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MR P. WILLIAMS: Good afternoon and welcome. Befave begin | would like to
acknowledge the traditional owners of the land dctv we meet and pay my
respects to their elders past and present. Weltorie meeting today on the
review of the Gateway Determination for the plagnmmoposal to rezone land at 642
to 644, 650 to 658 Canterbury Road and 1 to 3$Phatenue, and 2, 2A, 2B, 2C and
2D Liberty Street, Belmore, from part 6B enterpiseridor and part R3 medium
density residential to B5 business developmerdr #ie maximum building height
and identify the subject site as a key site. Myaas Peter Williams. | am the chair
of this IPC panel. Joining me is Russell Miller.

The other attendees of the meeting are Marcus &aye Murray, Amanda Harvey
and Ben Reid from the Department of Planning andrBnment, and Diana

Mitchell from the PTC secretariat. In the interesbpenness and transparency and
to ensure the full capture of information, todayiseting is being recorded and a full
transcript will be produced and made availablehen@ommission’s website. This
meeting is one part of the Commission’s decisiokin@process. It is taking place
at the preliminary stage of this process and wiltrf one of the several sources of
information upon which the Commission will basedith/ice.

It is important for the commissioners to ask questiof attendees and to clarify
issues whenever we consider it appropriate. Ifa@uasked a question and are not
in a position to answer, please feel free to takequestion on notice and provide
any additional information in writing which we withen put on our website. So we
will now begin, and first | would ask the attendé&esn the department just to
introduce themselves, please.

MR M. RAY: So Marcus Ray, Deputy Secretary, PlagrServices.
MS A. HARVEY: Amanda Harvey, director for Sydnesgion east.
MR S. MURRAY: Steve Murray, executive director fegions.
MR B. REID: Ben Reid, Planning Officer.

MR WILLIAMS: Thank you very much. Marcus, I'm heure if you would like to
start off, but any presentation or submissionswould like to make? We have
guestions, of course, but| - - -

MR RAY: Sure. So look, all | would like to sayy dbviously you've got out report.
| don't really, you know, I'm more than happy tdktéo anything in the report or
answer any questions in relation to the reporte départment made its decision in
relation to the Gateway — you know, following quitéengthy, you know, strategic
planning process that was undertaken at a time thiéee were concerns about
development on Canterbury Road. And we had thefiiei the council’s views
about that. The department participated in thetestiic work that eventually formed
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the basis for a change in the way planning wasgbeimducted in relation to
Canterbury Road.

We were very keen to run a — ensure that thereawas process in looking at the —
this particular proposal. And the reason for thatbviously a Gateway had been
issued some time before it being out for public oent, but it hadn’t proceeded
because of the work that was being done and, yowkim fact, the department
received very detailed representations from th@gment after, in fact, we had made
the decision; just, like, a day later. And sola@ked — we very carefully looked —
took the time to look at those representationst, @timately — and we investigated
them. They were both planning matters and legaersaand we investigated those.

But eventually we determined that the decision khetand and that’s, you know,
also why we’'re here today. So | do, you know, wardcknowledge that, you know,
in, you know, it's — | can understand — | could ersland the proponent being
concerned because the process started some timddagaltimately, you know,
we’ve got a more up-to-date planning strategy(fanterbury Road and there has
been a fair amount of rigour in that process, &ad$¢ why the department made the
decision that it — that's why | made the decisiarbehalf of a — of the department
that | did.

MR WILLIAMS: Perhaps a little bit more specifitglis there anything in terms of
submissions from either the council that you miglthat you're familiar with or
aware of, or the proponent that you wanted to contror?

MR RAY: Not - no. Look, | would rather — the mepstands as our report and |
don’t really have anything to add or subtract @t ttreport. | mean, that's what | feel
— you know, I've — we looked at the situation. Yken — as | said, we made a
decision following the council’s recommendationtttiee Gateway be altered and we
got — the day after we made that decision, we getra detailed representation from
the lawyers for the proponent raising a broad rasigeatters, both legal and
planning, and we investigated those with some deRait ultimately, it made — you
know, we looked at them very carefully. | thinksas almost two months. It took
us two months to go through them all, because thgyu know, they raised a range
of different issues. But ultimately, we came te tliew that none of those matters
that they raised would have resulted in a diffedmttision being made by me.

