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MR P. WILLIAMS: Good morning. Welcome. Beforesvbegin, | would like to
acknowledge the traditional owners of the land tiictv we meet and pay our
respects to their elders past and present. Weltorie meeting today on the
review of the gateway determination of the planrpngposal to rezone land at 642-
644, 658 Canterbury Road; 1-3 Platts Avenue; 18R, 2B, 2C and 2D Liberty
Street, Belmore, from part 6B enterprise corridut part R3 medium density
residential to B5 business development, alter thigling height and identify the
subject site as a key site.

My name is Peter Williams. | am the chair of € panel. Joining me is Russell
Miller. The other attendees of the meeting arediNdal of Colin Biggers & Paisley
Lawyers; Mathew Daniel and James Matthews fromified®lanning; Frank
Stanisic from Stanisic Architects; and Mitchebrn the IPC Secretariat. In the
interests of openness and transparency and toestigufull capture of information,
today’s meeting is being recorded and a full trepsevill be produced and made
available on the Commission’s website.

This meeting is one part of the Commission’s deaisnaking process. It is taking
place at the preliminary stage of this processvaitidorm one of several sources of
information upon which the Commission will baseatk/ice. It is important for the
Commissioners to ask questions of the attendeetoaridrify issues whenever we
consider it appropriate. If you are asked a qaesdnd are not in the position to
answer, please feel free to take the question toenand provide any additional
information in writing, which we will then put umaur website. So we will now
begin, and first of all I'd ask each of the atteegl@ist to introduce themselves,
please.

MR T. NEAL: | might start. My name’s Todd Nedlm a solicitor for the project
manager and landowner and I've been instructedinoapily speak today and
present our submission. And to my left is Mathean[®l. I'll let Matt introduce
himself.

MR M. DANIEL: Yeah, Mathew Daniel from Pacificdining, and development
manager.

MR F. STANISIC: Frank Stanisic, Stanisic Archiitec We're both the architects
and the urban designers for the project and wespansible for preparing the DA.

MR J. MATTHEWS: And James Matthews, also fromiff@®lanning, and I'm the
town planner.

MR WILLIAMS: Well, thanks, gentlemen. Todd, walou like to commence,
please.

MR NEAL: Sure. I've prepared a script of basigavhat I'm going to say today
which | can hand copies of to you so that you cdlio.
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MR WILLIAMS: Thank you.

MR NEAL: As | mentioned, I've been instructedgmvide our submission and
speak to the points that we think need to be addcesefore the Commission. There
has been a long history with this matter and | guksse talking points constrain me
to, I think, what the nub of our case is and whytlnek the gateway determination
made by Marcus Ray needs to be reconsidered.oSwe are clear, the event that
has led to the proponent seeking the review ofjtteway determination was the
unusual decision of Marcus Ray as delegate of teat€r Sydney Commission
when on the 21of August 2018 he altered the gateway determinaifal6 October
2015 from “should proceed” to “should not proceeatid that decision is at tab 4B
of our submission, which I'm not sure if the seargtt has provided you with a copy
of the submission that we provided to Marcus Ray.

MR WILLIAMS: Yes, we got that. Yes.
MR NEAL: Butit's at 4B, that decision.
MR WILLIAMS: Thank you.

MR NEAL: So we understand that on the departmrantthe departments are
guides to preparing local environmental plans, ithiatyour role to determine
whether or not the original gateway determinatiooutd be altered and whether the
planning proposal should proceed. That's our ustdeding based on that
document.

MR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR NEAL: Whilst that document doesn’t envisageedew of the current type of
situation, normally these matters, as we understandcur where an original
gateway determination is made not to proceed,¥ample. Here we’ve got a
gateway determination which has travelled for a benof years since 2013 and
we’re now in a position where it has been alteethat it not proceed and it’s that
process that’s being reviewed. Nevertheless, wienstand that the procedures in
the guide to preparing local environmental plansiap, and so we understand that
the minister of the Greater Sydney Commission erdiblegate will then make a final
decision, giving consideration to the gateway defle’s reasons for its gateway
determination, submissions from the proponent wieygateway determination
should be altered, views of the counsel and the @fWice in relation to the
planning proposal, and, finally, other matterscmisidered by the original decision-
maker, including strategic planning considerations.

So, to that end, we request that both our writtdmsssion and the transcript of
today be provided to the decision-maker. As a faeant of introduction, | think it's
also useful explaining what the planning proposallt was lodged on 11 December
2014. It seeks the following amendments to thet€aory LEP 2012. Firstly, to
rezone the site from B6 enterprise corridor and@8ium density residential to B5
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business development. The second thing it seetts i® to amend a maximum
building height from 12 metres to 25 metres, thpargimit of a range of heights
from zero metres upwards, and this means that gamte of the site’s building
height will be reduced, in effect. The third thilhgeeks to do is to amend the key
sites map to identify the site as a key site uctirse 1 of schedule 1 of the LEP,
having the effect of amending the FSR to no FSR.

The proponent accepts that building heights andshH8&y change through the rigor
of the part 3 process which we’re involved with dr@de been involved with. Our
submission today is that the planning proposal kshioe permitted to run through the
rigors of the part 3 process, albeit with any clesniipat are necessary to provide the
appropriate zoning for the site, since, for reasanigh we will get to, we say that
the status quo is untenable for this site. We lsawember of questions which we
ask that you have in the back of your minds as evthgpugh the submission today,
and those questions are, if the proponent wereyaygpior B6 zoning, ie, the site’s
current zoning, would that be desirable and agte@d

We think the obvious answer to that is no, whichsthe further question of why
doesn't the state and the proponent work towarmdsitally satisfactory outcome for
the future use of this site? The second questiahwe want you to have in the back
of your minds is whether the alternate zoning puwvard by our client is more
appropriate, given it will stand as an isolated,stausing land use conflict with the
new development going up around it. We think theweer to this is a clear yes, as a
site will continue to become more dilapidated aodflict with the surrounding uses.

The third question we want you to have in the bafckour minds is what rational
basis is there for leaving this site out of theald®s and junctions in the Canterbury
Road review, the primary reason for the alteratibthe gateway determination, as
we understand it. We have asked and been prowihdo explanation. And the
final question we want you to have in the backairyminds is whether, in fact,
changing the zoning will reduce employment-genagakind, which we agree is
important. The proponent is confident that the leyrpent-generating use of the site
will be improved both qualitatively and quantitaly compared to the status who. |
might turn now to the purpose of gateway deternmnat which is partly why we’re
here.

The introduction we have given invites some comnsitien behind gateway
determinations. So the department’s guide to piegpdocal environmental plans
explains that the purpose of a gateway determinagias follows:

The purpose of a gateway determination is to enthere is sufficient
justification early in the process to proceed wathlanning proposal. The
gateway determination is a checkpoint for planrpngposals before resources
are committed to carrying out investigative resdanareparatory work in
consultation with agencies and the community.nétides planning proposals
that lack strategic planning merit to be stoppedyem the process, before
time and resources are committed.
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The point of a gateway process is to enable fuitherstment of resources and time
into testing whether it should proceed. This hemuared back in 2015 where, at that
time, the proposal was considered to have stratagr@t, and our client has now
spent considerable amounts of money testing whetheot the planning proposal
should proceed. The proponent acknowledges thateavay determination does not
guarantee a final outcome, since, as the deparsraoiicy document makes clear,
not all planning proposals that receive the gatesitgrmination will be finalised.
We get that.

The department’s guide provides examples of wheglarning proposal would not

be suitable for finalisation, including, firstlyheé planning proposal is not consistent
with the requirements of the gateway determinatidhis is not the situation here.
We've complied with the gateway determination ailti. Secondly, the planning
proposal cannot demonstrate consistency with ttigosel17 directions or the
secretary does not agree that any inconsistenagastified or minor in nature.
Again, this is not the situation here. Indeedyim submission, the alteration of the
gateway determination is inconsistent with the efaey’s comment about the section
117 direction, which we will get to, and it's exjlad in our written submissions
previously provided to the Commission.

The third point is that the proposed change of it controls is not supported
following consideration of studies, agency inputonsultation. The only study that
we’re aware of — and it's a study that isn’t reéerto in any of the iterations of the
gateway determination, which goes against thismpranproposal, is the Canterbury
Road review. We understand that. That's the dolyument that really conflicts
with this planning proposal and, in our view, ibsly when that document is
superficially read that it militates against thiaqming proposal. All other studies
support this planning proposal. All other agencias support this matter.

