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MS D. LEESON: All right. Well, good morning ardand welcome. Before we
begin, | would like to acknowledge the traditionaners of the land on which we
meet, the Gadigal people of the Eora Nation. Il@lso like to pay my respects to
their elders, past and present. Welcome to theingeday on the proposal
whereby The Star Entertainment Group Limited, ghygliaant, is seeking approval to
modify the project approval for The Star Casin@@80 Pyrmont Street, Pyrmont,
to provide a new hotel and residential tower witlhie existing casino complex. My
name is Dianne Leeson. | am the chair of thispa@el. Joining me are my fellow
commissioners Stephen O’Connor and Adrian Piltdfe are assisted by Alana Jelfs
from the Commission Secretariat and — and Joe - - -

MR A. PILTON: Bell.

MS LEESON: - - - Bell from Mecone Consulting, warce assisting the
Commission secretariat on this project. Othemnaies at the meeting are Graham
Jahn and Vanessa Cagliostro from the City of Sydneyhe interest of openness
and transparency and to ensure the full captunef@fmation, today’'s meeting is
being recorded and a full transcript will be prodaicd made available on the
Commissions website. This meeting is one pamef@ommission’s decision-
making process. It is taking place at the prelamyrstage of this process and will
form one of several sources of information uponalitthe Commission will base its
decision. It is important for the commissionera$ questions of attendees and to
clarify issues whenever we consider it appropridtgiou are asked a question and
are not in a position to answer, please feel fo@ke the question on notice and
provide any additional information in writing, wiieve will then put up on our
website.

So as we begin, | would ask that each speakerdntes themselves before they
speak for the first time and, although we are allsgnaup, we don’t talk over each
other, so that the transcripts can actually berately recorded. So we will now
begin. So thank you, Graham. Thank you, Vane®¥$¢a.have sent you an agenda of
the things that we would like to discuss today drhink, we can probably dive
straight into those, which — we have your submissind we’re very happy to go
through the — the key points of that that you'eltk reinforce, and then, | think, to
talk about council’s vision for Pyrmont and — anel'lhsee how we go.

MR G. JAHN: I can see you've got it there. Ok&o I'll start off. So my — for

the record, my name is Graham Jahn, director gfpt#nning and development and
transport at the City of Sydney. | am the direcemponsible for design excellence
and competitive design processes in the Sydney a@AI’'m also responsible for
strategic planning. I've also served as the natipresident of the Australian
Institute of Architects. So on the outset, | wos&y | don’t envy your task. Dealing
with one of the last part 3A modification applicats, which was broadly reviled and
repealed in 2011 when the Coalition came in. @ disn’t envy dealing with the web
of legal entanglements that the wider discretiomemyers of the minister in the
former director general role has under part 3A@amce had — and — and also the
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transitional arrangements in both the Act and dwilations to deal with its repeal
and the legal qualification that exist over exengscertain functions and where we
are now. So | really don’'t envy you.

So, yes, part 3 allows the determiner — the — timengission to disregard
development standards in the LEP, but it doesqtire them to be disregarded. It is
up to the decision maker whether — or how muche-régard should be given to
them as well. It is a bit different when it comegprohibited uses. It does depend on
the circumstances and the weight or the regardothar SEPSs and EPIs, such as
the Sydney Harbour Catchment REP, that places amiding public interest onus

on waterfront developments. Either way, I'm suoe gould agree with me that this
is a massive building proposal for the localitys Wide at girth. It rises directly

from the footpath for more than 200 metres overhigight limit, a limit set in 2012,
and unlike some other major projects, such as, mape Harbour Bridge or the
Sydney Opera as waterfront icons, this is essgnéigdrivately-held mixed use

tower of apartments and hotel rooms, and thisvisrg important public interest
distinction when it comes to disrupting the scald planning intentions.

Now, obviously, amendments can and are made tbERethrough major product
SEPPs, via self-repealing SEPPs, via concept platd$y planning proposals made
under part 4, and | ask — or | share this questianat purpose does the proposal
serve? Now, part of the scope is rearranging ¢he gaming and gambling
functions which sit at the heart of a casino, gsil@ed by the Casino Control Act.
A good part of the proposal is introducing residgEnise to the site and another part
of it — you might say the cherry on top — is thegwsed Ritz-Carlton hotel, and |
don’t think it's unreasonable to observe that 33%3devels of residential compared
to 22 levels of visitor accommodation is what ivitlg the scale of this project.
That is the 33 to 35 levels of residential, andt §gs the question — what is the
justification and strategic merit for a mixed us®jority residential tower in this
location?

Now, I'm quite sure that you'll hear from othersdatheir consultants invested in the
project arguments that Sydney needs a more hightetatl and this is the place for
it, but is it? There are many other places fittfat very strategic vision in the city
and, not withstanding its exact location or is -aiis — is meant to be a waterside
park, Crown is building hotel rooms on the westde of the CBD. Wanda, later
Yuhu, are also constructing high-end hotel roonthénorthern part of the CBD at
Circular Quay — Alfred Street, and SC Capitol hav@ampetition-winning resort
hotel planned on the eastern side of the CBD. &®Ithese examples to point out
that the very hotel market that is being soughTbhg Star is being satisfied by other
projects that legitimately have exploited the plagrvision and controls of the city.