MR WILLIAMS: When you say you've got a stratediamework in place now,
that’s the latest plan for great Sydney from the Commission that the south
district - - -

MR RAY: No. I'm talking about the specific — I'talking about the specific work
that has been done in relation to the precinct.

MR WILLIAMS: With council?

MR RAY: Yes.
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MR WILLIAMS: Yes. So the Canterbury Road?
MR RAY: Yes.

MR WILLIAMS: Yes. Okay. And so that has beemddyy council. And — but the
department basically concurs with that report dedfindings and - - -

MR RAY: Yes.

MR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR RAY: Essentially, we do.
MR WILLIAMS: Right.

MR RAY: And we've — and, you know, so the prodasésed a number of matters
in relation to that with us, as | said. We loolkddhose matters, but broadly we
remain, you know, we remain, you know, supportif/éhe work that council has
done and the department was involved in that wéukd so the decision was made

in the way it was. And as | said, in this parteoutase, we had caused to look at that
decision again because we had this additional m&fesm the proponent, but,
ultimately, there was not — there was nothing at trdditional material that we felt
would justify a change to that decision, which w@sefuse the — which was to say
that it shouldn’t proceed.

MR WILLIAMS: 1| think one comment that the applidehas made is — the
proponent has made is a shift. They would argaeitls irregular in terms of the
change from the original determination to now. y@a want to comment on — and
the change of — | think you've already startedotach on it, but - - -

MR RAY: Well, | would say that — look, as | hasaid, | have expressed the view —
I’'m of the view that, obviously, this matter hashegoing for some time. There was
a particular view about development in the CantgriRoad corridor that was the
relevant, you know, council, the then-council-supgd view, back when the original
gateway was issued. There were concerns exprbgsedbout the nature of
development occurring in accordance with that egyatand there was the review put
in place which the department participated in.

The ultimate result of that — and there was a pausen the progress of the
planning proposals, you know, because of a ranggsoés, obviously, you know —
you know, questions of traffic and various othéngls, whether — you know, it was
whether Canterbury Road was suitable for that ndestelopment and, you know, an
appropriate — so an — it was an appropriate regpiwos the then-administrator to
say, “Let’s actually do a bit more work here beeathe results we’re getting from
the actual development, you know, people are coeceabout. We'll put the pause
on, we’ll do the work, we’ll come up with a viewalt what we should be doing”,
and that process was undertaken, carried out.
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The department was involved with that process,itsdesulted in a different
strategy for development around Canterbury Ro#id.rdsulted in a strategy that
more broadly relates to the relationship with thieife metro station as well, on the
Sydenham to Bankstown line, so giving more emphadisose, to development in,
you know, along the north-south corridor rathenthize east-west corridor.

MR WILLIAMS: Which I think we’ve got in this — wee ..... those maps.

MR RAY: Yes, which, really, as | understand $treally directed to trying to
ameliorate some of the traffic impacts that wersirag from the previous vision of

an east-west Canterbury Road strategy, and soit yes changed. There’s no doubt
that the planning framework for Canterbury Roadiiarmed in the last four years,
and this decision that you're reviewing at the momis the implementation of that
change from a statutory point of view.

MR MURRAY: And it's — | was going to add, broadiyat is not unusual
circumstances like this, where we’ve had plannirgppsals and then the draft
district plans came out that had a different dicect We’ve worked through those,
and in the end we've said, “It can’t proceed beeahs detailed strategic planning
had changed from when it was first lodged”, anthsa's part of the planning
proposal process is that, you know, the gatew#y énable them to start a process
exhibition and then, if subsequent detailed stiatplanning comes along, you have
regard for that at any time, and now we’re doirgg thith all the planning proposals
that were in the system that now have to be corsidender the — how do they
implement the district plans the Greater Sydney @asion released or, in regional
New South Wales, are they implementing the registrategy, so we take carriage
of that as we move through the process.

