um, onsite
without deferring those to some other location WwHiasn’t got the resiliency of flex
to — to do that like, ah, you know, an older submdy have. So, um, yeah.

MR CHEONG: Yeah. I notice the — in modificatiéns when the increase of
residential numbers in the, ah, town centre walkeagreatest, that is, go from a few
hundred to 1800, something like that.

MS BUTCHER: 912 to 1800.
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MR CHEONG: Yeah. So at that point — and that asy in October 2017.
MR WITHERDIN: Yeah.

MR CHEONG: Right. And at that time it was juitiile to have 1.2 but with —
between that short time, why has the shift beepagieed?

MR WITHERDIN: Yeah. So, look, we reviewed thaepious assessment.
MR CHEONG: Yeah.

MR WITHERDIN: Um, and, ah, we looked at the prsalp um, but based on the
reasoning that we’ve provided today, we were cotafide that, um, it met all the
policy guidance around, um, suppressing car parkiognd highly accessible
locations. Um, and | know, as | said before, # is a bit of a balance there, um, ah,
but | don’t think, ah, um, applying, ah, a highar parking rate to this area will
necessarily, ah, have a significant impact ontetims of reducing the pressure that
might be currently, um, experienced on - - -

PROF LOCHHEAD: No, | think we - - -

MR WITHERDIN: - - - surrounding streets.
PROF LOCHHEAD: - - - acknowledge the commuterganking is a separate
IsSsue.

MR WITHERDIN: Yeah.

PROF LOCHHEAD: And notwithstanding that, | thinke has to acknowledge that
there isn’t much resiliency to any additional ol@sf parking that may be generated
by this development in the current street netwarthe future street network based
on what’s been built today.

MR WITHERDIN: Yeah. Yeah. And so part of, ahetissue around car parking is
if you provide those onsite car parking spacesjlithave the effect of discouraging
multiple car ownership, | guess. Um, so the mareparking spaces you provide,
um, ah, the likely more car parking spaces — ¢aswill be using that surrounding
road network. Um, so it's — as | say, it's tryifogbalance that up.

PROF LOCHHEAD: Mmm. It's just that we're not remng. We're just
maintaining the exis — the current, um, state wiich?2. | mean, there is an —
there’s a — there’s a current framework which shgs so that is see — deemed to be
acceptable or suitable. Um, and this would bedacton as opposed to what was
considered to be the — yeah.

MS BUTCHER: So those rates, um, were imposedaasop MOD4, um, because
they were seen to generally reflect the minimuragan the DCPs or the RMS guide
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but as we had a look at the ADG which referencedRMS guide, um, their rate is,
ah, 0.9 spaces.

PROF LOCHHEAD: Mmm.

MS BUTCHER: Soitwas - - -

PROF LOCHHEAD: But that is in subregional centiieg’t it?
MS BUTCHER: Yeah.

PROF LOCHHEAD: Yeah. And - - -

MS BUTCHER: Yeah. Which, um, according our pigenote, um, Edmondson
Park would be classified as one of those.

PROF LOCHHEAD: s it?
MR WITHERDIN: Yeah.
PROF LOCHHEAD: Mmm. Okay.

MR CHEONG: Could | assume that 1.2 at a time wiharas approved for the, ah,
development, ah, it seems to be a compromise betWgaer two-bedroom unit in
the RM — in the ADG as against the council 1.5 spaeer two-bedroom unit. So it
seems to be a compromise at that time. Wouldrigh?

MS BUTCHER: Yeah. Yeah. Perhaps, yeah. Ydam, so the current proposal
is more in line with their — the RMS guide whichakat's required under the ADG.
But, yeah, definitely the 1.2 seems to be a midb&tyeen those.

PROF LOCHHEAD: Mmm.

MR CHEONG: Yeah. We heard the councillors. &gy — the reason they gave
was more site specific in a way that, ah, becabifeeosocio-economic, ah,
demographic in that area, people — as | saidnktthiey impressed on us the people
who bought in the Liverpool area is because otti@apness of being economical in
prices - - -

MR WITHERDIN: Yeah.
MR CHEONG: - - - rather than any other considerat

MR WITHERDIN: Right. And, of course, reduced @arking, sort of, goes to that

MR CHEONG: Yeah.
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MR WITHERDIN: - - - affordability issue as well.

PROF LOCHHEAD: Mmm.

MR WITHERDIN: Yeah. Mmm.

PROF LOCHHEAD: Mmm. Okay. Do you have any otgeestions, Soo-Tee?
MR CHEONG: No. Not any more.

PROF LOCHHEAD: Have you got anything else that yauld like to add? Yes.
MR WITHERDIN: No.

PROF LOCHHEAD: Okay. So thank you for your praation today and thanks
for your consideration of the planning issues angddm, telling us your rationale.

MS BUTCHER: Thank you.
PROF LOCHHEAD: Okay.
MR WITHERDIN: Thank you.

PROF LOCHHEAD: Thank you.

MATTER ADJOURNED at 10.07 am INDEFINITELY
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