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MR P. DUNCAN: Good morning. Before we begin tpdbawould like to
acknowledge the traditional owners of the land d&ctv we meet. | would also like
to pay my respects to their elders past and presehto the elders from other
communities who may be here today. Welcome topthidic meeting on the
development application from DPT Operator Pty Leditthe applicant, who is
seeking approval for the consent of a commerciadlimg envelope at Cockle Bay
Wharf, 241-249 Wheat Road, Darling Harbour, andesthearly works demolition
of existing buildings and structures SSD applicai684.

My name is Peter Duncan. I'm the chair of the peledent Planning Commission
Panel today, which has been appointed to deterthiaelevelopment application.
Joining me are my fellow commissioners Dr Peterigfiis and Professor Alice
Clark and Robert Bisley from the Commission’s Staniat over here. Before |
continue, | should state that all appointed Comimigss must make an annual
declaration of interest, identifying potential clicté with their appointed role. For
the record, we are unaware of any conflicts inti@teto our determination of this
development application. You may find additiondgbrmation on the way we
manage potential conflicts in our policy paper whig also available on our IPCN
website. In the interests of openness and traespgytoday’s meeting is being
recorded and a full transcript will be produced amate available on the
Commission’s website.

The meeting purpose

The public meeting gives us the opportunity to hy@ar views on the assessment
report prepared by the Department of Planning andr&nment before we
determine the development application. The InddpethPlanning Commission of
New South Wales was established by the New SoutlesN@overnment on 1 March
2018 as an independent statutory body operatingratgly to the Department of
Planning and Environment. The Commission playsrgortant role in
strengthening transparency and independence idettision-making process for
major development and land use planning in Newlstdles. The key functions
of the Commission include to determine State Sicguiit Development applications,
conduct public hearings for development applicatiand other matters, such as this,
provide independent expert advice on any othemptenand development matter
when requested by the Minister for Planning orRkenning Department Secretary.

The Commission is an independent consent authfort$tate Significant
Development applications and provides an addititmadl of scrutiny where there
are at least or more than 25 public objectionsyntaple political donations,
objections by the relevant local council. The Cassion is not involved in the
department’s assessment of the project, the prigpauaf their report or any findings
within the report. The Commission — this meetsm@art of the decision process.
We have also been briefed by the Department, ntatthve applicant and visited the
site, also with council. After today’s meeting, may convene with relevant

.IPC MEETING 5.3.19 P-2
©Auscript Australasia Pty Limited  Transcript in Golence



10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

stakeholders if clarification or additional infortiwan is required on matters raised.
Records of all meetings will be included in ouratatination report, which will also
be published on the IPCN website.

The next steps

Following today’s meeting, we will endeavour toetatine the development
application as soon as possible, however therelraaelays if there is a need for
additional information.

Before we hear from our registered speakers tddaguld like to lay out some
ground rules that we expect everybody taking patbday’s meeting to follow.
First, today’s meeting is not a debate. Our paméhot take questions from the
floor and no interjections are allowed. The ainpiprovide the maximum
opportunity for people to speak and to be hearthbypanel. As you would be
aware, public speaking is an ordeal for many peoplgough you may not agree
with everything you hear today, each speaker hasidgit to be treated with respect
and heard in silence. Today’s focus is public attaion. Our panel is here to
listen and not to comment. We may ask questionsl&ification but usually this is
unnecessary.

It would be most beneficial if your presentatioridsused on the issues that concern
you. It's important that everybody registeredpeak receives a fair share of time. |
ask that you speak to the allocated time that y@ehlosen. As chair, | reserve the
right to allow additional time for the provision fafrther technical matters. A
warning bell, however, will be signalled at one oismbefore the speaker’s allocated
time is up and again when it runs out. Pleas#otstick to these limits if you can.
Though we will strive to stick to our schedule tpdspeakers sometimes don’t show
or decide not to show up. If you're aware of argpthat is registered to speak and
has decided not to, please let Robert know. Ifwould like to project something
onto the screen, please give it to Robert befotg poojection. If you have a copy

of your presentation, it would also be apprecidgtgdu would provide a copy to the
Secretariat after you speak.

Please note any information to us may be made puiilhe Commission’s privacy
statement governs our approach to your informatibgou would like a copy of our
privacy statement, you can obtain one from the&adat or from our website.
Audio recordings of this meeting is not allowed epicfor the official recording for
transcript purposes which will be published onwmebsite. Notes made throughout
the day on issues raised will be summarised irdetermination report. Finally, |
would like to ask everybody present if you coulchtaff your mobile phones or turn
them down to silent. That would help our speakésd at that point, | would like
to thank you for coming today and I'll call on tfiest speaker, Elizabeth Elenius
from the Pyrmont Action Incorporated Group.

MS E. ELENIUS: Thank you. This redevelopment basn proposed in a rules-
free precinct. There’s no master plan, local emuinent plan or DCP against which
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to evaluate its conformity to well understood pliagrnparameters, building height
scale, floor space rations and zoning which proeektainty to members of the
community. In recent years, residents of Pyrmaoiak @ltimo have been walled off
from the CBD by the anything goes redevelopmerhefwestern side of Darling
Harbour. Donald Trump could get some lessons harel now, developers have
moved to the eastern side. Pyrmont Action’s mesilmeain concern about the
Cockle Bay redevelopment is its scale so closh&darbour.