MS LEESON: Graham, can | just chip in there pjostease that out a little more. |
think in your submission, you said that the couheitl done its own demand analysis
of hotel rooms in Sydney. We heard yesterday frieeapplicant that they've also
done demand analysis based on tourism projectiegistbe next, | think, 15 years or
so, and we're talking enormous numbers of hotasjust hotel rooms, that will be
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needed, and that was, admittedly, across the ggurhink, but we — | certainly got
the sense that they are telling us there’s a veopg demand for high-end hotel
rooms in Sydney. Can you just outline what analysiu have in that hotel demand
space and — and, indicatively, what kind of roormbars might be coming out of
these other developments.

MR JAHN: Okay. So generally speaking, there teralency for investors or some
investors to go more upmarket or to aim for moagssor more luxury or
discretionary spending of their market than thekatamight be willing to share with
them. The hotel work that we did identified thatvas more at the middle and lower
to middle market, particularly with the conventiamd entertainment facilities and
exhibition facilities coming on stream that neettedrow in order to serve the —
particularly the international and the domestio¢thng attendees of those three
facilities in Darling Harbour and, for example, messes that would fly their staff to
Sydney, typically from Korea, China and other Astaintries as a reward to spend
a few nights attending a conference and a few gigisiting some other attractions
in a, sort of, week jaunt to this continent, havaidy restricted price band within
which they’re vouchered for their hotel room aridl iih this band where the
significant growth is around visitor accommodataitendances that aren’t being met
by the hotel industry.

So as a consequence, the large format high-eratlitional high-end hotels, such as
the Intercontinental and what is now the Four Sessimrmerly The Regent, end up
having to discount their room stock to get the paricy rates up and this
discounting practice by those high-end existingelsois cannibalising the new
medium market hotels, who have to rely on selllmgrtroom rates at the same — at
the same price for what is relatively recent finagc So it — you know, it's a
complex equation around — yes, there’s growth umison. No one can quantify what
the Airbnb market is doing for what otherwise wobkla legitimate hotel market.
There is an issue with high-end hotels having scalint their inventory late in the
piece, but the solid growth from the facilities lbin Sydney for convention,
exhibition and entertainment is definitely in a &sibusiness market that rewards
their staff and they are not at the high-end.

MS LEESON: Okay. Thank you.

MR JAHN: Okay. Okay. So | was mentioning jusbpto that discussion about
how Crown was building high-end hotel rooms onwestern side, Wanda and later
Yuhu — who bought the Wanda project — are doingsime at Circular Quay, and
SC Capital from Singapore are doing the same plaring to do the same on the
eastern side. They've published their competit\onning design by Woods Bagot.
So, to summarise, the City of Sydney does not suippis project as lodged. It does
not, in our view, have sufficient strategic mehiat the department’s assessment
should be overturned and approved, and in thisifipatstance, we support the
department’s assessment as being thorough andmabeo Now, the City has made
two submission, as you're aware, on tHeo® October 2018 and on the®,and |
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just wanted to note in relation to those submissiejust some — some facts that are
relevant, | think.

The Star casino is subject to the Casino Controlaflministered by the Minister for
Customer Service and it's located on land owne@tmperty New South Wales on
behalf of the New South Wales government. Unlilee€rown Resort Restricted
Gaming Facility through its own amending act loggtit in Barangaroo South, the
Star proposal was not the product of a complicatedfidential, but nevertheless
successful unsolicited proposal to the New Soutlheg/&overnment. And for
Crown, the upshot was a legally binding framewagteament with the New South
Wales Government in 2013/14. It was entered ir8281d amended in 2014. This
agreement controversially pre-empted any consideraf planning approval or
alternative sites.

And the agreement essentially required Crown tédausix star hotel along with the
other uses that they were planning on. So thertlapat’'s assessment report at the
time and the commission’s determination by Brigggggram and Hahn — who are
the three commissioners — in July 2016, regardedeitlly binding prelude as
immutable. And | presented the City’s positiortitose commissioners as | do to
you today. I raise this because the Star’'s prdpesaa legal and a merit context —
is completely different. Firstly, the Star’s prgabis recommended for refusal by
the New South Wales Department of Planning becaniseir view, it's the only
conclusion a proper planning assessment could reach

And secondly, there is no amendment to the plancamgrols for the site as there
was at Barangaroo and no approved concept plasuipabrts the project. So this is
an application which is both contrary to the zoniipor space and height controls
for the site — to an extent that the planning fravord is almost irrelevant and can be
ignored. But the merits of the proposal are poamd not such that a lack of
planning consistency can be ignored or forgivemd A does not have the binding
agreement and legal drivers behind the Crown Cgwioject.

So if the commission were to approve in this insgan and I’'m not suggesting that
you would — but — but it would have much wider imgtions for Pyrmont
Peninsular and beyond. Whereas the Crown heiflbeirce is relatively contained
on the western side of the CBD and north of theaBgaroo South Commercial
Towers. So when we made our original submissidhealepartment, the City of
Sydney was concerned that a modification applicati@de through the tail end of
the repeal Part 3A for such a scale of modificati@s inappropriate. And that was
the position we put to the department. We alsotpdiout the technical
deficiencies, um, such as it being made out of titmat the cut-off date was th& af
March and the modification wasn't dated until t/8¥ f August — five months later.
That was our submission to the department then.