MR WILLIAMS: Thanks for that.

MR RAY: | think it's important that it's — thougtn this particular case,
development was actually happening in accordanttetiis strategic vision for an
east-west Canterbury Road, and that was causirg@eoorand, you know — so the
process — it wasn't, like, an entirely esotericqess about — in people’s heads about
the strategic — you know, “What'’s the strategidons like, does it ever, you know,
materialise?” Here, we were faced with, you knoencerns about how it was
actually rolling out in practice.

MR WILLIAMS: Just got one more question, if thagll right, and then | might
have to — | know Russell's got a couple of questithrat | think relate to the maps in
front of you. RMS had some concerns as well,ikhhost particularly the most
recent letter of 2016, | think, so how much weilgave you placed on RMS concerns
and how can they eventually be rolled out and wesbivith what's being proposed
now, in terms of the strategy for Canterbury Road?

MS HARVEY: | can answer that.
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MR WILLIAMS: Thank you.

MS HARVEY: So the RMS did raise concerns with tagional planning proposal
when it went on exhibition. They were matters thiate asked of the proponent to
be addressed, but at that time the submissions tamegh but the council didn’t
actually review those submissions in great deait,part of the Canterbury Road
Review was to look at that more holistic reviewtraffic and transport for the whole
corridor, not just for this component, and so, @ng the Canterbury Road Review,
they did review the whole transport and traffic float, and that has underpinned the
Canterbury Road Review that you see now.

MR MURRAY: One of the — when the — Mark has men&d the administrator
came in, and one of the concerns that was raisedtveaimpact of the corridor of
development, and all intersections requiring soewellof upgrade, or people
entering and leaving the main Canterbury Road rfodioto suit the development,
and that got — that's where the department weabtmcil and said, “Well, what do
we do”, and we pulled the relevant agencies intusbok at the traffic, which then
went into the strategy, so that’s one of the maiveds, initially, that sat behind it,
and then, obviously, the ability to link in withelyovernment’s investment in the
metro.

MS HARVEY: The other thing to note is that theeysay also asked, if it
proceeded further down the chain to the finalisatitage, that it also addressed the
traffic impact assessment done by council at thag,twhich was for the residential
development strategy, but you could probably say; tjiven that has now been
superseded by the Canterbury Road Review, thatbialid also be one and the
same.

MR WILLIAMS: Thank you. Russell, did you havense questions about that?

MR R. MILLER: Plan 01, which is in front of yois a plan that was provided to us
by the applicant, and the argument that was putiwivould be useful to have your
response on, was that its site, if the compatybdértificate development across the
road is — proceeds, its site will be an orphaniB6 $o you have a view about that,
because | can see from the plan — this is figureydur report, Marcus — there are
areas of B2, B6, B2, B5, but this looks to be a&holthe middle of a B6 zone or
proposed B6?

MR RAY: Well, | mean, | suppose the first thingrbuld say is that the site
compatibility certificate is only — has been out fuite some time, and again it was
very much of a — the determination on issuing e very much in line, | think,
with what the planning for the corridor was in 20&Ad | think it's only got five or
six months to run and it hasn’t been taken upheeetis, you know — | mean, |
suppose it's — you know, | don’t have any furthdormation about that, whether it's
likely to or not likely to, but you could see thhere would be a different scenario if
it lapsed. There could be a different scenariblépsed to if it's actually taken up,
and | don't think a development application’s bémiged, has it?
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MS HARVEY: Not that we're aware of.
MR RAY: Yes.
MR MURRAY: Not that we're aware of, so - - -

MR RAY: Okay, so while, you know, | understane #rgument, I'm not entirely
sure that that's what's going to actually comedss and the other thing that it
seems to me to be is there’s, you know, a numbertbére’s still a number of issues
with the proponent’s proposal that haven't beelyfatidressed, and whether it's
appropriate, given the circumstances, to go forwatd some sort of reduced
proposal, that's something that's not been put, kmaw, in a — or has not come to
the department in a formal sense, so, you knowoitld depend very much, you
know — | mean, we would like council, | mean, olusty, at first instance, if there
was going to be some, you know, different proposayou know, a reduced
proposal for the site then we would expect to semcil’s views, and council have a
view about that, before we offered one.