The department recommends a reduction in heighthwhill result in, | think, a 42
storey tower which it proposes should be movedhsautay from Pyrmont Bridge by
a total of 72.9 metres and this is an improvementésults in a moderate to severe
impact on views on west-facing apartments in thieoda residential tower. We
recommend that the building envelope be furthenced in height and bulk and the
controls outlined in the application appendix Cneendated such that no later
modification can be submitted to alter the approseatrols. Our submissions have
proposed that the tower be no more than 35 stotieys,reducing its overshadowing
of public spaces, including the proposed town plalta, the foreshore promenade up
to 11 am and the harbour, and possibly the sevefitiye few losses of Astoria
residents.

Whilst the recommended width of the foreshore pnomge maintains the status quo,
ie, eight metres, the scale of the proposed buyjldirvastly different from the
existing structure which doesn’t loom over the wadly. We asked for an increased
set back of the podium to take account of its oleiwing impact on public space
and the water. We agree with the department’'smeeendation that there would be
— should be no further alienation of the harbouabyverwater boardwalk. No
adopted contributions plan applies to the sitentbée provision of appropriate
social infrastructure in what is now an area of@xiely high building density,
including residential apartments and student hausin

We have long sought provision, through developéete of a public indoor sporting
facility to compensate for the removal of populauts from Darling Harbour to
make way for commercial development. The propskalld also include a
childcare centre and a community centre to enceuaagl support social cohesion
within the CBD and Haymarket. The government cd&s provision of open space
enough of a contribution, ignoring the total ladlsporting facilities, not only in the
Darling Harbour, Haymarket area but in Pyrmont bifttmo. The only social
infrastructure provided via the redevelopment ofling Harbour by the IMAX and
Cockle Bay redevelopment — sorry — Darling Harbemal Darling Park is a library
and a childcare centre yet many thousands of additresidents and workers have
been added to this area with more to come viaNt#eX and Cockle Bay
redevelopment.

If this development proceeds, provision of sporfiagjlities must be included, if not
indoors then as part of the open space provisiWia.continue to deplore the lack of
a cohesive traffic and transport plan to improveeas to the Darling Harbour and
Cockle Bay precinct and we ask such a plan be dpedlas a matter of urgency, to

.IPC MEETING 5.3.19 P-4
©Auscript Australasia Pty Limited  Transcript in Golence



10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

address the need for new and improved public tahspedestrian access and
involving meaningful consultation with communitydhbusiness representatives
from both the CBD and Pyrmont and Ultimo. Abovk iéikhis development is
approved, the approval must contain a conditiohftitare development applications
cannot use this approval to justify the impositidrother tower buildings in its
vicinity.

This should include the proposed Darling Harbourtidarside Tower and the
proposed 61 storey Ritz-Carlton Hotel residentald@r above The Star. The
proponent of the latter has, quite specificallguad in its report of environmental
factors that the Sofitel Hotel and proposed Harbioler Tower set a precedent for an
even higher tower in Pyrmont. We note with alah@ many references in the
department’s assessment to — and | quote:

...the precedent for towers adjacent to the harb@g leen established by
sites in the immediate vicinity as a justification the Cockle Bay Tower’s
inappropriate scale.

Yet, in its assessment report, the departmentsaddes right at the end:

Any development of surrounding land would be thgest of separate
development applications assessed on their mandsauld be subject to
height, floor space ratio and other planning coihdro

| have news for the department. There are no fakethe Harbourside site, nor the
Ritz-Carlton Tower site in nearby Pyrmont. We adeek an undertaking by IPCN
and the Department of Planning that any condittbas might be imposed on the
Cockle Bay redevelopment cannot be overturned siybaequent MOD, as has been
the case in the recent approval of an MOD whictssulies a commercial party boat
marina on a public recreation site to accommodeenbt-for-profit Sydney Heritage
Fleet Museum and moorings for Heritage vesselghigninstance, the PACs original
DA consent contained conditions which restrictezl 8ydney Heritage Fleet
Marina’s use to:

...vessels of the Sydney Harbour Heritage Fleet lmeraffiliated maritime
heritage organisations. Private vessels, boatsstmot be moored at the
maritime facility at any time.

And yet a MOD has been approved by the departmiBmat just got thrown out.
MODs have become increasingly popular with devel®ps a way of getting what
they wanted all along without the more intense tatyapplied to new DAs. We are
heartily sick of the ad hocery of the current plagiaws. One can'’t call it a system
or even planning. We look forward to a day whewettgpment is in accordance
with strategic master plans, developed in partiensith local governments and the
communities they serve. Thank you.
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MR DUNCAN: Thank you, Elizabeth. I'd now like t@ll our next speaker, Neil
Ingham. Neil represents One Darling Harbour arglreguested 10 minutes. Thank
you, Neil.