And then the final thing that the department sugggesere a planning proposal
might not proceed to finalisation is where the piag proposal has been withdrawn.
Obviously that's not the case here and we’re hedayt before you because we don't
want to withdraw it and we think there is stratemierit behind this planning
proposal travelling. So we point out the abovepdynto indicate that the alteration
of the initial gateway determination, after almfusir years of considerable
investment and work, defeats the policy intent béhhe initial gateway
determination. None of these circumstances exigtiwwould warrant the process
not being finalised according to the departmentlcy guidance.

Accordingly, we submit that good reasons shouldtexhere the policy intent

behind the gateway process is being subverted ammhwould expose the
proponent to considerable waste of resources @id@ry years of studies prepared by
sophisticated architects and planners. Havingidensd the reasons for the
alteration of the gateway, we believe the reasom$caind wanting and our
submission today, therefore, is to suggest thaCtramission recommend another
way forward to the Minister.
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If the gateway determination remains, the IPC wawddd, in our view, to be
absolutely sure that the status quo is appropmatsyithstanding all the attendant
problems the current zoning creates, and the IP@daaiso need to be absolutely
sure that the proposal lacks strategic merits ¢iur view that there is no reasonable
basis to form this view and that the part 3 prostssild be allowed to run its
course. Turning now to the justification my cliesmputting forward, in essence we
say that the gateway determination as it stand$drxaement the questionable and
potentially unlawful uses of the site at presemnt ad to the further dereliction of
other buildings on the site, one of which has fall@o disrepair with vandals having
stripped the building of all copper making relagtihe building impossible without
considerable investment, which would simply be omeenic.

This fails to achieve the promotion of good desagd amenity of the built
environment, which is an objective that has beeently introduced into section 1.3
of the EP&A Act. In our view, it will be a wastegportunity if the many years of
rigour and testing that our client has attendeobiged off the directions in the
gateway determination initially are dismissed pmgag@vely by the notion that the
planning proposal is inconsistent with the CantertiRoad review, a document that
has found no reference in any of the iterationthefgateway determination and
arbitrarily, in our view, excludes my client’s sitem the junctions and localities
listed in it.

If the gateway determination made on 21 August 2@h&ains unaltered it would
guarantine the site from the evolution of CanteyliRoad immediately surrounding
the site, which has begun to occur, and I'm surewil see that if you do a walk-
past of the site and conduct a view of the stréehe gateway determination
remains unaltered, the site will be consigned eittiés current status indefinitely so
that is sits out of kilter with the trajectory df development surrounding this site.
Turning to the reasons behind the alteration oteway as we understand it, |
want to talk about that for a moment.

Prior to the Canterbury Road Review, there is nestjan that this planning proposal
was supported by the council. Indeed, there aséipe aspects in the history of the
planning proposal process which support its strategrit. For example, the
council’s own consultants, Annand Associates, edraut an urban design
investigation which recommended to support themtanproposal, subject to minor
amendments which we are happy to attend to. Thedlresolved to support the
planning proposal at its meeting on 9 July 201%hat’s part of its history.

The cover letter to the alteration of the gatewatednination of 21 August 2018
explains that the delegate reviewed the reasonscdtmrs provided requesting that
the planning proposal not proceed, indicating thiat provides the basis for the
alteration. Council’s reasoning is set out irré@pgort for the 26 June 2018 council
meeting, at which it resolved that a request beemtadhe department that the matter
not proceed. Three reasons were provided, antl dl@al with each in turn. The

first reason is that there was apparently insudficjustification provided for

rezoning employment land to an alternate use, nguwsioss of employment land.
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There are a number of fundamental problems withriggason. Firstly, the gateway
determination and letter at tab 4 of your bundéest that the Secretary had
considered the issue of the section 117 direcetating to business and industrial
zones of being of minor significance and stateduniher approval was required.
Had the proponent known further study was requiteslpuld have attended to this.
In any case, as it happens functionally, there vdlho loss of employment land. On
the contrary, this planning proposal and develograader it has the capability to
actually increase the commercial GFA on the site.

At present, the commercial GFA is 2188 square raetteereas the planning
proposal has the potential, through the concepispignerated and through the
development application that has been preparezhadble up to 2650 square metres.
So that’s a comparison of 2188 square metres uhdestatus quo and 2650 square
metres if this planning proposal was to travelvoh’t go into the precise reasons
how we get to that calculation, and we can talth&d down the track if the
Commission wants us to explain how we get to thmsabers, because we
understand that the department has put forwardrdifit numbers to our numbers
and we can speak to that in a moment.

The second fundamental problem with this reasdinaisthe site’s current uses have
a questionable basis. This has been ignored. oviuhave to walk past the site to
see this. And another point here is that if therdds for bulky-good type operations
on this site promoted by the B6 Enterprise Corridmning, the subject site, when
you look at it, lacks the geographical featuresupport one given its topography,
with a fall going diagonally across the site. Hite lacks the specific requirement of
the B6 zone objectives, as it provides no conniggtio other B6 zone land to
encourage a mix of compatible uses that will pramoban renewal and facilitate
the revitalisation of Canterbury Road.

Where these premises work, a long strip of bulkgetgopremises exists in a row
where customers can walk from one end to the otfibis is not the case here,
where the site sits between B2 land to the easB&rdnd to the west, which
promotes shop-top mixed use development and itpgeed to be B2 under the
Canterbury Road Review. In addition, the site attoss from 677 and 687
Canterbury Road and 48 Drummond Street, which tsite @ompatibility certificate
issued under the Affordable Rental Housing Sepipe department has advised that
it does not support the revocation of the SEC.

Despite council’s request that the department rexbkt SEC, the department
decided against that. This further isolates thgesu site from the uses that will
emerge around it. The second reason suggestétt lmptincil as to why this
planning proposal not be finalised was that thel lamot within a proposed junction
or locality set out in the Canterbury Road Reviélis also has a number of
fundamental problems. Firstly, while it is plaivat the site does not fall with one of
those arbitrarily selected localities or junctiotige review does not demand a
dogmatic adherence to the locality and junctiom ethe review.
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Rather, the review was designed to inform decis@nplanning proposals related to
the corridor and surrounding land. It was to beduss a guide against which
planning proposals for land on the Canterbury Raaddor can be evaluated. The
review also states:

Council will need to review outstanding planningposals for consistency
with this review. Where a planning proposal is ootsistent with this review,
proponents will have the opportunity to revise megls to demonstrate
compliance or to propose other actions that achigaeecorridor vision, for
example, land offsetting or dedication of open spac

The site’s omission from the localities and junetidnas become the litmus test
rather than what these other statements in thewedémand. Secondly, given the
above, council should consider what things the pnept has proposed which would
help activate the corridor vision, such as incrdase setbacks to Canterbury Road
that align with the consistent and continuing visad the council since 2012, the
provision of a laneway to promote fine-grain urlf@loric connectivity supported by
the draft strategy, and extensive upgrades totgtfaeting and amenity. This has
not meaningfully occurred, in our submission, os banveniently been dismissed by
both council and the department.

Thirdly, the proponent has previously made a lepgtibmission outlining flaws
with the Canterbury Road Review which has constléinat the exclusion of the site
from the Burwood Road Neighbour Centre does nanhdeebe founded on any
evidence or planning discussion. Despite reasamhé omission being requested
on numerous occasions, none have been providedirdreason was that the
proposed height and FSR is inconsistent with thé dtrategy, so that was the third
reason why council did not support this planningpasal moving forward and being
finalised, and we say that there are fundamerdamigiwith this view as well. Firstly,
the planning proposal is lower than the heightppsed to be able to be achieved
under the review if significant public benefit imopided. The proponent is doing
this through the provision of a laneway and dedicadf land on Canterbury Road.

Secondly, the heights in the review naively ignatteer eight-storey developments
which have the effect of making the proposed zonmge dramatic than what it
really is, given the diagonal fall of the site. donclusion, we believe that the
answers to our earlier questions are, if B6 wepdieg for, there is no chance that
the zoning would be allowed — that that zoning widag allowed, as it would not
meet the objectives of the B6 Enterprise Corridorez The answer to the second
guestion is the alternate zoning being put forwsmiore appropriate for the future
of Canterbury Road in this location.