| mean, | see the — | see the argument. | stll, know, stand by the department’s
decision, broadly, that it was consistent withshategy. And whether, you know, if
the proponent — I mean, | do wonder if, given thlstdny of the matter, if the
proponent was proposing some change to the — te thavhat was proposed there.
Then the most appropriate case would be to go &adkodge it as a revised
planning proposal so that everybody could havéb#refit of all the work that has
been done in the interim and review the procesview the proposal in that light.
So I'm just not — I'm not entirely convinced it Wile an orphaned site.

MR MILLER: The second issue is — this is the ooflger issue | wanted to raise.
The proponent says that they’ve gone — they’'vedddg development application —
or a draft development application in advance isf tonsideration to demonstrate
that the site is capable of maintaining the le¥edraployment use that would be
required for the zoning. Now, in your report,eems it was — that hadn’t been
clearly explained to you in relation to the part&igateway application. Has that
since been sorted out?

MS HARVEY: So, the proponent had indicated a nandf — or a general floor
space that could be achieved on the proposal ariggal form when it came to us
for gateway.

MR MILLER: Yes. 2490 square metres.

MS HARVEY: Yes. Over the time, | noticed when were preparing this, that
number has morphed at different times and charayedlit probably also changes
depending — the DA, just to be clear, doesn't distiraclude the whole proposal site.
It actually excludes the corner site which — maylveould - - -

MR MILLER: Correct. Correct.
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MS HARVEY: - - - meddle with the numbers, butaithhonesty, the scheme that
we saw for the development application really aekated to a mixed use
development shop top housing, lower floor, andyvabeesidential, but we don’t

have any other detail to qualify the numbers thaytve had and it has changed over
the time.

MR MILLER: So, Amanda, what would the attitudeibthe — if their proposal did
actually deliver 2400 square metres in emploympate?

MS HARVEY: [ think - - -

MR MILLER: Would that impact on the view of — ugss it's the Greater Sydney
Commission, and Marcus is the - - -

MR RAY: So -yes. Sothe Commission’s policynd o — so let me get this right.
Jump in, guys, if | don’t quite get this right.

MR MURRAY: Yes, we will.
MR RAY: ..... this right.
MS HARVEY: Happy to.

MR RAY: But the Commission’s policy is it retaamd manage employment lands

MS HARVEY: Yes.

MR RAY: - - - particularly in this area, and dwetquestion — and that — they’re
particularly concerned about urban services landysu know, land that might not
be — you know, that might be used, obviously, you know, a range of things to
deliver at urban services. So they're very strongetaining employment land. So
the question for those — so that services can beded, so that the city works. So
that policy does not equate a mixed-use rezoning -

MS HARVEY: Correct.

MR RAY: - - - which provides additional employnteas equivalent to the
underlying employment zoning, because it's the meatfi the employment uses that
they are trying to protect, not just employmentt s, as a broad-base thing. So the
Department — they’ve published a note. It's calednformation note.

MR MURRAY: Information note, | think, number 1.
MR RAY: Yes. Which talks about their views ameit approach on these re-

zonings. And, indeed, they — there were — so theyery strong about it. Now,
whether that — so if the Commission — | mean, éf @ommission was of a view to
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allow the re-zoning with some conditions, there lddae an issue about the
transitional nature of — or how to apply that nenliqy that came in with the district
plans when the district plans were finalised l&stry because, obviously, this matter
has been running for some time. But, certainlijas been made very clear to us that
the Commissioner’s intention is that there be roméngs of new planning proposals
that do not accord with their policy of retain andnage.

MR MURRAY: And the Act clearly now requires algmning proposals to give
effect to the district plan. So it's the first #&nin March, that we've actually linked
the future rezoning of land to the actual strategiccept, and so we have to work
through that as a requirement in the department.