MR N. INGHAM: Thank you, Mr Chairman. Thank yamnembers. My objection

is to the development proposed, not to what thadeynt says about it but to the
development proposed at 241 to 249 Wheat Streekl€8ay. It's made on behalf
of the residents of One Darling Harbour who dirgétice the site across Cockle Bay.
It is also made on my own behalf as a town plamigr over 40 years’ experience in
city planning. As an ex-member of the Central $ydRlanning Committee and the
person interested in the form and the future ofctheof Sydney. The objection is
based on four grounds that conclude the developetenild not proceeding in the
form proposed.

These four grounds, which will be discussed in no@il later in this objection, are
as follows. Objection 1, the proposed tower is Imiao close to Pyrmont Bridge, a
significant heritage item, is inconsistent with tbey, horizontal form of the bridge
and with other long held principles relating to €lecBay. Objection 2, the
proposed development has ignored and not botheneehtion or discuss the
exceptional heritage significance that Sydney Harlamd its foreshores as set out in
the Sydney SREP (Sydney Harbour Catchment) 200&hvig still law. Objection

3, the proposed tower building is much too high Bnahreasonably close to Cockle
Bay. Objection 4, the proposed proposal is totaltpnsistent with the view of the
Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority, at least agigted in 2016.

The proposed development does include some posiéveents. There is no
objection to the use of the site for retail or coenaml use. There’s no objection to
the reconnection of Pyrmont Bridge with Market 8trer to the use of part of the
site as open space. The objection is to the sealdorm of the proposed uses.
Now, let me address objection 1. The proposedrtasuwauch too close to Pyrmont
Bridge and is inconsistent with the low, horizoritain of the bridge. The
application suggests that the horizontal form ainiynt Bridge will be enhanced by
a contrasting building with a height of 195 metr@#is is an opinion which is not
mirrored by any previous studies or finding. Indleggrevious studies have all
required buildings of substantial height to betsatk from the Cockle Bay and
ensure protection of the heritage significanceyofridont Bridge.

From an urban design perspective, Pyrmont Bridgehisritage item which has
suffered much abuse throughout its history, théraubf the direct link of the bridge
with Market Street and the construction of the nraildo mention two. However,
the fact that the heritage significance of the d¢ithas been abused in the past is no
reason to create another abuse. The proposed baging will dominate Pyrmont
Bridge and diminish the heritage significance & linidge. The argument that the
provision of the large public open space area batvike tower and the bridge is not
a justification for a tower building. The open spaould still be provided with a

low scale building or a lower scale building.
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The EIS argues that the verticality of the towel @@mplement the horizontality of
the bridge but it will stand out a very fat goalfpashich must damage the
significance of the bridge. It will be seen aseayvarge vertical element compared
with the more graceful receding horizontal fornttw# bridge. If a tower is to be
built at all, it needs to be set back at leastasi$ the western edge of the Western
Distributor. Because it’'s located in the conteixDarling Park, it needs to be a
smaller tower than is now proposed and locatedhiéurfrom Cockle Bay.

The Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority has througits history ensured the
protection and preservation of the valley floome#n Pyrmont Bridge — between
the Pyrmont ridge and the city ridge along HydekPaaquiring a low rise building

to be close to the waters of Darling Harbour andkBoBay before the development
of a high rise building takes place. The propdseitting totally destroys the
principle of being located very close to Cockle Bathout any separate low rise
building being located on the western side of twveetr. It is now only six metres
from the Cockle Bay foreshore and the tower is ddly2 metres from the foreshore.
Approval of this tower would create a precedentfiemerous other high rise
redevelopment schemes adjacent to the waters thBatarbour.

The heritage significance of Pyrmont Bridge anddigmificance of the valley form
would be destroyed by the proposal. Attached jgagdix 1 and included in the EIS
illustrating the impact of the proposed tower ia tontext of Pyrmont Bridge. How

it can be said that the tower will complement tkedtage of the bridge is difficult to
understand. The reduction in height proposedravised DA does not to any degree
overcome the height problem. Attached is appehdird included in the — appendix
2 and included in the EIS are illustrations of takationship between the tower
building and Pyrmont Bridge, together with a relaship with the existing Darling
Park building and the proximity to the exceptiohatitage qualities of Darling
Harbour. The image illustrates the ..... chardoggght of the building — of the
proposal to Cockle Bay. Unfortunately, | do notdany image directly from the
south to illustrate the destruction of the valllof between Pyrmont Bridge and the
city ridge.

Objection 2. The proposed development has ignangidnot bothered to mention or
discuss the exceptional heritage significance afn8y Harbour and its foreshores as
set out in SREP Sydney Harbour Catchment 2005. SRteP Sydney Harbour
Catchment 2005 includes the site within an aresimalby the SREP. The SREP
has as its first aim the following:

Q) This plan has the following aims with respectite Sydney Harbour
Catchment:

(@) to ensure that that catchment, foreshores, matgs and
islands in Sydney Harbour are recognised, protected
enhanced and maintained —

and (7):

.IPC MEETING 5.3.19 P-7
©Auscript Australasia Pty Limited  Transcript in Golence



10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

...as an outstanding natural asset —
and (8):

...as a public asset of national and heritage sigaiice, for existing and future
generations.