The answer to our third question was there is tiorral basis for leaving the site out
of the locality’s injunction in the Canterbury RoRdview. The answer to our fourth
guestion is the planning proposal, if it proceed§,have a qualitative and
guantitative improvement with respect to commerittadr space. The amount of
employment floor space will increase and it willhedernised to meet the needs of
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the existing and future residents and businesseoimimediately zoned land
surrounding the site. We now are happy to taketipes from the Commission
from any of the points that we have gone througthé@se submissions.

MR WILLIAMS: Thanks.
MR NEAL: And Matt, Frank and James are here &doelp that out.
MR WILLIAMS: Right, right. So thanks very muclipdd. That's very helpful.

So, Frank, Matt, James, anything you want to addiststage, or you will just
respond to questions, or — because we’re happy o -

MR ........... Start the questions.
MR WILLIAMS: - - - start the questions. Yes, ths- - -
MR ........... | think things will - - -

MR MATTHEWS: Yes. I think that will generate &sdussion.
MR ........... Things will emerge from that, I'sure.

MR WILLIAMS: Yes. Okay. Thank you. Well, | mig just get the ball rolling, if
that's okay, thanks, gentlemen. So, just firsalgfTodd — this is very helpful,
thanks, having it also in writing. The argumerdttthe application has strategic
planning merit and related to that, that you pereéhat it conflicts only with the
Canterbury Road Review, the department in itsfjaation report also does state
what it believes to be inconsistencies with theepgirategic planning within the
planning framework, specifically, the Greater Syg/éan, the South Sydney — the
Sydney South District Plan and the Sydenham to Btamkn Corridor - - -

MR NEAL: Yes.

MR WILLIAMS: - - - also cites those, as well.

MR NEAL: Okay.

MR WILLIAMS: So how can you address that justfiion in the view that the case
you've made in terms that it does fit in, it's matonsistent with the strategic — the
current — unfortunately, it's the current strategi@nning framework - - -

MR NEAL: Yeah.

MR WILLIAMS: - - - that we — that you're now fadewith.
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MR NEAL: Okay. If I might just table this plamhich show the trajectory of
development throughout the Canterbury Road areat shows our site as an
isolated site. It sticks out like a sore — it vgilick out like a sore thumb.

MR R. MILLER: Could you just identify the planrfthe record? Put a number on
it or something.

MR NEAL: Okay. Yes. | don't have a pen. Soe'tabled the Plan 01, which
contains a number of plans within it, which prowdedepiction of the subject site in
context of all the other developments that haventzggroved adjacent, opposite and
alone Canterbury Road. It also contains a numbether maps which show the
zoning either side of this site and all along Ceaniey Road, so that you can see the
site in its context.

MR WILLIAMS: We can keep that? Is that all right
MR NEAL: Yeah, absolutely.
MR WILLIAMS: Thank you.

MR NEAL: Turning to the specific question thatwybad about its alignment with
other strategic planning directions, like the Gee&ydney Plan, I'd need to take that
on notice, unless Matt or James can — or Franlspeaak to those points.

MR DANIEL: | can - I think it's good that we dagvide a written response for
that, but it's my understanding that the SydneynRiad the corridor strategy is about
— is talking about the keeping of certain usesngpleyment lands in the zone and
which we’re not — we agree with. But the problee lave here is | don'’t think the
Sydney Plan and the Canterbury Corridor Strategyldvpromote the isolation of a
site. The whole point of it having those B6 larsgsithat need to be in the zone
objectives and the continuity is so they can abtusd successful, the problem being
that, if you have this site in its isolation, itiet able to be developed as B6 and it
won’'t meet its zone objectives, and that's the fawb

So I'm not so sure that the department’s pointigdvin that we don’t comply. In
fact, we would say that we do, because we’re trynge’re actually going to

provide more employment lands and those — and shimgcause we cannot produce
a B6 in this zone that those plans would seeklkada And I'm sure there’s some
other connectivity reason and things which we cgraad further in written
submission for you.

MR WILLIAMS: Yeah. | mean, we haven't heard fradhe department yet. That
won’t be until later.

MR DANIEL: Sure.

MR WILLIAMS: But, obviously, just reading theieports, that is a major issue.
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MR DANIEL: Okay.

MR WILLIAMS: And obviously we need to consideratrand obviously we need to

get your views on that particular aspect, as well.

MR NEAL: We actually haven’t seen the departmen¢port, so we’re kind of
intimating what their reasons were based off theectetter - - -

MR WILLIAMS: Right.
MR NEAL: - - - to the alteration of the gatewagtérmination, which says:

I've considered council’s reasons, and have decidedlter the gateway
determination.

MR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR NEAL: So we’ve gone to the council’s reasosdtee basis for this being
terminated.

MR WILLIAMS: Yeah. Right.

MR NEAL: And - so that's what we’ve addressedatpnd

MR MATTHEWS: Yeah. The gateway determinationrdidchave regard to the
plans, the strategic planning documents that ysumentioned in making its

alteration - - -

MR WILLIAMS: Right.

MR MATTHEWS: - - - it directly referred to couns reasons and those — the three

reasons are the ones that we've addressed today.
MR WILLIAMS: Okay.
MR MATTHEWS: But we would appreciate the oppoityro give you - - -

MR WILLIAMS: Please, please. It will certainlyelp us, and we - - -

MR MATTHEWS: Because those documents were reteas®arch last year - - -

MR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR MATTHEWS: - - - and then council went on tonstder this in June/July and

the department made a decision in August, we'venkad the opportunity to
provide any written response to the central platherthree cities plan to - - -
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MR WILLIAMS: Yes.
MR MATTHEWS: To anyone.
MR WILLIAMS: Okay.

MR MATTHEWS: Which feels important, but | thinkait really touched on it.
One of the - - -

MR WILLIAMS: Yeah.

MR MATTHEWS: - - - key objectives is retaining playment-generating land and
B6 land.

MR WILLIAMS: Yeah.

MR MATTHEWS: And that’'s something certainly thegater Sydney Commission
is - - -

MR WILLIAMS: Yeah.

MR MATTHEWS: - - - keen on. But, again, one ofr &ey issues is, when, we’re
actually generating more employment than is culyent-

MR WILLIAMS: Yeah.
MR ........... Functionally - - -

MR MATTHEWS: Yeah, employments on the site, baseawe’ve got a derelict
site that's - - -

MR WILLIAMS: Yeah.

MR MATTHEWS: - - - not being re-developed, and guess that’s our key
response to the issue about employment-generativtj &nd the secretary’s decision
already - - -

MR WILLIAMS: Yeah.

MR MATTHEWS: - - -into the 117 direction.

MR WILLIAMS: Yeah. No, | take your point aboutwell, the Canterbury Road
Review has clearly been crucial to this.

MR MATTHEWS: Yeah.
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MR WILLIAMS: ..... the strategic planning basis which the decision is made,
but also there is reference to the broader stateegional plan — and district plans
that have been prepared, as well. Consistencyttatbe, also, which obviously - - -

MR DANIEL: Which we agree — we understand that,-b| mean, of course, it's —
on a high level it's very important to maintain doypnent land uses in connectivity
and that's ..... certain types, because the argumsémat if we just make all sorts of
employment land one site, it will squeeze out @atepart of the market and they
will not be able to compete for uses. But the fewbwe have with that is that this
site, having the — and Frank can expand on thme-tdpography of the site, the way
the site works, it's not — and the isolation, i@t going to be possible for us to
produce those uses for the way those strateginplgmocuments are framed to
provide for space to that part of the market.

If —and we will always — if for some magical reasmu’re able to fund the site for
those uses ..... always be in conflict in the feiwith your surrounding uses and
what’s emerging through the Canterbury Road Revawd,— which is a problem.

So what we would say is that, whereas we understande got those — the Sydney
Plan, those things, but the Act actually asks fdedy development here, and to
facilitate sensible development on the site. Satwke fill the part 3 process can
actually provide good quality employment lands lom site. There is the opportunity
through the part 3 process that, for those numbeatsve talked about, the 2600 of
the ..... plan proposal.

There are some opportunities in the Canterbury FReadew where some of the
urban design principles said that they would wardiscourage residential use as
fronting the busy roads and, as you can see thrthetesign, there is the
opportunity for us to increase an additional fldwat would — to more commercial
space, adjust some floor level at the front andchewerease that 2650 yet again to
have another 1500 square metres of floor spacegiezhagain across the site. So
we can actually expand that quite a bit and actdmlhg on the intent of creating
more employment floor space - - -

MR WILLIAMS: Yeah.