Nevertheless, um, the, ah, the — the applicatisnphagressed, um, and so we are
dealing with it as it is. So the City of Sydneglsjection as the plan making
authority for the Pyrmont Peninsular is that the issprohibited in the zone. The
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application includes 204 residential apartmentessB3 to 35 levels. And under
Sydney Local Environmental Plan 2012, the siteoisezB3 commercial core where
residential accommodation is a prohibited use. Nbwas appropriate because
residential use on a 24 hour entertainment ventiei®tcale with indoor and
outdoor spaces for events already generates dsnflith the passive — with the, um
— with the surrounding, ah, residential neighboorhdet alone locating, um, a
passively ventilated residential tower on top @& 84 hour venue.

And, so the residential use for this site is gagecific. That it's not consistent with
the objectives of the zone and they haven't pravisigficient justification or
strategic merit, um, to support the introductior88ffloors of residential on top of a
24 hour indoor and outdoor entertainment and gari@iaidjty, which have to have

the windows open. Now, residential is the majooityhe floor space in the tower. |
—we — |, I think you could better call it a resatial tower with ancillary hotel use,
based on both floor space and number of floorsd iAit was approved, it would be
vastly inequitable for all other developers, lamidiers and investors operating in the
Sydney CBD or, in fact, Greater Sydney.

On the issue of tower height, the proposed towerdee than eight times the
maximum height permitted in the LEP. And as sta&iadier, there is appropriate
planning mechanisms to test additional heightthey — those mechanisms —
whether they be major project steps or planning@sals to amend the LEP — draw
out the issues with the community in Pyrmont, ubgut a changing scale and its
impacts — how that could be tested and modifieather than just putting a design
up cold and expecting the process to deliver anieggin effect. Because what I've
described is a process that has to be followed/bgyeother applicant.

UNIDENTIFIED MALE: Mmm.

MR JAHN: Some other important points that we haagle in our submissions is
that the residential tower form does not, in o@wicontribute positively to the
Pyrmont skyline. Rather, it's inconsistent witle surrounding buildings both in
height and form. And it's quite clear from thewiassessment that Cockle Bay is
not a context of towers in that Pyrmont localiynd, of course, most applicants will
try and draw a wider view to take in as much othélding stock as possible, um, to
try and contextualise the height of their buildingsecently had an architect
proposing towers at Waterloo, but his section idethithe Sydney CBD up until the
Crown Resort Tower just to contextualise it.

Having said that, the tower form has a high immercboth other dwellings, buildings
and other public spaces. And without elaboratinghem at this point — because
they’re touched on in our submission — that thesaas needed to be settled through
a planning proposal or through a concept plan leerofiorm of pre-emptive study in
order to evaluate — to find what could be an aatdpthotel component, um, for The
Star. And the last point is that when you are psompg the only tower — and let’s say
it's in a 28 metre height control, that’'s 238 — twmcept of view sharing doesn’t
really have any basis because you're the only tdkadis impacting on our views —
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on whatever the existing views may have been. tAag're transferring them from
those that have lost their views, effectively,ie bccupants of the new tower, who
will then have the views. And this is not, ahehable interpretation of what, ah,
view sharing is, um, or — and we don’t believe duld stand up in court.

MS LEESON: Graham, if | paraphrase that, youagirsg it's not a view sharing
approach. It's a view transfer - - -

MR JAHN: Itsa---

MS LEESON: - - - approach.

MR JAHN: - - - view substitution, yes.
MS LEESON: Yes.

MR JAHN: Exactly. So I'll just —if I, ah, toucbn — in this, ah, section dealing
with our major concerns — that we do have the Sy@egional Environmental Plan
— that's the Sydney Harbour Catchment 2005 — uat,applies to the site. It's one
we’re very familiar with and, um, it's particulasrf ah, applying in foreshores and
waterfront precinct areas, which the applicant-delflares they are in. And it does
state quite clearly that Sydney Harbour is recaghgs a public resource owned by
the public and to be the — protected for the puiptiod. And part B says that the
public good has precedence over the private goahewer and whatever change is
proposed for Sydney Harbour and its foreshoreswé&did cover that in the
attachment to our submission from the City. Arglan important planning
principal that has been applied to all developnagt it is still current for the
proposed — the proposal.

So I won’t, now, go on. But I'll just remind the@mmission that, ah, we have
touched on issues such as: the significant ovdmhiag by the development, the
lack of certainty around the neighbourhood centreonent, inadequate detail to
assess conformity with the ADG for the major restd® component, um, traffic
turns and circulations from Jones Bay Road, cyatdifies, loading, public domain;
landscaping and green roof, green seam and grdén which is a whole other area
— overall insufficient environmental performandee talculation of contributions,
ah, the affordable housing contribution and ina@déegjdealing in the application on
stormwater, flooding and the green treatments heil maintenance.

So, um, I'm just going to conclude this part byisgythat at more than 200 metres
over the height control and delivering an additiatf000 square metres of GFA,
we would say approval of this application wouldresgnt the most significant
departure from valid planning controls in New SoWthles history. This
recommendation for refusal by the department iotilg assessment conclusion that
can be arrived at. The draft Central Sydney Plam&itrategy is designed to
accommodate hotels and other productive uses. iffspdlg, they are being built, are
in the midst of rezoning or are in the pipelinendiAhe special treatment of this
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applicant would be extremely unfair to those theatenfollowed proper process and
have committed large investments both domestieatyinternationally in hotel
projects. Now, you asked the question, um, “wh&asncil’s vision for Pyrmont?”
and how the proposed project addresses that visiclkiding Council’s view on
Pyrmont as a global waterfront precinct.