The SREP identifies the whole of Sydney HarboucRaent, including the
foreshores and waterways as “a public asset admatand heritage significance”.
Nowhere in the heritage statement — impact statera¢here any discussion of the
waterways of the foreshore of Darling Harbour beahgational and heritage
significance. It is submitted that, as statedh®y$SREP, the location of the
foreshores of Cockle Bay is such a location thatttiwer building proposed would
significantly impact on the national and heritagmsicance of Cockle Bay because
of its height and proximity to the waters of DagiHarbour. It would introduce a
jarring element into the locality which would destithe principles which have
applied to Darling Harbour for at least 28 yeakawhere within the revised DA is it
acknowledged that Cockle Bay adjoining the propatmdlopment is a heritage
item.

The SREP goes on to reinforce the inclusion of ibgiHarbour as a heritage item.
Under the heading of Heritage Conservation, iest#ite following:

The planning principles for heritage conservatiar as follows:

(@) Sydney Harbour and its islands and foresholesikl be
recognised and protected as places of excepticewidye
significance.

If the foreshore of Sydney Harbour is mandatedetptotected as a place of
exceptional heritage significance, it is diffictdtunderstand why it has not been
mentioned or discussed in their heritage reportvelmg there is no mention of its
exceptional heritage significance in the EIS. Hawaly got a minute?

MR DUNCAN: Sure. Yes. How much more time do yeant? Two more
minutes?

MR INGHAM: I've got three pages.

MR DUNCAN: Okay. Do what you can. Another twanutes.
MR INGHAM: Thank you.

MR DUNCAN: Thanks.

MR INGHAM: ltis to be noted that the boundarytbé SREP Sydney Harbour
Catchment extends well beyond the Cockle Bay looath embrace a land area
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including part of the site. Cockle Bay is showrbafg within the W1 — Maritime
Waters zone. In 2006, Darling Harbour Building ¢tés Study by Tony Caro
included a diagram which showed building heightseasing as building moved
away from the harbour. While the study did notdss the heritage of Pyrmont
Bridge, it did indicate that where the proposedenis now located, with a height
limit of nought — there would be a height limitredught to five metres adjacent to
Cockle Bay and five to 30 metres to the WesterrriDistor. It is stated on page 9 of
the revised EIS that a design committee was estwdlito consider the public and
agencies’ submissions which had been received gltinim first public exhibition.

design committee included the architects, as veell@ny Caro of Tony Caro
Architecture who in 2006 in a Darling Harbour Builg Heights Study — as
previously stated, it indicated where the propdsegr is now located that height
limit should be five metres adjacent to Cockle Bay five to 30 metres to the
Western Distributor. The EIS does not indicate tivbethere was any dissenting
voice on the design committee as it appears theitiee consisted predominantly
of people working for the applicant ensuring itski@f independence. There are no
bounds upon which ignoring these standards idfigdtin the EIS. In the Darling
Harbour South Master Plan 2010 prepared by JPWssthat:

The overall height of built form steps up as iessaway from the valley floor
towards the Ultimo/Pyrmont ridge and more signifitig towards the city
ridges of George St and Hyde Park.

The proposed tower building ignores the designggsie. In 2014 a study titled the
Western Harbour Precinct Design Guidelines of Wddagot referred to building
height adjacent to the waters of Darling Harbdusaid that low lying buildings
were to front the water and to embrace the publdém and provide an important
human scale to the waterfront. The proposed tdwgding ignores the stepping
principle established by the three studies mentiornghe proposed tower building
ignores the fact that it will create significaneslow on the public promenade along
the eastern side of Cockle Bay.

This is contrary to established development priesipn both sides of Cockle Bay.
The issue will be discussed later in this objectidlow, objection 3, the proposed
tower building is much too high and is unreasonalige to Cockle Bay. Design
principles have been applied to the Darling Hartemd Cockle Bay for at least 28
years. There’s been a longstanding principle ahgtbuilding close to the waters of
Darling Harbour and Cockle Bay should be low rasgwith any taller buildings set
back behind the low rise buildings. The principées been applied along the whole
of the foreshores of Darling Harbour and Cockle Bay

I’'m not aware of any exception to this principleagtdrom the casino building at
Barangaroo where the building is set back signifilyagfrom the harbour, yet, here an
application is lodged which ignores this establispanciple. As previously stated,
the study in 2006 Darling Harbour Building Heighu@®y, followed by the Darling
Harbour South master plan in 2010, followed byWestern Harbour Precinct
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Design Guide, followed by a Darling Harbour UrbasrrR Strategy in 2016, all
promoted the concept of low rise buildings set ackn the waters of Cockle Bay.

A 2010 study stated that the overall height ofding form was to step up as it rises
away from the valley floor towards the Ultimo Pymidridge and more
significantly, towards the ridge of George Stre® &lyde Park. Historically, all the
recent studies embrace the principle of buildirtgpsing up as their distance
increases from the waterfront. The proposed dewveémt ignores them all. The
proposed tower building turns its back on theseqgipies ..... graphically seen from
the photographs that | put in appendix 1 and 2.