MR DANIEL: - --asis required, as the emergstategic planning docs are

saying they’re trying to encourage, which we thimkjood, but will also, through the
dynamics of financing the site and putting certaas on the site as residential, other
things which are more compatible with other usesosinding the site and what's
emerging, we will be able to bring a developmenteidorward that is

economically sustainable, that it can actually pmemore employment land than if
you left the site just totally as B6 as it is today

And | feel that by doing that it actually talks redo the intent of those Sydney plans
and providing viable employment land uses thamif just left the site as itself. But
of course | would appreciate studying those depamtsi reason even more and then
putting the site specific nature into our respoaséo why | think that a better
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outcome for our site and all the surrounding sated for the community in this area
can be produced.

MR MILLER: Just to go back to — that was verygial. Thank you. Just to go
back to Plan 01 could you just — | missed whataswm to make of this. It was sort
of moving backwards and forwards so can you justigewhat you want us to make
from — take from this plan.

MR DANIEL: Yes, James, do you want to speak ?o it

MR MATTHEWS: Yes, no, I've prepared this plan base primarily this was
about the issue of site isolation and the emergattern of development within the
corridor. And on the second page you will seeetkisting zoning map and I've
outlined each and every development along wittbthendary to the Burwood
Neighbourhood Centre as proposed by the Cantefoagl Review so | just wanted
to overlay that and attempt to illustrate what'gening around us and how our site
would be isolated compared to surrounding mixeddeselopment.

MR MILLER: I'm just stopping you there.
MR MATTHEWS: Yes.

MR MILLER: I’'m now on page 2 of the — of 01. Thite immediately across the
road from your site - - -

MR MATTHEWS: Yes.
MR MILLER: - - -is that not designated B6 as i®el

MR MATTHEWS: ltis, but there is — that's theesihat has a site compatibility
certificate on it.

MR MILLER: Yes, | saw that.

MR MATTHEWS: The department have made a detertitindhat a mixed use
development there is compatible with its surrougdiand has held that position
after the request for it to be revoked.

MR NEAL: So that will become affordable housinges.

MR MATTHEWS: It will be residential - - -

MR NEAL: And on that point this area needs afet® housing. One of the areas
of Sydney that has housing stress so, again, ¢leans suitable to us.

MR MATTHEWS: And just to add to that, | guesénks back to maybe the 30
minute city issue that’s in the strategic — statatsgic planning documents that
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we’re 800 metres here from Belmore station whichbisut a 30 minute walk which
not only connects us to — the site to Belmore imgeof the employment that our site
generates but also to Greater Sydney. But | waotdhlistrate — and just coming
back to the first page of Plan 01, the developm#ashave either been constructed
or that have been approved or where there areaawveint applications that have
already occurred. So as you can see, this — thareumber of sites that — to our
west, particularly on the adjoining block that haher been constructed or are in
the process of being developed and also on theecofrBurwood Road and
Canterbury Road which is the centre of the neightmad centre identified by the
Canterbury Road Review.

If you turn to the second page of the zoning mapd-1 would just like to point out
that in my submission that | made to council imtiein to the Canterbury Road
Review | raised a number of questions of why thenolary was proposed where it
was. And | also raised this at a community foruraatly with Hill Thalis Architects
and said can you please explain noting that ther®# and a planning proposal that
had been going on since 2014 which is the subjeiciday and site compatibility
certificate approved in 2014 for the site opposi@&an you please explain why you
provided the boundary directly next to our sitendA’ve never been given an
answer to that. There’s - - -

MR MILLER: That was referred to your submissionss it?

MR MATTHEWS: Yes, yes. I've —nobody has evddtme why. To the contrary,
council’s latest resolution in relation to the Gabury Road Review is to do more
detailed planning and study and work but it sedrashoth these sites were — and
the planning that has been substantially progressdibth sites seems to have been
dismissed at the moment. But the important thénig iour east we’ve, again, got two
B2 zones on either side of Canterbury Road andahenality identified on the
corner of Kingsgrove Road and Canterbury Roadw!sat I've tried to illustrate is
there’s a site at 629 Canterbury Road on the cdheee of Kingsgrove and
Canterbury Road. There's five storeys; a mixeslluslding that has been
developed for a number of years.

And then there’s a site at 630 to 632 which isxestdrey mixed use. And as Todd
mentioned earlier, if you ended up going out thgoe, would see that. And you
would anticipate that surrounding development waddur similar to what has
already been developed and constructed on eittiero§iCanterbury Road in
accordance with the B2 zone. Then we have ouasiteobviously — and Frank can
talk to you a little bit later — the developmenphgation that was prepared at
council’s request to see more detail and be abtemsider the design aspects given
we do have a sloping site and there are, you kntvere was a specific design
required to the site so council wanted to see lawwould work and Frank has
prepared that and | will let Frank talk to thatted bit later.

But then with the site opposite being another mixsel site under the site
compatibility certificate, you know, with that oacig and then further to the east
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within the boundaries of the Burwood Neighbourh@mhtre as proposed by the
Canterbury Road Review and the development thabb@sred as you see that if
you do go and visit the site, that’s occurring #mat had been approved. What | was
trying to illustrate is that as everything aroursddmes develop in accordance with
the existing zones in accordance with the compyilwertificate and with the
boundary of the Burwood Neighbourhood Centre, wiehei a very isolated site and

if — the unlikelihood of it being developed in acdance with B6 ..... it was, for
example, if the use stayed as it was would be cetalyl at odds with the

surrounding development.

And then coming back to one of Todd'’s original digess, if we were rezoning this
from a mixed use site to a B6 zone, having regamiat’s around us in terms of
mixed use development it's a clear land use cdnflgo we’ve got at the moment —
we will have a land use conflict, we feel, with #rdsting uses on the site compared
to everything that is already around us and emgragiound us. So that was the
point of this. And I've included on Plan 01 on pagyou know, 3 to 8, I've included
a number of photos of what'’s existing and identifiee site and what'’s approved
and some of the plans for — for example, I've ideld there the plan for the site
under the site compatibility certificate which wik subject to development
approval.

MR MILLER: Thank you.

MR WILLIAMS: These also help us because it mightto another question I've
just got in a moment. But just before we movehtt,tone other comment — sorry —
you made, Todd, was that — and it’s in your stat@mas that - - -

MR NEAL: Yes.
MR WILLIAMS: - - - “all other agencies can suppaonis matter”.
MR NEAL: Yes.

MR WILLIAMS: We have got a letter which | don’nkw — I'm sure you've seen
from the RMS August, | think, 2016 and they ardgua treally, nothing else should
happen on that corridor till there’s a strategide® and so on. So there is that RMS
concern about — no matter what happens along - - -

MR NEAL: | was quite deliberately — | quite dedifately used the word “can”. |
will let Matt and James speak to why they can stppbecause there are
mechanisms to obtain RMSs support.

MR DANIEL: Yes. |think employment uses on tkige will actually generate
more traffic than the current use that's there, smd we leave the site zoned as is,
our traffic reports show that there will be actyallgreater traffic impact with a B6
use if it was going to be successful and if it \gas1g to be there. But | refer back to
my early comments that we — it's not for want @frig. We have tried to find uses
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for this site under the current zoning to work &rths not been economically
possible to do so. We raised this question, antiaven’t been told.

We've gone and positively tried to deal with theicoil and talk with them in the
context of their recent decisions and their charggtiway for this application and
asked them the same question in relation to trafiit in the context of the review
and said, “Look, well, how have you guys addregbedissue with RMS and the
traffic and that sort of sense?” And they saidel\\Mwe’ve done the studies and
we’re quite happy that we can increase the amduB2an this sort of area, increase
these mixed uses, and our traffic studies are stpthiat it's fine.”

And | said, “Well, if this stage is B6, it will ingzt that even greater.” And they said,
“No. The traffic study allocates it. Our studssw in the review that that will be
fine for those employment lands to stay as is.”l §oess the point is there that if the
promotion of our site that we've got before youagds a reduction — and that’s what
our traffic reports show, a reduction in trafficrnibiers, well, then, it stands to reason
that the site under the review can commence antkepuobif it were zoned in mixed
use scenario because it has lower impact.

Some of the comments that the RMS had, they wexeken on the three metre
setback. | remember through the process they warsekeen to make sure they
could capture as much of that setback as posding ghe whole strip of Canterbury
Road. That was something they were wanting to nsake. At the time, they had
some discussions about wanting there to be a zafiiigind a special uses zone at
the front or some infrastructure zoning, shouldy, 2o be able to make their
acquisition of that land a bit more simple as tBipgogressed, so | can understand
why that they’re thinking that maybe should hol@witil those sort of things occur.