MS LEESON: And we understand that Council has just, put on exhibition its
draft statement — ah - - -

MR JAHN: Yes.

MS LEESON: - - - Strategic Planning Statemert so
MR JAHN: Yes.

MS LEESON: - - - will you cover that - - -

MR JAHN: Yes.

MS LEESON: - - - within this?

MR JAHN: I'm happy to.

MS LEESON: Thanks, Greg.

MR JAHN: So, um, the — you know, the most topaiht is that the draft central
Sydney planning strategy, which was developed three years and was considered
by the Central Sydney Planning Committee and cdim@&016 proposes additional
height and additional floor space for visitor acooodation and commercial uses,
and it specifically does not include the Pyrmontipsula. So that strategy to
support visitor accommodation of all stars and camuial use of all affordabilities
extends from Circular Quay to Cleveland Streegnrenlarged definition of the

CBD, but does not extend down the Pyrmont peninsula

MS LEESON: Just on that definition of CBD, do@siydefinition of CBD extend
to the Pyrmont peninsula?

MR JAHN: No.
MS LEESON: No.

MR JAHN: So it's important to remember Pyrmontswhe subject of one of the
earliest urban renewal schemes in Sydney and #ifthidct federal funding. It has
resulted in the complete change of uses from im@lisind warehousing to mixed
use and predominately strata residential. It d@e®, in addition, three small

conservation areas as well, but the upshot ofrdrawal program is that it's now
one of the densest mixed use locations in Austrédia with Ultimo, Pyrmont, it's
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sitting up there with Kings Cross, Potts Point arldcation in Melbourne as the
three most intensely occupied neighbourhoods ssital neighbourhoods, in
Australia.

MS LEESON: We have had reference to the greatene/ commission and their
eastern district plan - - -

MR JAHN: Mmm.

MS LEESON: - - - and housing targets. Have youamny comment on how
Pyrmont’s meeting those targets for housing, iroetiog with the eastern district
plan?

MR JAHN: Yes. So, um, our capacity study, whigkive undertaken and have
appended to the local strategic planning statentiesit you referred to - - -

MS LEESON: Mmm.

MR JAHN: - - - demonstrated that we have the capdor 56,000 additional
dwellings, and I'll just put that into more clarityp0,000 dwellings, private
dwellings, and 6,000 non-private dwellings, whiefers to co-housing, group
housing, boarding housing and student housinguireristing controls. So we can
meet the zero to five and five to 10 targets wiakesand we project that we do not
have to amend our planning controls because oivd@dth of capacity that exists
within them in order to meet housing targets. Nowrently, we are over our
housing delivery. We have over-delivered becausgewidden a boom, largely in —
Green Square is being rolled out more quickly thad been anticipated and the
pipeline is quite considerable — so stage 1'shhae already been approved going
through competitions and onto stage 2’s — is alreadhisiderable in the pipeline. So
we see housing delivery continuing. The thing thatve focused on in our LSBS is
our support for, in particular, in the broadestsggnobs capacity - - -

MS LEESON: Mmm.

MR JAHN: - --and jobs capacity goes to hotelkans and the jobs that they
provide, retail environments and the jobs they eycultural and the jobs that they
provide and obviously commercial and tech hub dhithase things, enterprise
space. So the average, and you asked about tH& £ 8 average of all those uses
with different floor space ratios from 9 or 10 sgpianetres in the commercial to 20
or 30 in the retail and so on, is that we’re aimimiga capacity of 200,000 additional
jobs in the LGA, of which around 90 or 90 to 100nighe city. So there are roughly
an even split between within the 10 station seprgdcentre and the surrounding
areas in our LGA, such as the Ultimo, Pyrmont pretcof the GSC, the Botany
Road corridor, which we’re going to revisit, ah,iarhis co-located with the, ah,
ATP - - -

MS LEESON: Mmm.
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MR JAHN: - --um, and the, um — and the, um, t€drStation, Haymarket, which
has been — which we’re supporting, ah, which tlesfer and the state government
has, um, defined as a technology hub. So, aheveenfident that those jobs targets
can be met broadly by those four or five areasthatiour existing controls without
rezoning can meet our residential targets. Soéx¢ question was the term global
waterfront precinct. It is not a term we have ce.uff doesn’t have planning
currency for Cockle Bay. As far as | know, it'strmontained in any Greater Sydney
Commission document, New South Wales DepartmeRtasfning documents or
City of Sydney documents. If there were a globalesfront precinct — not that
we’ve suggested one — | think it might be around@ar Quay.

MS LEESON: Just on, sort of, the global waterfrorecinct, it's been put to us that
it would encompass the Darling Harbour precinct tesh, by extension, the
Pyrmont, but when we’ve talked to the proponergyte indicated that their view is
that Pyrmont, this side, is actually part of Daglidarbour. Does council have a
view on whether you would describe this as beiny @laDarling Harbour?

MR JAHN: Well, it's — it is not included in thedding Harbour, um, boundary - - -
MS LEESON: Mmm.

MR JAHN: - --and itis the site of the formeyrmont powerhouse electrical sub-
station and it has a proximity to Pyrmont that segig that it probably more correctly
belongs to Pyrmont than Darling Harbour as such) tmouldn’t be too semantic
about that - - -

MS LEESON: Mmm.