MR DUNCAN: Neil, we're sort of getting over tingebit. Do you want to wrap up
and we’d be happy to publish on the website these -

MS ........... | would be happy to hear some - -
MR INGHAM: Well, let me say that - - -

MR DUNCAN: All right. Well, keep going. Keep o then.

MR INGHAM: Let me talk about objection 4 - - -

MR DUNCAN: Thank you.

MR DUNCAN: Thank you.

MR INGHAM: - - - which is the proposal totallyis inconsistent with the views of
the Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority as it eiste?016 just before it was
extinguished. In 2016, the Sydney Harbour Foreskarthority produced a
document titled Darling Harbour Urban Form Strated@ye document set out urban
form principles for Darling Harbour and specifigalbr any redevelopment of
Cockle Bay Wharf. The principles established far wharf are set out below. They
are not discussed in the development application:

Cockle Bay Wharf —

it says —
is a food, beverage and entertainment complex er#stern side of Cockle
Bay. The landowner guidelines for developmentaréollows: maintain a

balance between built form and foreshore buildinglte eastern and western
side of Cockle Bay —
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which is not satisfied:

Ensure no net reduction in the amount of sunlighhe public promenade and
waters of Cockle Bay —

which is not satisfied:

Set back buildings and outdoor seating — eatingai@ least 20 metres from
Cockle Bay, to provide adequate public access atldeging opportunities —

which is not satisfied:

Present an attractive and active frontage to thbligtforeshore promenade to
enhance for visitor experience.

Well, that’s not satisfied because it's coveredhilding and quite a bit of it:

Respect the heritage significance of the Pyrmoitdey, including the visual
setting and approaches —

which is not satisfied:

Design buildings which are restrained and unpretaurg and subordinate to
the landmark ICC building on the south-western sifithe bay —

which is not satisfied. The ICC building, of whigbu may be aware, is set back
over 100 metres from the foreshore. This buildiigeing proposed — the high rise
building — just over 11 metres from the foreshofée principle that there be no net
reduction in the amount of sunlight to the publiorpenade and waters of Cockle
Bay is ignored by the applicant. The tower buiidareates very substantial
additional overshadowing of both the public prongEnand the waters of Cockle
Bay. Outdoor eating areas and buildings are teebdéack at least 20 metres from
Cockle Bay, a standard which is ignored by thedag proposed.

The proposed tower building is set back, in its tise form, for only six metres
from Cockle Bay. Indeed, it is my opinion that rasf the design principles of the
Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority are satisfiedhgyproposal. And then, |
conclude that these things are not satisfied aadthie building, or the proposal as
proposed should be rejected.

MR DUNCAN: Thank you. Thanks, Neil. If you'’dkk to hand your papers to
Robert after — at the end of the meeting, he’ddympk to take them. Thank you. I'd
now like to call on our third speaker, Diana McAidj who's representing
Millennium Towers Committee. An allocated timeld& minutes. Thanks, Diana.

MS D. McAULIFFE: Okay. My name’s Diana McAuliffe’'m on the committee
of Millennium Towers and represent many concerngdass. Millennium Towers
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is a 22 storey building on the corner of Day, Bathand Sussex Streets. It was built
by Meriton in 1998. It was about — it has aboud 88sidential units and some
commercial units on the ground floor. We have memrycerns but have to wonder
primarily at how thoroughly the assessments haea lobene. On page 65 of the
SSD 7684 there is mention that — and | quote:

The VIA originally considered impacts on Millennidiowers (currently under
construction). However, as that project has sibeen modified to remove
residential use, it no longer forms part of thisessment.

End of quote. Word for word. This building, wheiewed, clearly is not under
construction and houses many residents, includiyggeify and has housed residents
for about 20 years. This lack of thoroughness thaswhole assessment under
guestion. How are they actually making their casns on these assessments. If
they are wholly relying on computers without anysomal visual assessing, are they
in fact using correct distances and building heigetcetera, to determine the
outcomes? We wish to be accurately assessedhasvtthis building will impact on
our views, on the overshadowing, on wind changesuture noise, on traffic, on
future solar access, on our property values and#mr assessments that should or
need to be done.

There is concern over the height, density and ¢tddknagination in the design of the
building. The building is extremely dense and ktbke with no real shape to it or
colour and encroaches on the waterfront in an immgasianner. Itis trying to create
a precedent for its size and placement by compased to several buildings in the
area. One is the Sofitel, which is set back fromwater with shorter buildings semi
in front, giving it more of a step back feel. k@has a lovely lighting effect,
especially at night, and interesting features anduwrs during the day. The
Barangaroo buildings which, once again, have shor#dings in front of them,
creating a step back effect, and the IMAX, whicR3sstoreys and not over 40 and
also is a fair way removed from the water and loasesshape and style, although
also wall like which is another storey.

And just to add in, that is an example of modifimas. The original building was
only supposed to be 22 storeys high and they keing in modifications and
modifications and it's now 25 storeys high. Andborally it was not supposed to be
any higher than the tunnel air outlet and now treeproposing to open air their
swimming pool and now they’re — of course, theyirgher than the tunnel outlet,
they’re going to have to put in alarms that willied if the air quality is not good
enough. So the — | agree with the previous spahl¢the modifications is a way
that they try to get what they want originally.