But our application in our sense, we’ve straightaweour designs allocated a three
metre setback straightaway that can be dedicatewdrately. The provision of a
laneway is something that helps through our trafficlies and reports. It helps in a
number of ways in relation to the transition of tevelopment to the lower density
uses, but it also creates that permeability fdfitrand pedestrians to not use
Canterbury Road and allow local traffic on thatsid be able to permeate through
the sites, and creates a connectivity of lanewlagsare promoted through the
review but also that are existing at the momerd, smthat has a lower impact on
traffic.

The other issue that emerged from the traffic repass how the treatments to the
junctions of Liberty and Platts Avenue should belti@ith, and that we felt that
through the emergence of the DA process and deafitigtraffic matters on those
intersections of left in, left out, those sort linigs, the local traffic matters could be
dealt with. Happy to provide a more detailed wntsubmission in relation to those
traffic issues if that's required, but that's mynoments.

MR WILLIAMS: If you felt that you could expreshdse more fully through a
written submission, that would certainly help us.
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MR DANIEL: Yes.

MR WILLIAMS: Because, in terms of agency commehagt has been flagged as
an issue and, obviously, in our deliberation, wedi® address that.

MR DANIEL: Yes.
MR WILLIAMS: So that would certainly help if thatas possible, Matt.

MR DANIEL: Our current DA, though, obviously seseto comply to the parking
standards of the council. That was one thing thencil wanted, was make sure your
DA that we produced complies with our DCP. Thajuieed us to put a third
basement in additional car parking. | mean, ofseuthrough the development of
this plan proposal there are opportunities forougduce our traffic impact if we
wanted to through design, through the allocatiooasfspaces to certain residences
and having maximum rates and things like that, twhimfortunately, councils are
not too keen on. But, of course, these are theildenmatters in strategic planning
that actually address those primary issues ofrétféc transport agency. So | think
there are opportunities through this part 3 proessshat the Act and the guidelines
contend to deal with these issues in that way)'bbuhappy to enter that into a report
for you.

MR WILLIAMS: That would be great. That would bery helpful. Thanks, Matt.

MR MATTHEWS: There are some other — you know, ldreeway and the setback
are major traffic pros, | guess, as part of thigliaption as well, and they facilitate
what the council and the RMS want in terms of beihfe to improve movement
with the laneway and access and also the largeadetwhich you're already seeing
being implemented with other mixed use sites al@agterbury Road which, you
know, I'm sure you're seeking.

MR STANISIC: Yes. I might add to that.
MR MATTHEWS: Yes, yes.

MR STANISIC: In fact, the RMS actually anticipata more pedestrian-friendly
streetscape than currently is here. They are niegua three-metre setback to
Canterbury Road in order to facilitate activatidong Canterbury Road.

MR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR STANISIC: And that would mean ground-level pemf some sort, which
insinuates a sort of a shop-type development oeskind. So the RMS in a way is
already anticipating an improvement to the stregiscand that streetscape
improvements would then be supported by mixed eseldpment — the fine grain
that you only would get from a residential develeo) not from a big box, bulky-
goods development.

.IPC MEETING 23.1.19 P-18
©Auscript Australasia Pty Limited  Transcript in Golence



10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

MR WILLIAMS: Yes. Well, just on that, Frank, cloll — just a little bit about the

— I mean, the development isn’t directly our concelt’s the rezoning. But
obviously it helps us to see the site. And, alg®have got some plans or diagrams
that have been presented to us, and we’re jusigtitgi make sense of them, because
we gather while the rezoning is for the entire kjg®u don't actually own the
corner site.

MR MATTHEWS: Correct.
MR STANISIC: No, indeed, but we - - -
MR DANIEL: Could I just - - -

MR STANISIC: - - - developed the concept that thite can be developed and it's
compatible with the rest.

MR WILLIAMS: Right.

MR DANIEL: | wouldn’t mind just making a commeabout — because it's not
typical, although it's — it's not typical, althougt's not that the Act doesn't facilitate
the process of having a DA travel with the planposal. At the time, because of the
complexity of the gateway in relation to the sitad site B, and some of the other
issues that, you know, residents were raisinglatios to the heights and how we
could comply with 45 degree angles and what weseagipropriate things on the site,
and there was at the time a general concern frenpldnning staff about the quality
of development that could eventuate in CanterbwsR because it was very rapid
and they felt there was a community concern alimait t

And so it was agreed and it was suggested to tslolak, if we could have a, you
know, understanding more of what the developmetdasne on this site would be
that would address those practical issues, themibiald be very, very helpful. So
then, on that, on the encouragement of the coumeilyou know, decided to bring
Frank on to start designing the building, whichtsiéh addressing a lot more of those
fundamental issues, which we felt was important.

MR WILLIAMS: Yes. Look, it makes sense if you'gping for a planning
proposal if you can have a DA company whereveriptesslt gives council an idea,
well, what it is we’re actually going to be appnogifor the rezoning.

MR DANIEL: So the DA is for the land - - -

MR WILLIAMS: Yes, yes, yes.

MR DANIEL: - - - within the red which we own, aridere’s a concept land for the
blue land to show how that interrelates and carkwdhat develops under a DA

first, because we don’t have land owners’ consenthis block despite attempts to
amalgamate.
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MR WILLIAMS: Right. So you've been trying to —-

MR STANISIC: And if | could put it in architectal terms, the concept for the site
is actually a perimeter courtyard development.

MR WILLIAMS: Right.

MR STANISIC: It has four sides. And that oth#e swhich we call site B, the
assessment at one of those sides. And, in fufuhat site was to develop along the
same lines it would complete the perimeter anditile interface with the courtyard.

MR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR STANISIC: So it's quite compatible with theramept that we actually have,
and we would have loved to see this become pahi®imodel.

MR WILLIAMS: Yes. | can understand why.

MR STANISIC: For certain reasons, it wasn't irdéal. There’s nothing
incompatible about it. In fact, it's the missinigge. And the other point | would
make is if it does proceed, then the extent of remidential which is along
Canterbury Road — the yellow colour here on my dngw would then extend all the
way along and, of course, that would increase theuat of - - -

MR MILLER: I'm sorry. You referring to a drawingvhich you need to identify
for us.

MR STANISIC: The drawing is a ground-level plaarh the DA, and it actually
shows the configuration of the buildings.

MR MILLER: Does it have a number?

MR NEAL: It's in your bundle of documents at tab-

MR STANISIC: DA105.

MR DANIEL: It's a much easier plan to understand.

MR STANISIC: I'm happy to talk to the quality tfie project as well.

MR MILLER: We just—no. We just, for the purgosf identifying, make sure
we’ve got everything.

MR NEAL: Tab 12.

MR MILLER: Thank you.
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MR NEAL: Stanisic Architects.

MR MILLER: We’'re just at the start of reviewingoandle of documents that is - - -

MR NEAL: A mountain high.

MR MILLER: - - - now substantial, so it's helpftdr you to draw our attention to
specific documents that we should have regard to.

MR DANIEL: Of course.
MR MILLER: We've read a lot of material but wevean't read it all yet, so we
wanted to hear from you because that will help icenthe issues for us. So, I'm

sorry, we're back to identifying it's — it's documewhat?

MR NEAL: Yes. Sorry, | couldn’t find it in theumdle that is before you, but
perhaps if - - -

MR MILLER: I actually don't think we've got itThat’s the - - -
MR NEAL: Okay.

MR MILLER: Sorry. That's - - -

MR STANISIC: It's a part of the DA submission.

MR MILLER: So which DA submission are we talkiagout?

MR STANISIC: Well, it was the DA submission thaas submitted to — the only
one that was submitted to Council and the dateisfd7.11.15.

MR MILLER: ’15. Okay. Thank you.

MR STANISIC: Yes. Yes. We're talking about tare- -

MR MILLER: Thank you.

MR STANISIC: - - - over three years ago now. Y&&s.

MR MILLER: Thank you.

MR DANIEL: So in that set is, obviously, the DA&sIgn for the land that we do
own, but seeking consent and also as appendiosethlans, a requirement is a

indicative and detailed design of the missing agevell and how that will work to
speak to the issue in the issue in the gateway.
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MR WILLIAMS: Thank you. It gives — because we'get some — just some
visuals, you know, some elevations and - - -

MR NEAL: Yes.

MR WILLIAMS: - - - of what we have got and thesa’o indication of where
they’re taken from and - - -

MR STANISIC: No. Indeed. Indeed.