MR JAHN: - - - but I do think, (a), well, it canbe said that it's within the
boundaries of Darling Harbour redevelopment afHaat's a given.

MS LEESON: Yes.

MR JAHN: And it is on the site of what was forryetalled the Pyrmont electricity
generating works and has got part of that herisifjeetained on the site, and, um,
it's more broadly — and you can see how they pddhat community centre — about
serving, um, the surrounding neighbourhood, um,mamity. So that’s kind of a
combination of factors that I think, in answeringuy question, | say that it is more
likely outside of the Darling Harbour than a watenit.

MS LEESON: Yes. And not, sort of, considerinfixead boundary, but | think - - -
MR JAHN: Yes.

MS LEESON: - - - that that blurring between whdoes Darling Harbour finish in
terms of tourism, hotel, entertainment type faeiit- - -
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MR JAHN: Mmm.

MS LEESON: - - - and where does Pyrmont begiterms of residential mixed use
lower scale - - -

MR JAHN: Mmm.

MS LEESON: - - - and the positioning of the siéative to those. So just trying to
understand council’s view of where you see this gibst logically fitting in there —
that sort of context.

MR JAHN: Yes. So we wouldn’t see it in the DagiHarbour precinct.
MS LEESON: Mmm.

MR JAHN: It's in the Cockle Bay section of Dawgjidarbour, which is the furthest
zone and there is, um — yes, there is a transibonit’s in the context of quite
intensively developed mixed use, ah, um, renewgkpts, um, strata plans that have
been introduced into Pyrmont significantly sincest 1990s renewal — was
undertaken. You've got the CSR site, which wasigtdal sugar refinery that was
converted to residential and other uses. So ieexenixture of building scales over
time, decisions made over time, but broadly, & igery intensely developed
residential mixed use area, a little bit more anrésidential side in Pyrmont and a
little less on the residential side in Ultimo.

MS LEESON: Okay. Thanks, Graham.

MR JAHN: Now, the next question is how would coilienvision the contribution
of approximately 5.7m being allocated if the prétggaroceeds. Council to comment
on the proposed contributions public benefit.

MS LEESON: So | think what we're trying to undersd here is, um, the
applicants’ requirements under affordable housaggmes, developer contributions
regimes, and then their public benefit offer, itijjike, which is essentially the
neighbour centre, and council’'s comment or viewiadthe adequacy of the — the
statutory contributions - - -

MR JAHN: Mmm.

MS LEESON: - - - and then we’ll probably talk albohe neighbourhood centre in a
little bit more detail across a couple of otheuessaround management and tenure
and things like that - - -

MR JAHN: Mmm.
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MS LEESON: - - - but — but just trying to teasé the — as | say, the statutory side
of contributions and whether they’re meeting coliscum, requirements, and then a
more general conversation around public beneféroff

MR JAHN: Mmm. Okay. So | guess the first thinganswering that question is
we don’t want to see the project proceed.

MS LEESON: No. | understand.

MR JAHN: Just for the record. Um, it — whategentribution is properly
calculated, and we have not turned our mind tq ti@thas the department, based on
evidence in their report. They’ve just acceptesl-ttat this stage, the, ah — the
suggestions made by the proponent. And, of cotiiegyroper calculation is the
result of credits made for floor area of differeses, ah, against additions made for
the floor area of proposed uses and so on to eatcuthat the contribution might
mean. Um, that contribution, if it were properbiaulated and constructed and
made in accordance with our 2015 contribution plen, would join the other money
in that contribution plan, which is proposed tmedte about $800m in its 15-year
life from 2015 to 2030 towards a whole range ofsysdviously including open-
space acquisition, cycleway construction and, uand-the, um — the list of uses
contained in the plan. So it would be — this s thould just be another project,
another contribution towards a significant sum thathave to, um, expend. So |
don’t see that being any different.

MS LEESON: Mmm.

MR JAHN: It would be, um, a contribution towartthe significant costs that divide
into two groups, essentially: open space acqaisibin the one hand and capital
works on the other. They're all listed and apprbireour contribution plan. Um,

I'll come to the, um, neighbourhood space perhamsminute. The next question is
what works in the public domain would council wémsee undertaken if the project
proceeds? Well, again, | will — | will begin tosamer that by saying we don’t want
to see that project proceed. Um, the public domaaiuding street improvements
on all sides for both pedestrians, um, active usech as cyclists and vehicles,
including landscape improvements, would normallyhbg of any public domain
improvement plan. And quite a comprehensive glarguld have thought, would
need to be agreed with the City of Sydney if, as say, the project were to be
proceed.

The next question: what tree planting would colweint to see undertaken,
including private and public land if the projecbpeeds? Well, again, we don’t want
to see the project proceed, but | — | would saggithe — the, um — the criticality of
the intervention and the scale shift that suchogept, if it were to be — if it were to

be approved on the ad hoc basis that has beengadpiathink they — they should be
required to — to fund the Premier’s priority of pliiag one million trees to 2022.

MS LEESON: Okay.
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MR JAHN: That would be an important componenthia trade-off.
MS LEESON: Thanks, Graham.