They're prepared to put something less in and they modify and modify and
modify and they just hope that they will relentlgsget us people who are trying to
follow everything that's going on to just give updause it's just so much paperwork
to always go through and try and figure out whaytre actually asking for. And the
change of their meterage on floor space has bedélifieth has been modified, has
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been modified so there’s a perfect example of nicatibn usage by developers. |
have viewed the artist’'s impressions and | fedl thia building looks out of place
and out of character due to its height and blok&-fippearance and its close vicinity
to the water. You can see on page 46, figure 12 agso page 61, examples of how
it stands out.

The new buildings are already giving a crowdedifgelo Darling Harbour and
locals are now calling it Darling Ponds and lo lenglarbour. It used to be a lovely
sunny place to go to, but now seems to be morkeadaw than in sun due to the
shadows created by surrounding buildings. See p@gigure 22 for an example of
this.

And also has a more cramped and enclosed feebdhe taller massive buildings
that are now appearing and encroaching on the fsater So much offices within
the building will increase traffic on the narrow lia&ay section and the idea of
trying to reclaim water surface area in order wéase the width of the path is
ridiculous. The tourist attraction is the harbour.

This harbour attracts many tourists as well asigexl/a solace for many nearby
residents because this is where we can get oursygse from and a breather from
the tall buildings we’re surrounded by, and to marg/place of interest for many
other Sydneysiders that come in on the weekendtivitin families. Decreasing the
actual visual amount of water in an already smadl@sed harbour does not make
sense.

We really would prefer not to have this tower batl@all, but if — we certainly agree
that it needs to be set further back. They'rentyyto move it closer to us by moving
it south. The height is still atrocious and, ofics®, insofar as our building is
concerned, shortening it and moving it further bades nothing to the
overshadowing lessening for us. As a private asidave a concern also about the
Dancing Brolga fountain.

This is a fountain that gets photographed by ttaigentinuously and it would be a
great tourist loss to have it demolished and noteded. In short, Millennium
Towers requires to be included in the assessmadtsar voice needs to be heard. |
personally have spoken to residents who are prdpganmarch in protest. Now, |
have not heard of this sort of anger about a mglgiroposed ever, their feelings are
that strong about this tower.

So | have my thing here as well, but | rushed thhoii because — anyway. | just
think that we really have to think very stronglyoabthis assessment. How could
they possibly deem a building that has been intexce for 20 years and has 309
residential units — far more than the Astoria — dadm us as not even complete, as
only commercial and therefore needs to be negledikv have they really done
their homework on what they are presenting? Totheewhole assessment needs to
be thrown out because they haven't done their harlewThey have not done their
homework properly. It puts everything into questiorhank you.
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MR DUNCAN: Thank you, Diana. And likewise, if yawish to hand your
presentation to Robert afterwards, we will takeoaodt of that. | would like to now
ask our next speaker John McFadden from State Rlgqu@®ervices. John has been
allocated 10 minutes.

MR J. McFADDEN: Thank you, Mr Chairman and mentbef the commission.
Ladies and gentlemen, my name is John McFadderrH for State Planning
Services. I'm a town planner. | would like to loom Mr Ingham. | have a great
deal of respect for Mr Ingham here as a town plaand thanks to Neil, he has
enabled me to cut my submission quite short. Bould like to point out that |
actually represent Astoria Tower while is locatedite east of the development, and
in particular, I'm representing the owners corpiarabf Astoria Tower at 222
Sussex Street, which is the owners corporatiotrafssplan 53413. And that
particular building has 115 units in it and betweein site and the subject site is
Darling Park at 201 Sussex Street, Sydney.

The reason why | mention this is because Darlimyg Barelevant. | also believe
where we are sitting today is relevant. The minuewalk out of this room we see
the site and we see the extent to which this prlpe#l be, in effect, a .....
development and display excessive bulk and scalétavill dominate the foreshore.
The reason why | mention Darling Park is becaus# ficst observation upon
leaving the room — well, those of you who know #inea, is that it has three towers
and from the waterway through those towers youseen222 Sussex Street. My
point is there’s a reason, there’s an urban dasigson, there’s an architectural
design reason, why Darling Park has three towetdsanot a single large
development. It provides a view corridor. It pides for solar access. It provides
for residential amenity.

Ladies and gentlemen, may | point out that Ast®oaver at 222 Sussex Street
predominately has a western facade. Now, thaiévant in that one of the main
significant impacts that have been pointed out by wf the assessment, and |
respect that the purpose of this meeting for therossion is to hear the views of the
department’s assessment report — this is a —@sraglanner and also as a member
of the Independent Hearing and Assessment Paredbdhl planning panels, | think
I’m obliged to point out that there elements of dssessment that are fundamentally
flawed, including, but not limited to, a statem#rdt the department has carefully
assessed the overshadowing impacts of Astoria Taneéalthough the proposal
would overshadow apartments in the western elavatidhe Astoria Tower,
approximately three hours of sunlight is retainadre most affected day, that day
being stated on page 6 as 28 January.