MR WILLIAMS: - - - we're not sure which road freage, say, they're on and we
just thought, “Well, it can’t” — one of the ones #Wwught — the diagrams can't be
Canterbury Road because it's too long ..... thelevbinle.

MR STANISIC: No. Indeed.

MR WILLIAMS: So that’s why we just wanted to cifyrthe - - -

MR WILLIAMS: So this one here - - -

MR MILLER: Yes. Just identify this document.

MR DANIEL: This is from the DA set. This is asualisation report in the - - -
MR MILLER: Put a number 02 on it if you wouldnitind.

MR DANIEL: Certainly.

MR MILLER: Thanks.

MR MILLER: That's it. And the other one. Anddre’s another one, another two.
MR DANIEL: And C. So

MR MILLER: Just take us through what this telts u

MR DANIEL: Yes.

MR MILLER: What this shows.

MR STANISIC: Perhaps — perhaps | could.

MR MILLER: Yes. Of course.
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MR STANISIC: Look, I think it's these. We caliém perspectives or
visualisations 1, 2, 3.

MR MILLER: Yes.

MR STANISIC: | think they probably project thedtavay to design quality of the
project actually is. There’s a view there whistlirom the north east point. It shows
Canterbury Road.

MR MILLER: Yes.

MR STANISIC: And it also shows the side streetehealled Platts Avenue.

MR MILLER: Yes. Yes. Right. Got it.

MR STANISIC: And it's a seven storey building.ol can see a seven storey form.

On the ground floor, you've got retail, then abdivat there’s residential. So one
storey of retail and six stories of residentialiigiythe seven storey building.

MR MILLER: Okay.

MR STANISIC: A seven storey form. And, of courges not complete. At the
end of the picture there is where the adjoiningimec site would occur.

MR MILLER: Yes.

MR WILLIAMS: Yes. Yes. Itjust helps us when wet on the site - - -
MR STANISIC: Of course.

MR WILLIAMS: - - - to be able to visualise .....

MR STANISIC: Yes. And you can see it's a vergfted contemporary well-
mannered building, can | say. It achieves alffihe objectives of the ADG. You
know, in terms of design quality, we think that'sexy fine document. Another
view that we have which is also important is ongtreet. This is one of the side
streets. | think this is Liberty Street and youn sae the mechanic shop there. And
as the building — as Matt had already said, theeisinot flat. It falls four and a half
metres. So we’ve got to develop a very clever ephwhich is a stepping form —
stepping building form and the building steps,dntf from seven storeys down to
four storeys.

MR WILLIAMS: And that's the laneway.
MR STANISIC: And there’s the laneway. Now, theeway — again, this is a

piece of a bigger strategy that council have abhedame clear to us that they wanted
to see a laneway - - -
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MR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR STANISIC: - - - parallel to Canterbury Roadf¢émilitate movement. But also
to act as an interface to the single storey dwgdlior two storey dwellings which
would remain on the southern part of the site.

MR WILLIAMS: Yes. Yes.

MR STANISIC: So we've embraced that as an id8a.you end up having a
primitive form which has actually got not three latually four street frontages and

MR WILLIAMS: That one there, that perspective jx@ijust shown us, Frank,
that’s the one in our report - - -

MR STANISIC: Indeed.

MR WILLIAMS: - - - and there’s no reference about-

MR STANISIC: Well - - -

MR WILLIAMS: - - - where it's from — what street.

MR STANISIC: Well, | can say to you that thafiem the south.

MR WILLIAMS: Right.

MR STANISIC: It's from a lane.

MR WILLIAMS: Right. Right.

MR STANISIC: And it actually shows the four stgri®rm.

MR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR STANISIC: As | said, the building steps dowaorh seven to four storeys.
There’s, essentially, four pieces, but it showswiag in which it's possible to put a
slightly higher building within this particular ctext and not have any adverse
impacts on the neighbours. We've done solar acsteses of this, indeed, and
there’s no overshadowing of the neighbours as wilit look, it has got many good
characteristics, the site, in terms of a mixeddeselopment. I've got — I've already
noted one of them and that is that it has got thnemt frontages and what that
actually permits, and very importantly, is that yget multiple entries to get — it's

always good to have permeability within a buildadgress from each of the streets.
So you get a core on each of the streets wherdeeap actually enter the buildings.
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There’s the three metre dedication that is requigeBMS which makes the street a
bit more friendly and then, of course, there’sttea lane which is not just a
carriageway. In fact, we thought there might lpgaspect that this could even be a
shared way. It could be a place for some sortayf activity as well. It's —
depending on the design of it. And the — and aad-then, of course, it's a primitive
building. There’s a central court yard and thertgard is most important. It brings
light into the apartments. It also allows us tdrads an issue which | think has been
raised by council and, that is, there’s a — ircafies, we always set the buildings
back three metres from the side boundaries in dodeave some planting against the
street. And in some cases here as the site fally,ave’ve also set the building
down as well. But these apartments then have opeuieto the courtyard, actually,
at the rear to bring light into them.

So it has got a fine grain quality to it which isry well suited to the steps site. The
box bulky goods warehouse that would be developei@uthe B6 would be a flat
floored building and | hope — | can’t even imagimav you could fit that on a site

like this. In fact, | would think it would ruin ¢hstreetscape and in that case, it would
be at odds with all the streetscape priorities tioancil would actually have. In

terms of the ADG, we’re well aware of what is raediby SEPP 65 in the ADG.

We use the guidance in the ADG for the developroétite apartments. | can say
that we achieve the solar access that’s requir@@ feer cent, the cross vent which is
60 per cent - - -

MR WILLIAMS: Yes. They're the big ones normallgren’t they?
MR STANISIC: All the big ones.
MR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR STANISIC: You know, we’ve given a tick to thesnd also the open space.
There’s a variety of open spaces. There’s a dertitat yard. There'’s also spaces
here off the lane as well and then there’s a wdntdovely roof terrace, which |
hope is here, which is another active area forés@lents actually of the building.
And in other respects too, it complies with the ADThere’s storage in the
apartments. There’s storage in the basement.eBherfour-level basement and
because of the stepping nature of the site, otigedbenefits of that is that the whole
basement, in fact, is actually concealed. Allfgheking is concealed.

There’s not one place where the parking which fgaly on the site is actually
evident on the site itself. Aesthetically, | thiitlks always important that when you
come to look at buildings like this that you dorsta develop a contemporary
aesthetic and you this is the sort of building thatimagined. You can see it's
highly articulated. There are ..... that vary adew to the street and the orientation
and also to the internal usages in the building.w8're very confident that this
would be an excellent example of a mixed use deveént.
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MR WILLIAMS: Yes. That helps us Frank becausé said while we're
concerned is purely about the planning proposalretdhe DA - - -

MR STANISIC: Yes.

MR WILLIAMS: - - - there are elements of the DIt are included in our bundle
of material and so we just wanted an explanatioth@f so we’re a bit clearer on the
information we’ve been just presented.

MR NEAL: Just for your benefit, Peter and Russék owners and project
managers haven'’t just gone to any old architedtsgeport for this proposal. Frank,
he’s a humble guy, but he’s quite a reputable ggchi He was involved with SEPP
65, its development, on those committees. So weedao get this right and prepare
a proper development application to show it carkwor

MR STANISIC: In fact, we have a distinction ofttyeg a Premier's Award for one
of our buildings. Mind you, it was Premier Carrmgayears ago, it's not the current
one, but when he was dispensing awards and wewaraing the cockles of his
heart.

MR MILLER: As we have plans of the — the architeal plans and drawings in
front of us, could you just identify where that 2@ square metres of employment

MR STANISIC: No. Indeed. Yes.
MR MILLER: - --would be because that was - - -

MR STANISIC: Well, firstly, this is the groundvel of the plan and on that level,
we have approximately 383 square metres.

MR DANIEL: See, | will take you through — so litlk it's this level here.

MR MILLER: Yes.

MR DANIEL: So---

MR MILLER: Yes.

MR DANIEL: This is at ground level with this paot the building because it steps
down. It's part of the DA plans. And this sectioere is quite helpful too. So if |

show you the section there, it's running througt gection.

MR MILLER: Well, maybe rather than take the timew, perhaps you could give
us — put it in writing just for the record ... -

MR DANIEL: Of course. Indeed. Yes.
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MR MILLER: - --and then attach whatever — Huthey’re in 02, then you don't
need to attach more copies of the plans - - -

MR DANIEL: Yes.