MR JAHN: And the last question is how does cobesvisage the neighbourhood
centre will benefit the local community if the peo} proceeds? Well, of course, we
don’t want to see the project proceed, um, but saxeelsignificant concerns over the
security, the cost of use, of this proposed neightbrmod or community component.
Now, we sat down with them and we said, “Any otfhegject that was proposing a
community benefit would secure it. They would sedtion title. They would
secure it by covenant. They would secure it scetiiesome element of permanency
about what the intended use is”. That was turreeund

MS LEESON: Their current proposal indicates ay88r commitment with review
after that.

MR JAHN: Mmm.

MS LEESON: Yes.

MR JAHN: But how is that commitment secured?

MS LEESON: No. |- Iunderstand, um, that whaeen put is that there’ll be a
plan of management. Um, | think they indicated that would be worked through
with council. So there’s a lot of work yet to beng - - -

MR JAHN: Mmm.

MS LEESON: - - - um, to secure the — the sodarhmitment that council would
need. At -— at a broader level, there is a — ajreadexisting facility within Pyrmont.

MR JAHN: Yes.

MS LEESON: Is there a need for additional comrtyufacilities within the
Pyrmont area, and would this contribute to pathaf need, or is Pyrmont currently
well served?

MR JAHN: Across a range of uses, compared toratBghbourhoods, Pyrmont is,
| would say, quite well served. Um, I think it wdbe fair to say there’s always a
desire for more by the community. Um, what it egpedo me to provide is rented,
rentable or, um — rentable space for meeting rodfas- - -

MS LEESON: A desire for more?

MR JAHN: No. |I—-no. Ithink that what it offers the ability to rent - - -

MS LEESON: Oh, sorry. | misunderstood.
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MR JAHN: - - - meeting rooms, and - - -
MS LEESON: Yes.

MR JAHN: - - - there are a number of, um, ah, oamity based groups in
Pyrmont, ah, like, ah, Pyrmont Action and, you knotther — other community
groups who — who, um, have, ah, a desire to meeésoe, um, and | imagine such a
space, providing it was at low cost, could — woublould provide an opportunity
for groups to have other choices where to meetdratever they meet now.

MS LEESON: Mmm.

MR JAHN: However, they are active groups and ttieyneet now in — in other
locations. So we're — we’re not a very — we da@e'¢ a lot of dimension to this
neighbourhood centre. Um, it’s kind of like, unsleort-term, um, offering for a
range of meeting and other needs, but it does eet our test for longevity. We —
we would never accept a community centre for 30syedhirty years is just 1990.
The urban renewal project that went through Pyrimibiatt created Pyrmont out of
industrial and - - -

MS LEESON: Mmm.

MR JAHN: - - -it coming to its end.

MS LEESON: | mean, understanding that councieotg to the proposal and
doesn’t want to see it happen, the applicant wisdaus that they're looking at a 30
year commitment with reviews, | think, at 10 angefyears after that; looking at a
plan of management that would be worked up andeaigngth council; and a — |
can’t remember the name, but a neighbourhood agvEmel or something that’s in
place at the moment. Would council participatéhimse conversations around the
management of it, the charging of it, the — the@ples of — of management?

MR JAHN: Ah, yes. We would.

MS LEESON: Mmm.

MR JAHN: And we have, to date.

MS LEESON: Okay.

MR JAHN: We've tried to flush out and find outtkis is just a — you know, if this
is just a bit of sugar coating on the — what iseQgling and residential tower

project, or is this a serious public benefit? ¢ tmoment, it doesn’t meet our tests
and we have a lot of public benefit dimensions imitihajor projects. So - - -

MS LEESON: Thank you.
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MR JAHN: - - -it's not specifically meeting afieed need. We haven't got, you
know, on our list - - -

MS LEESON: Mmm.

MR JAHN: - -- Pyrmont meeting rooms venue. Uis,not saving the council
capital expenditure. It's a nice to have, butaésin’'t have a — it isn’t a permanent
public benefit.

MS LEESON: Okay. Thank you.

MR S. O'CONNOR: Um, Steve O’Connor. Can | justlzpack to one of your
earlier comments, um, Graham, and it — it reladebé, ah, 2012 LEP, the — the —
you mentioned the height controls in place on tteead the moment relate back to
that 2012 LEP. It was put to us yesterday, unthleyproponent that the planning
controls over that site date back to 1996 and Habeen revised since 1996. Could
you comment on whether you believe that's an atewst@tement, or was there a
serious review undertaken in 2012 and it just eselbrwhatever controls might have
been in place?

MR JAHN: So the whole of the LEP was reviewed@tail in 2012. A lot of
places changed and some did not, because whatra@segding was felt to be
appropriate, and, um, the site in questions falis that category.

MR O’'CONNOR: Thank you.

MS LEESON: Thanks. Were there other things yamted to raise with us? |
mean, we've put some things - - -

MR JAHN: Mmm.

MS LEESON: - - - to you and we will see whethegre are any more
commissioners’ questions, but were there othegtthat we didn't put on the
agenda that you particularly want to convey to us?

MR JAHN: It's, um — look, | — I think that | havavered what the city’s concerns
are with the Star Casino’s proposal.

MS LEESON: Mmm.