MS HARVEY: And council has been very clear initireporting about the
Canterbury Road Review that it does align with thiatrict plan. So that — even
though the district plan came into force last y#as,draft district plans prior have
been clear about trying to maintain and — and mautizat land.

MR RAY: Butitis true that the — that the origin- at the time the Gateway
Determination came in, that was — there were nfi drstrict plans.

MR MILLER: Peter, thatwasalll - - -

MR WILLIAMS: Sorry. Just to pick up one of theipts that you've made about
the possibility of a revised or amended or a neamping proposal, my
understanding is there are several planning prépasang the corridor. | think
pretty well all of them were given the offer of amenent or review, and | think no
one else has taken up the offer, so this is b&giaalunamended, unchanged
planning proposal is the way - - -

MR RAY: Yes. | suppose the issue is that it violidve to comply with the district
plan now and it would be difficult for that to se@ay, because the district plans
come in with such a strict policy of retain and g it would be difficult to see
how any planning proposal would be consistent witie seen to be consistent with
the district plan that resounded to mixed useth&uts the — | suppose that’s
potentially practically why we're here.

MS HARVEY: Council did provide all of the propamts that had an active
planning proposal to make amendments.

MR WILLIAMS: Yes.
MS HARVEY: But we note that in this case the mroent didn’t take up the offer

to do any amendments, and that was some time bifeyeesndorsed the Canterbury
Road Review as well.
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MR WILLIAMS: Right. Yes. | mean, so, obviously{s a bit hard to divorce the
planning proposal with the DA that’s there as welinean, we’re just looking at the
planning proposal - - -

MR RAY: That's correct.

MR WILLIAMS: - - - but obviously you've got to lak in terms of, | guess, the site-
specific aspects of the proposal - - -

MR RAY: Sure.

MR WILLIAMS: - - - and you look at the DA itself.
MR RAY: Does the DA require the rezoning?
MR MURRAY: Yes.

MS HARVEY: Yes.

MR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR MURRAY: The DA requires — yes.

MR RAY: So if the rezoning doesn’t go ahead, e would be refused or
withdrawn?

MR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR MURRAY: And the DA, depending on the value,waebeither go to the local
planning panel for determination?

MR RAY: Or to the regional - - -
MR MURRAY: Or to the regional panel, subject be t- if the land was rezoned.

MR WILLIAMS: | think it's currently before the tevant Sydney South Planning
Panel.

MR MURRAY: Yes. But they can’t deal with that.
MR WILLIAMS: They've deferred it until - - -

MR MURRAY: Yes.

MS HARVEY: Correct.

MR WILLIAMS: - - - this matter is resolved.
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MR WILLIAMS: Yes, yes. Council also suggestedttthey would be doing a
review of their LEP in the next two years anywayd avill be looking at all sites.

MR RAY: That's true. So all councils have toadocal strategic planning
statement, which will require them to set the brsdtegy for their council area and
will, hopefully, drive — I mean, obviously it wondrive wholesale review of all — at
all parts of their council area, but it will idefytihose — those parts of the council
area where there does need to be some more detadéelic planning, and that
should result in some changes in certain partsw,Nwat's at an early stage - - -

MR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR RAY: ---and so we don't really know whetet will be for Canterbury-
Bankstown. Like, | mean, we don’t know whethewill be looking at here in detalil

MR MURRAY: We’re not all - - -

MR RAY: ---ornot. So ljust— while that’sue, you know, it may be that
council just decides not to change the controthimarea but change the controls
somewhere else in order to meet housing targets.

MR WILLIAMS: 1 think I'm about done. Have you gsmguestions that you want to
ask?

MS MITCHELL: No. No additional questions, no.

MR WILLIAMS: Thank you. If there’s anything els®u want to add just in
conclusion.

MR RAY: No. | think we're right.
MR WILLIAMS: Okay. Well, thank you very much fgour time today. We

appreciate that, and we will leave it there. Thgol very much.

RECORDING CONCLUDED [1.34 pm]
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