MR MILLER: - - - butthey're not. Attach more pies of the plans. That will help
us.

MR DANIEL: If I may, just with your indulgence §ti - - -
MR MILLER: Yes.

MR DANIEL: - - -there’s just one issue there aase the strategy talks about it
and the opportunity to increase more commercial,dare | say viable commercial
on the site, is we produced — because of the tapbgrof the site, we’ve produced
this at the ground level of these sort of areas ca@n be entered in that way. This is
on the street level here. But there is the oppidstuo — these are residential floor
plates at the moment in the scheme. But thefeigpportunity — because this is
about six — this is very, very big — about 6.4iogiheight.

MR MILLER: Yes.

MR DANIEL: Now, of course — you know, so it’s juselow what you would do to
create another level in there.

MR MILLER: Yes.

MR DANIEL: But you could quite easily adjust tfleor of this one because it's
separate to the structure that's flowing throughlhilding at that point. Increase
the ceiling heights on this floor here and thaoflthere and by sharing it through

still have a very good retail level or showroomekeat that site and increase it even
further. So every time you increase a floor actbhedrontage of this, there’s
another, you know, approximately 1400 square yau,know, 1000 metres, you
know, of space and then another there. So thatiswe start increasing the amount.
So in the scheme at the moment on our site, thaleat 803 square metres, but that
can be dramatically increased and when you haveduax that has 723 square
metres on their site, which | can show you.

MR STANISIC: Look for the yellow.

MR DANIEL: There. 723. If the same methodoldbst I'm talking about here

was applied, then there’s another 723 above whitalking towards what the
strategy was saying to remove those, sort of, easidses from that street front in
that closer area there and placing commercial he#s. And, now, | can see how
that can actually work and be economically vialileg sense, and meet the objectors
of the strategy of increasing employment floor €pdut — dare | say — banging the
drum here, but viable employment space.
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MR WILLIAMS: Thank you. So what you’re looking & the figures you were
giving us — | just can't find them — you know, itk something like 2800 square - - -

MR STANISIC: Yes.

MR DANIEL: Yes.

MR WILLIAMS: That's across the entire rezonecksit- -

MR STANISIC: Across site A and site B. That'si@wt.

MR WILLIAMS: Both — yes — of which a proportionould be in your - - -

MR STANISIC: And, as Matt has said, it would essaly be within this box here,
that ground and then above here.

MR WILLIAMS: But - - -

MR STANISIC: So it would present, then, as a caroial building to Canterbury
Road.

MR WILLIAMS: Right.

MR STANISIC: Because residential ..... setbagknsetres behind, then on the
other side streets, there will be residential bngdd.

MR MATTHEWS: Andit's - - -
MR STANISIC: They're all quite compatible.

MR MATTHEWS: And it's important to remember thagardless of the DA, the —
it's the whole site we’re talking about that's sedtjto the planning proposal and
what - - -

MR STANISIC: Yes, | think it's important to loadt it as a block, rather than - - -

MR MATTHEWS: Yes. Well, you have to. That'st’sia part of the planning
proposal.

MR STANISIC: Yes. Yes. Yes. The concept iswttievelopment of the block.
And it just happens that a piece of that is nohinithe DA.

MR DANIEL: Would I just be able to — because inththis talks to the planning
proposal, while Frank’s here, and | will hand theser, and these are the — this is
the appendix to the DA drawings. It talks aboet ¢ite B and how that would
develop.
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MR WILLIAMS: Will you hand that over — will you - -
MR DANIEL: Yes, | will.

MR WILLIAMS: Yes. Well, we might call that numb@8.
MR DANIEL: Number 3.

MR WILLIAMS: Sorry .....

MR DANIEL: Number 3.

MR WILLIAMS: Thanks.

MR DANIEL: So the two issues that were of conceuaning the proposal was,
obviously, the issue of if the site’s developedeipendently, how would that work
and what are the — and the key issues there ari¢ lbarviable and developed, for
one, and one of the key — and the issue coming &gaia to the RMS, that they
wanted to stop the ability for any development herbe able to gain — to have — to
be able to gain road access because, also, uredBotd Act, if there’s not another
viable entrance, they could actually force an enteaoff Canterbury Road which
wouldn’t be desirable. And, of course, that wasesthing that was of critical
concern for the RMS, and we agree. So with oueliiggment application, we
actually prepared an instrument — an 88B instrurti@ttrode with it so that it could
be used to allow an easement through our propeityis property - - -

MR WILLIAMS: Okay.

MR DANIEL: - - -in the future. And not only waéo — we’ve got the traffic
engineers to make sure that it worked, and thats we’ve had the structure and the
entrances from this side of the building. We alively had it there, but it was
better for the outcome for the total developmetet fair it to be here. So the traffic
report talk to them in detail. So what we se@isthe lower ground level, we have
car parking that works with the Australian standalcth not the traffic engineer, but
that was what they’ve certified is the case, amah ths we’re moving up the building,
there’s another level there, and they're usinglewel for — to get to their next levels,
in that sort of a sense, and they have the apptepamount of car parking - - -

MR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR DANIEL: - --inthat sense. Might turn thiszer so it don’t goes out of order.
Then there is an additional level there again,thed we're talking about — this is

our lower ground. Now, they could, for examplenwert this to commercial as well,
if they so needed to, but we provided that in fitiseme as parking, but that's on this
ground level of this whole development there goés up. Then we get to the
ground level upon Canterbury Road which, | thiska i~ the RL is about 4.6,
whatever it is. But so that's when the commersiaftts, and you have the course of
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people are coming in, and it starts linking witk thevelopment and upper
commercial which is at 6.4, so it's very high aajliheights there for — to make it a
good use. It would show room or space, and themgartments start. Now, there
was some criticism in some of the council’s repuarsch we’re a little bit surprised
about, and maybe a talk to Frank on this, thatetlagsrtments here do not comply
with set 65. And maybe, Frank, you want to comnuenthat a little bit there.

MR STANISIC: Well, it's a narrow site and the ajpaents are maisonettes or
they're crossover apartments. These are perfegdlyonable apartments. The
important thing is the northern elevation here, yoal get living spaces and
balconies, that private open space with some, antldefr the use of the double-storey
space is possible to have airflow within the buigditself. And so this wall at the
back here, this is what we call a gallery. Itgadlery access, and that wall can be
blank, but, clearly, at this site — if the ownefdtas site were to purchase that, then
your design is different there. Should allow s@od of visibility.

MR WILLIAMS: Yes.
MR STANISIC: So it can occur either way.

MR DANIEL: The landscaping plans also — whichwi# show you — provide a
green wall there and - - -

MR STANISIC: Yes. Yes.

MR DANIEL: - - - a detailed landscaping environmiéo make sure that that's
quite well treated.

MR STANISIC: Precisely.

MR DANIEL: And then the building just continues ¢come up in the same floor
plate with the cause and their relevant spotsit'Seort of quite viable and
buildable, and with different unit typologies, athén the setback starts in from
Canterbury Road that the DCP and the strategy stgaied setting it back and, still,
viable floor plates can be — it can be accommodaget then the tower form
continues here, and this is the last level of thaetbpment. Then we have a roof
garden in the middle. So you've got two tower ferim the lower section in the
middle which is quite important for the permeakilif the solar to the properties
below - - -

MR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR DANIEL: - - - and to the courtyard. So it'8 wery well thought out through a
rabbit program to make sure it works entirely. Ahen the floor plates continue up
to where it's — and then the development end. 8delt that that — you know, it
wasn’'t enough for us to just get an engineer’s nteiparelation to the conflicts for us
to say if that works or not. It was very importargorry that's not stapled.
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MR WILLIAMS: No, no, no. Don’t worry about itWe won't lose it.

MR DANIEL: That — but it's so much better in dgsito actually prove that that
can actually work. Now, we have approached with —through the site to
purchase the gentleman site next door. He wast@tasted, that sort of sense, and
want to continue those uses there — | mean, thethaéare there on the site at the
moment. Early in the piece when we approachediabare very keen on us
purchasing that site. We were quite open and h@meksaid, “Look, here’s what
we’ve done.” The gentleman wasn’t keen on thatbse he wanted to continue his
business.