MR JAHN: Sure, there can be — you know, therelmarguments for increasing
hotel content, and certainly they could be explpbed this hasn’t been explored in
the right way. And then the significant resideint@mponent is basically a property
play being justified by the hotel component ontithy@ and I've seen that before, but
that’s not sufficient justification. There’s nohaed to have expensive housing on
the waterfront. What we do have a need for isrdéfble housing in this very
expensive LGA, if anything. That's where the sfalities. Um, and so we’re doing
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everything in our power, various levers, land saled, ah — ah, support for CHPs
and, ah, um, you know, Pyrmont itself had one efdhrlier affordable housing
schemes, um, in New South Wales, which we replicai€sreen Square and we've
proposed to replicate in other areas of the LG&yt@nd grow the stock of living
solutions for particularly essential urban servicekers that have — that have to
work shifts, 24 hour cycle.

That’s absolutely a burning problem, getting thengy pushers and the nurses at St
Vincent's a place to live that isn’t in Wentworthlls in Leura, where some of those
ambulance officers tell me they have — so, um, ei&een saying that there’s a kind
of compact that’'s needed between these high valiezmise, you know,
interventions, such as this kind of — and the neeslipport, um, much greater
affordable housing provision for their workers dadthe other workers that will
save their lives in the dense urban environmemtd o | would say to you that this
—that is a pressing and strategic issue, as odposegaterfront housing.

MS LEESON: And that’'s presumably swept up in ystnategic planning statement
for the precinct?

MR JAHN: Absolutely. Yes.

MS LEESON: And we — we will have a look at that;- to help inform us in our
deliberations and thank you for that. We’'ll lodlat up on your website. Um, |
think you’ve covered pretty much the issues thaamted to raise. Steve, Adrian,
are there any more

MR PILTON: Pretty comprehensive, | think. So-- -

MR O’'CONNOR: Yes. Um, I've just got a questiolt.wasn’t — it was something
raised in your submission, but something you haveniched on today that | recall,
and that was just the whole, ah, basis upon wihishproject can be considered as a
mod under, ah, part 3A.

MR JAHN: Mmm.

MR O’CONNOR: Um, I think in your submission yoaig you didn’t think it
gualified. It wasn’'t appropriate to go down thatck. Would you like to expand on
that?

MR JAHN: Yes. So we put it to the departmenp things: one was we don’t
think you should modify a project in such scalengsa modification application as —
as opposed to a primary application for a — susig@ificant alteration of floor space
and height and so on. But the second part wase teitth, um, the technical aspects,
and | did touch on them in my presentation - - -

MS LEESON: Yes.
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MR JAHN: - - -that, um, mod, um — part 3A wapealed, as you know, in 2011.
Minister Hazzard was very clear about why it wgsesded, and there were transition
arrangements made for certain sites that enjoyeg@ait 3A regime, and, um, one of
them is the Star Casino site. Um, there was SE8®®d to The Star - - -

MS LEESON: Mmm.

MR JAHN: ---and I think that was in - - -

MS LEESON: There were two sets of SEARS.

MR JAHN: 9 May.

MR O'CONNOR: 2016.

MR JAHN: 2016. Um, and those SEARs stated tiaitodification application
had to be exhibited within two years after the ddtéhe SEARS first being issued.

MS LEESON: Or else the consultant had — or dlegotoponent had to consult
further with the secretary in relation to the pregpi@an of the assessment.

MR JAHN: Yes.

MS LEESON: Yes.

MR JAHN: So the —there’s no evidence to us thatsecretary made the
deliberative move to extend the currency of thaSARs. And according to the time
limit, the proposed modification should have belted on exhibition no later than
9 May 2018. | did mention thisin my - - -

MR O’'CONNOR: You did. That wasn't my questiohptgh.

MR JAHN: No.

MR O'CONNOR: My — my question was about how argeto the project of this
size and scale, as you've just outlined - - -

MR JAHN: Yes.

MR O’CONNOR: - - - whether that's an appropriate of part 3A.
MR JAHN: Yes.

MR O’CONNOR: Not — not the timing factor - - -

MR JAHN: | see.
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MR O’CONNOR: - - - whether they got their apptica in on time.

MR JAHN: Yes. So, um, it comes down to whethenat a concept plan
effectively — and this goes to a strategic interd strategic planning approach — but
whether a concept planning approach is utilisedim um, progressing, ah, part 3A
or part 3A modification. So | guess our view iattthe modification being
contemplated isn’t, “How do we explore the heighd #he floor space granted to us
under the planning controls in another way? Chahgegaming rooms or alter the
entertainment terrace, or how can we, um, upgiael@otel rooms within the
controls, for example?” That would be, in my vieaproper use of a modification
application. But no. It's, “How do we put buildirg)0 metres higher than the
planning controls”, as you know, and I'm just ohysty stating the things that we’ve
covered, “as a modification to the original” — tinedification outstrips the original
intent of what was granted.

MR O’'CONNOR: And introduces a new land use.
MR JAHN: Yes.
MR O'CONNOR: Yes.

MR JAHN: To us, that is a misuse of modificatr@quest and in subsequent
planning law, that's clearly spelt out. So it jgsies to transparency and intent.

MR PILTON: Can Ijust-yeah. You —in your offjens, you, um, said the
proposal has got adverse wind effects.

MR JAHN: Yes.

MR O’CONNOR: The proponents claim that it doesn’t

MR JAHN: Of course they do.