Now, as we know with overshadowing, generally theter solstice around 22 June
is the most affected day. It certainly concernstina¢ the department can go on to
form the view that, on balance, the impacts on Astdower are acceptable, and |
think that the statement that is further made tih@department notes the
environmental impacts, including overshadowingywiess, solar and wind impacts,
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have been considered in relation to the maximurdimgj envelope, and therefore
represent the worst-case scenario.

Now that is something I'm concerned with. Mr Chaam, | would like to request
that on behalf of our client, that we provide asaduent submission, not only
because the applicant’'s own response to submisdates 5 July 2018 fails to
acknowledge the extent of our submission, ladielsgamtleman, a 32 page
submission, and it's not mentioned? | find thata&ordinary, especially because in
that submission it is made abundantly clear th#t vaspect to the loss of views and
adverse visual impacts, no, we didn’t simply quitee didn’t quite simply have a
whinge about it. We engaged a land and environmauntt expert who
demonstrated that the applicant’s visual impactsssent was indeed inaccurate.
Now, it does concern me greatly that in reviewing draft consent, which, in my
own personal opinion, and I'm sure in the opinidothers who | greatly respect, are
way too vague, and certainly refer to the applisamtiginal visual impact
assessment.

We have adequately demonstrated, by way of engagiagd and environment court
expert express — are inaccurate. Now, the desigmmdments that have been made
to the proposal are tokenistic. | mean, essentmbiving the tower to the south
arguably creates even greater impact. | thinkttiexie's issues here at stake that
certainly warrant a further submission. | think weuld also be reasonable in
requesting an extension of time in order to providd submission, and in doing so, |
think it's relevant to point out, as | mentionedrfr the outset, that what we have
here — when we leave this room, the first thing gea and what you appreciate is
the human scale of Cockle Bay.

We've had well respected members of our communitycate what is obvious by
way of setbacks with towers. We need to acknovdatig background by way of
Darling Park, why there’s three towers and not loigebuilding. There’s a view for
that view corridor. There’s a need for that salecess, that amenity. And, yes, this
development will be overbearing. Reducing the Imely 12 metres? Well, I'm sure
there’s a wedge tail eagle that might appreciaé tBut in terms of the incongruous
— it will create an incongruous feature on the DgrHarbour foreshore, so that
human scale will be lost.

In terms of the actual streetscape impacts ondae network, there will also be an
adverse change to the character of the Cockle BagriV We believe that there’s
excessive view loss, and | think that it's — if dd®, we’re happy to provide
verification of that in a subsequent submissiotheoCommission. And by way of
the Warringah v Tenacity planning principles tharevestablished by the Land and
Environment Court, | think they're very, very clear

And, in my view, it is unacceptable to simply qutite words, “Well, on balance, the
impacts are acceptable”. No, no, they're notaictfone very, very prudent
observation that has been made is that the Dadargour Development Plan
Number 1 does not contain any planning controthénform of height or floor space
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ratio or requirements — perhaps if we are to ladoBtate Significant Development, it
might be a good starting point. And so, ultimatehg’ve got high value land and
water interface views which will be lost.

We’'ve got residential properties affected — givieat t if you could imagine your
only predominant facade is to the west and youemedew is to the west and post-
development your water view is lost, that equatdsgs of residential amenity.
Now, by virtue of spending $649 million on a buildidoes not automatically entitle
you to say, “Well, we are within a concept envelopkether that concept envelope
is flawed or not, and therefore we’re spending thahey ..... State Significant
Development ..... should be okay”. No.

We need to respect the objects of the Act, sedtibh of the Environmental
Planning and Assessment Act 1979. We need to enisat the impact is not severe
to devastating for the residents, especially obAatTower, 222 Sussex Street, the
115 residents, who will be — most of which will &kected by this development
adversely. And | think it's relevant that — to ghgit the development is
unreasonable due to the ..... height and bulkiqodattly with respect to the tower
component.

This is a sensitive location on the waterfront gélisey Harbour. And as has been
pointed out in great detail, we need to respecStaney Harbour Catchment

policies. It's certainly arguable that the progasanstitutes an improvement to the
urban form and | think that in reviewing the assesst that has been made with —
complete with a recommendation of approval whictiifscult to absorb. We reject
that the Department has carefully considered thensisnimpacts on Astoria Tower.

And in providing a submission in response to tlegedopment, we have respectfully
invited the inspection of 222 Sussex Street, Aatdower, to gain an appreciation of
those impacts and | think that that inspectionasranted. The applicant has made a
political disclosure statement. It's warrantegheSding $649 million on a
development doesn’t equate to a licence to cregigfisant adverse impacts on
surrounding development and destroy the amenithefCockle Bay Wharf.

Now, it's very easy to look at the assessment amdwiew the draft conditions and
to contend, as I'm doing now, that the assessnfahiproposal is almost as flawed
as the proposal itself, meaning it is reasonalaettie proposal be further reviewed,
it is reasonable that we consider planning confari®arling Harbour Development
Plan Number 1, it is reasonable that our clien®22t Sussex Street in Astoria Tower
maintain their residential amenity, do not havensigant view loss and do not incur
significant overshadow and that those matters asomably considered and
hopefully at least properly acknowledged as oppasdeting dismissed on balance.