At that time, the council were concerned becawsdrically, he was running a
development there — or a business there that vadlg ekin to an IN2 zoning. Not
really a B6 or what they were doing, but, unforteha we couldn’t do that, and so
that was where that came a critical issue in i@tatd making sure that that site could
develop independently if that so required. Andl, s&id, we've provided the
instrument, we’ve provided the design, everythikg that, and — not that | — you
know, not that | provided an economics report tpisabut there is — you do the
calculation, the amount of floor space that thisesae can provide, and it actually, |
believe, makes it a viable development option - - -

MR WILLIAMS: For that site.
MR DANIEL: - - - for the future for that site.
MR WILLIAMS: All right.

MR MATTHEWS: 1 think, just to add to that, theyeu will note, looking at the
proposed draft LEP map that we have talks dirgothhis. It's quite unusual to have
such a split number of heights across the siteitlsutecause we’ve done this level
of detail and rigorous part of the DA process thatcan actually then put in there
zero height limit for a lane way, and variable m$gthat actually reach the
maximum. So while we talk about maximum heigttss,iyou know, it hits the —
you know, the highest point — a certain part ofgite and the rest is staggered
because it talks directly to a DA. Whereas if w&dn’t had this level of detail, you
might have a blanket height across the site, agwl itfts — needs more flexibility, but
it might not end up with such a good result thatrevproposing through the DA.

MR DANIEL: And justto — at tab 14 of the subm@sthat Todd’s provided you is
the detailed landscaping plans - - -

MR WILLIAMS: Okay.

MR DANIEL: - - - which talk about the ability teave deep soil planning in that
laneway. We purposely made sure our basementtdjdnhto that - - -

MR WILLIAMS: Yeah.
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MR DANIEL: - --laneway area, so it could be deded free, you know, of title,
but also provides the opportunity for deep soihpiag and — but then also the detail
of the landscaping we’re trying to provide in thie sind around it.

MR NEAL: Of course, that's the part 4 process tha

MR WILLIAMS: Yeah.

MR NEAL: - --comes after the part 3 process.

MR WILLIAMS: Yeah, yeah.

MR NEAL: So we’ve done the part 3 and we've aleme the part 4.

MR WILLIAMS: Part 4. Sure. Sure.

MR DANIEL: But this was all done in a way to tiy give the council and the
community the confidence that a quality developnteme could be produced. So

we’re very keen about that, to make sure that wbelthe end result.

MR WILLIAMS: Sure. Okay. | think I've —my quéens have all been answered,
and they've been very good. Very helpful. Russailything you - - -

MR MILLER: I don’tthink I've got any further quetions. It has been helpful.
Thank you - - -

MR WILLIAMS: Diana, do you have anything you wddlke to ask at all?
MS D. MITCHELL: No ..... no questions.

MR WILLIAMS: Okay. Well, then, look, that's been -

MR NEAL: Do you mind if we - - -

MR WILLIAMS: Yeah.

MR NEAL: - - - provide that additional submissifust in response to the RMS
point?

MR WILLIAMS: Yes.
MR NEAL: And, secondly, how it aligns with thehetr strategic planning - - -
MR WILLIAMS: That would be helpful, yes.

MR NEAL: And we will keep that brief, because- -
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MR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR NEAL: - - -you've got a very difficult taskhead of you, with the amount of
the documents. | understand that.

MR WILLIAMS: It doesn’'t need to be long.

MR NEAL: Yeah.

MR WILLIAMS: But it's obviously just something iwriting that - - -
MR NEAL: Absolutely.

MR WILLIAMS: Is there a timing for that, Dianat all? That — the submission of
that additional information? Have we got any - - -

MS MITCHELL: Next week at the latest would be- -

MR NEAL: That's fine.

MS MITCHELL: Yeah.

MR MILLER: Could | ask you also, given that thesea large volume of material
..... on the website, you've handed us materigdydtat may or may not be in the
package we have — I'm not too sure. But couldjustireview it and if there is any
other material which you think you want to draw attention to that isn’t on — if it's
on the website - - -

MR NEAL: Yeah.

MR MILLER: - - - no problem.

MR NEAL: Okay.

MR MILLER: Ifit's on the department’s websitep problem. But if there’s
anything else, then please provide us with refer¢adt.

MR NEAL: Okay. Thank you.

MR DANIEL: Could I just make a comment - - -

MR MILLER: I'm sorry ..... bearing in mind this ia gateway review, not - - -
MR DANIEL: Yeah.

MR MILLER: - - - approval for - - -
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MR DANIEL: Correct.
MR NEAL: Absolutely.

MR DANIEL: And that, actually, to the point I'dke to make, is that at the time we
went through a lot of iterative urban design preesswith council in relation to a 25
metre height limit. Now, since that time, theres baen — you can see all the
emerging development around us, and even thougheoinont our building
becomes seven levels, at the front typically youlddave — because the
topography of the site flows. But now we’re seeiand — you know? It's —we're
seeing a lot of six-storey development that's tsh@merging, and that's one of the
criticisms that, “Your height's too much,” thingke that. So if it is that the
emerging — and the emerging framework is thatyeall shouldn’t be having this
additional height on those corner elements andythiike that, well, certainly, that’s
what the part 3 process is for.

As strategy emerges, there could be a recommendatd says, you know what,

you have to produce more commercial floor spa@tiress it and be meaningful,
and perhaps there needs to be consideration bieflgbt that more adjoins it, and if
you remove one storey off that and, you know,nf Bhot by the investors on this
site — but it needs to be considered that if we@ealdress that in a strategic context,
that the removal of that then brings a six-stoleynent to this building from the

front that adjoins with the other areas. Not thatre keen to do that, but there are
opportunities to refine this to make it match astlaes possible to get the best
planning outcome, not only for our site, but fog #djoining sites around it, and we
would ask that we're given that opportunity asphet 3 — this provides.

MR MATTHEWS: Yeah. And can | just add to thdigtlast point in, you know,
council’s reasoning was simply it doesn’t aligniwliteights and floor space ratios in
the strategy, and while we think that it does, ¢reme certain components of the
Canterbury Road Review, though, allowed for grehaégghts ..... that will align with
public benefit. There was a general comment tlxagtereys was more suitable for
the corridor, and | — that was a reason withouhev&ithout any discussion with us
or from the department and | find that a little dmusual.

The part 3 process, obviously, what's exhibited whdt the community’s consulted
on isn’'t necessarily what's finalised, particulaifiyjt's a lesser of an impact. If it's a
greater of an impact, then we would assume you avbale another exhibition
process. But there was no conversation around, tiveke are the concerns, would
you be willing to look at the heights and — etcateAnd so that conversation didn'’t
occur. But it's something that we would be morarthvilling to — you know, to talk
about. Again, just adding to Matt’'s — notwithstamgdMatt being shot by the
investors, but — yeah. That's — that just speailffycrelates to the third point.

MR MILLER: Thank you.
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MR MATTHEWS: Yeah. And, having worked for thepdetment for a number of
years, we certainly see things that used to configr ifinalisation and wouldn’t
necessarily be the same as what was exhibitedubegamu have to amend things
through community consultation and respond to tirecerns in the community. So
it's — yeah.

MR DANIEL: So we would just ask that, rather treanding us straight back to
square 1, where we would just be presented witlsange problems, likely having to
come before you again in a couple of years tima, grw, because we’re not
finding the ability to redevelop the site and wi# bave these problems, to allow us
to deal with their criticisms that are in somelwte documents that are saying this
shouldn’t proceed and allow us to respond and é&mgé things as they may see fit
and what your views are on that.

So we — so the scheme is a viable developments loutlerly development in its
context of where itis. There’s a metro statiomew here. I've idiot checked it
myself and walked back and forth to Belmore anditfind what would it be like for
somebody here, because at the end of the day alamged with making sure we
deliver a product that can be — that’s tenablé¢onbarket. And as that new train
service comes every three minutes, the walk is plygsant, it's very nice, as the
street ..... develops, | really believe this isappropriate development there without
undermining the objectives of the state and rediplzens that cover this site.

MR MATTHEWS: And can | just add, sorry, one md¢ineng. But on plan1—1
think it's page 4, there is a plan of the appravader the SEC - - -

MR WILLIAMS: Right.
MR MATTHEWS: - - - which will be directly opposit- - -
MR WILLIAMS: Yes, yes. That's fine.

MR MATTHEWS: Yes. So your — with the emergingtpan of mixed-use
development around it, including the - - -

MR WILLIAMS: Right.
MR MATTHEWS: A plan of the — of that site.
MR WILLIAMS: Okay. Well, | think — well, thanksery much, gentlemen. That's

been very helpful. So we might close it there, @vahk you very much for your
time.

RECORDING CONCLUDED [10.16 am]
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