MR PILTON: Do you have any further informatiorattihe study is wrong, or - - -

MR JAHN: | haven't found a proponent who sayd thay do have adverse wind
effects. All right. Um, we pointed out — I'll jugf | can digress, for just a minute,
we pointed out the adverse wind effects that weel@xperienced by the
Barangaroo Tower, the tallest one, in associatibh Wynyard Walk, and then it
was the physical design of bringing the tower ®dhound with minimal podium
that was going to cause that wind effect. And gan see the big structure that’s
been ..... up to ameliorate the down draft and weifieicts caused by the tower’s
design on the public domain at Barangaroo. Seetheas a prediction. There was a
discussion very specifically about this.

It got built, got finished and it did have the daWaft effects, and they had to
mitigate and put in, and that has been — it weakéme whole design by putting that
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structure in. Now, with this project, this is kinfithe worst of the worst worlds.

This is a very, very high tower, the height of @BD control. It's probably the
absolute height that it can be under the air oinf®ydAirport. It has an undercut base
and it comes down to the surrounding public donf@atpath without any setback
from a podium to arrest the — the wind factor. Adt does not take the benefit of
any surrounding CBD. It introduces friction inteetenvironment that modifies the
wind effects. Ah, itis a single tower exposedhe westerlies, the southerlies and
the northerlies. It's almost all wind conditionsish will hit that tower and produce
significant wind effects on the footpaths and the@unding environments.

MR PILTON: Thank you.
MR JAHN: And | guarantee they'll say that's ngpb@blem.

MR PILTON: The — the other question is just htws t you said, ah — you talked
about the adverse heritage impact on the GPO ¢ttveér.

MR JAHN: Mmm.

MR PILTON: Would you like to expand on that dlétbit?

MR JAHN: Mmm.

MR O’CONNOR: Is it justin the — just in the vidwom Martin Place looking - - -
MR JAHN: Mmm.

MR O’'CONNOR: - - - down towards it?

MR JAHN: Mmm. Yeah.

MR O’'CONNOR: Yeah.

MR JAHN: It just happens to line up with MartitePe.

MS LEESON: It — it was put to us yesterday thhtudding in Clarence Street — |
can't recall the number — that's recently been tpexl actually impacts that view
quite considerably already, and that thereforeghigosal would not make it

significantly more impacted. Is - - -

MR JAHN: | don’t know of that and, um, | — | caftear any comment on that
statement.

MS LEESON: Okay. We might have a look at thamiore detail and if needs be

MR JAHN: Mmm.
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MS LEESON: - - - come back to you for comment; if we feel a need to.
MR O’CONNOR: Sure.

MR JAHN: Mmm.

MS LEESON: Thanks.

MR PILTON: | was looking to see if they have thaft, illustration of the Clarence
Street building.

MS LEESON: They presented - - -

MR PILTON: Yeah.

MS LEESON: a - animage to us yesterday.
MR PILTON: Yesterday.

MS LEESON: That's right.

MR PILTON: Yeah.

MS LEESON: Um, okay. I think that’'s covered —rfah, have you got any more
guestions?

MR PILTON: |- 1 haven got any more questions.
MS LEESON: No. Okay.
MR O'CONNOR: ..... for me now.

MS LEESON: | think we’re pretty much through tlesues that we wanted to
cover.

MR JAHN: All right.

MS LEESON: Um, so thank you very much for youndi and apologies, again, we
were a couple of minutes late. We’'ve got the pulrieeting the week after next.

MS A. JELFS: 27 August.
MS LEESON: 27th.
MS JELFS: Yes. Not next Tuesday, but the Tuesdizy.

MR JAHN: Mmm.
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MS LEESON: So we’re, um — where are you holdmag?

MR O’CONNOR: Customs House.

MR PILTON: Customs — yeah.

MR JAHN: Oh, Barnett Longroom. Okay.

MS JELFS: Yeah.

MS LEESON: Is that a large room?

MR JAHN: It's a long room.

MS JELFS: Yes.

MR JAHN: It's probably a good room.

MS LEESON: We might have a look at that venu&jalty, to - - -
MR JAHN: It'sa—it'sagood - - -

MS LEESON: It would be a good room for a publieeting?

MR JAHN: | think — I think it's a good room. Yka Yeah.

MS LEESON: Okay. Thanks.

MS JELFS: Yeah. It was recommended from cowwtilally, | think.
MS LEESON: Okay.

MR JAHN: Mmm. Mmm.

MS LEESON: Okay. Thanks. So we have asked thenproponent and the
department to present to the public meeting - - -

MR JAHN: Mmm.

MS LEESON: - - - and if council was of a mindpesent, they’d be most welcome
to present to the public meeting as well.

MR JAHN: Mmm.
MS LEESON: We've got submissions closing - - -

MS JELFS: To register to speak by 23 August.
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MR JAHN: Mmm.
MS LEESON: So we just - - -

MR JAHN: Mmm.

MS LEESON: - - - leave that open to council to--

MR JAHN: Well - - -

MS LEESON: - - - form their - - -

MR JAHN: - - -if —if council was of a mind tote participate, it may not be me.

Um, is it open to whoever - - -

MR O’'CONNOR: Yeah. Of course.

MS LEESON: Whoever council nominates. Yes. Hyac

MR JAHN: Yeah. Okay. So I'll share that witkethouncil, and, ah - - -
MS LEESON: All right.

MR JAHN: And, ah — thank you for that and see hasvgo.

MS LEESON: All right. And thank you for your tertoday.

MR JAHN: Okay.

MS LEESON: Thanks, Graham. Thanks.

MR O’CONNOR: Thank you.

RECORDING CONCLUDED [10.19 am]
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