Members of the Commission, Mr Chairman, thank yauybur time and, as |
mentioned from the outset, our clients would likee¢quest the opportunity to
provide a further submission on this matter inatiresponse to the Department’s
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assessment report and the draft conditions thairaposed and, in summarising, we
object to the proposal.

MR DUNCAN: Thank you, John. And, just for clgritve will — not only accept
the current submission you've got but also if yalk to Robert after the meeting,
you can negotiate or discuss a timeframe ....neut speaker is Guy Di Benedetto
and he has asked for one minute. Thank you.

MR G. DI BENEDETTO: Mr Speaker, ladies and gemiés, I'm not as educated
and well — a great speaker like my previous speakkewill make my point very
briefly. As a local resident and also a membd?Pyrimont Action Group. | live in
One Darling. | don't see the sun till 7.30 evergrmng. | live on the ninth floor.
Once this tower goes up, | don'’t think I’'m goingsiee the sun until 12 o’clock.
Darling Harbour has become a black hole. I'm lgreaking not just on my behalf
or the Pyrmont Action. I'm speaking for the peopfedustralia. I'm speaking for
the people that visit this country.

This tower is going to be ugly. We do not needveerr of this size so close to the
water. Itis that big that they had to shadowtibithe sky — colour it the same colour
of the sky. The towers that’s there now, they3retorey — 30 levels high that | can
count from my place. Could be more. This towatasble this size. When those
towers were built there were objections from thermil. They didn’t want them to
go so high and the only reason they went that higit,they created a beautiful
garden right in front of it. | don’t know how may you people have seen it.
There’s a beautiful landscaped area where peoplgaahere and sit there and read
a book or — this tower is going to destroy thatit 8at’s not the point.

The point is Darling Harbour was designed likeattgr. When the council was in
charge it was designed like a platter, low at thatfand you went back, and two
streets back then you were allowed to go highdrat platter has become a bucket, a
black hole. People that come here will be ablee®a hole. They come close from
the shore and then they put a walkway around tresfmre because the path is not
wide enough to allow the people to walk there sy'tre got to put a boardwalk onto
the water. The whole water’'s becoming closer dosket.

They got a beautiful picture here of what they’aéng to do. A paddock. It looks
like Mount Fairfield where it grows — somewheretwét large — big cow paddock.
And trees along the footpath. Wow. Big trees. eféhyou going to put these trees?
| rang up a couple of times and | said it's allaatist’s impression so is the whole
building an artist’'s impression? What are we —rghge come up to? This building
does not belong there. This building must not &&spd.

This building, it's going to create an uglines$iarling Harbour. Look at those ugly
buildings they built all along the foreshore andhsoof them they had to demolish
because they were too close and too ugly. Thelthay moved — they reduced it
from, | think it was to 250 to 195 and it's now 1BB. | was led to believe that's
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roof line. An RL from the top of the podium thatdn see on my brochures here
divided by three, it's 61 storeys. Am | right?

MR DUNCAN: We’d need to — just to check that. & check that in our report.

MR DI BENEDETTO: 61 storeys. Elizabeth thinKs ijoing to be 42 storeys. It's
61 storeys above the podium. | mean, that's dilack and white here. Who are we
kidding? This is our country, this is our land.eMVit is now. It wasn’t when | was
young. | come to this beautiful country and | staip for this country. This is our
country, not the government or the developers.s Ewhat we want to develop, not
what the money — government — greedy governmetiiteodevelopers want. Let's
stand up. You want to organise a rally, I'll betwyou. I'll hold the front banner.
This building does not belong there. Please obj&ébank you very much. Thank
you, Mr Speaker.

MR DUNCAN: Thank you, Guy.
MR DI BENEDETTO: Thank you.

MR DUNCAN: That concludes the formal speakerstfmlay. We, as I've said
before, have been through a process meeting wetb#partment of Planning, with
the applicant, with council and now we've heardirthe speakers today. We’'ll go
away now and consider everything that we've sea&enincluded site inspections
as well, and complete our process. However, ifwah to make a further
submission, we would be comfortable to take subonsswithin a week. At least
one week. So that —we’d be happy to take fursnémissions up until this time
next week. But if you've made a presentation toolagrevious submissions that
you wish to submit today, feel free to give thas&kbbert now. So at that point
unless, fellow Commissioners wish to - - -

MS ........... Have any questions.

MR DUNCAN: - - - make any questions or comments;|l conclude proceedings
there. But thank you again for attending and thamkfor the effort that you've put
into your presentations. Thank you.

MS McAULIFFE: I'm sorry. |did miss a little bief my speech and thing was also
just about the glare. There’s been no mention at@umaterials used and because —
well, like, Millennium Tower ..... is a lot of wefdcing, we're concerned also about
the materials that are going to be used and thre ghat will be created by the glass.
MR DUNCAN: Thank you for making that point.

MS McAULIFFE: Thank you.

MR DUNCAN: Okay. Thanks very much. Thanks, eedy.
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