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MR S. O'CONNOR: Before we begin, | would likedoknowledge the traditional
owners of the land on which we meet, the Gadigapfee | would also like to pay
my respects to their elders past and present atié telders from other communities
who may be here today. Welcome to the meetingsesirge Community Housing
Sustainability Limited — the applicant — is seekapproval for the construction and
operation of an 18-storey social and affordablesimaydevelopment at 11 Gibbons
Street, Redfern.

My name is Steve O’Connor. I'm the chair of tH*Cl panel. Joining me is my
fellow commissioner Wendy Lewin as well as Oliviadt, and David Way from the
Secretariat on my left. In the interests of opesraend transparency and to ensure
the full capture of information, today’s meetingmsing recorded and a full transcript
will be produced and made available on the Comanissiwebsite. The meeting is
one part of the Commission’s decision-making precdsis taking place at the
preliminary stage of this process and will form afeeveral sources of information
upon which the commission will base its final demis It's important for
commissioners to ask questions of attendees acldrify issues where we consider
it appropriate.

If you are asked a question and are not in a jposit answer, please feel free to take
the question on notice and provide any additiomfirmation in writing which we

will then put on our website. | request that almbers here today introduce
themselves before speaking for the first time amcafi members to ensure that they
do not speak over the top of each other to ensumeracy of the transcript. So that’s
the formalities out of the way. We have an ageartthwe’ve done the quick
introductions — done the opening statement. Weéathgg to the project summary

and is that over to you, David, for that.

MR D. McNAMARA: Yes, Steve. Thank you. David Mamara, director, key
sites assessment. If it's okay with you, | coalllk to a project summary and a
summary of the agency advice during exhibition ereh once I've done that, | will
hand on to Andy to talk about some of those kegssrent issues. He will give you
an overview of those. Whilst doing that todayré&'®a couple of images we’ve got
in a pack which I will let you look on to and | Wwikfer to. We can send through a
copy of these if you want to then attach that torkcord of the meeting or put it on
the website. | will leave that up to you. Ther® or six images | will refer to,
images that are in the report.

So 11 Gibbons Street, Redfern — it's a proposeéldpment for an 18-storey, 160-
apartment social and affordable housing developrinethie suburb of Redfern. The
proposal also includes some ancillary ground ftetail office and commercial type
uses. The first image before you just locatesitge It's a former City of Sydney
Council depot — | think it was previously South 8gg Council before the
amalgamation. The site was sold to St George CamtynHousing with a specific
restriction: that the site be developed for soara affordable housing. And this
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site forms part of the wider Redfern Town Centieated on the corner of Gibbons
Street and Marian Street.

The immediate area has been subject to signifiesi@velopment across the past
decade. There are several completed developneetite horth nearby this site and
this is one of several sites with current developina@plications under assessment
by the department and student and affordable hgusimcreasingly becoming the
preferred land use within this precinct, a numbjezaonpleted developments to the
north providing student housing. | move now togkeond image in the pack which
helps show the relationship of the adjoining depalent sites. The subject site is
shown in red. Immediately to the north of thatdidoa site has been developed with
an 18-storey residential student accommodationihgus

MR O'CONNOR: How new is that, David, do you know?

MR McNAMARA: Not exact numbers — it would be slarinumbers to or more
than the number of apartments in here, but we oafirm that to you, the exact
details of the approval.

MR O'CONNOR: So is it just student accommodation
MS W. LEWIN: s it this one or this one?

MR McNAMARA: So —yes. So the site 60 — 78 Ragsineet is student
accommodation developed by Iglu and then you hesiential development to the
blocks to the west, the 157 to 159.

MR A. NIXEY: So Andy Nixey, principal planner t¢iie department. Sorry; the
tag has just gone a little bit off to the side &heBo that's 79 Gibbons there.

MR McNAMARA: So that's development to the nortie’ve also — there have
been previous approvals issued on 80 — 88 Regs¥etSsome approvals issued by
the Commission, but we also have an applicatiothahsame site to change the
approval from residential to student housing ard'shcurrently under assessment.
And you will see another site to the south of thieject site — 13 — 23 Gibbons Street
— an application currently being considered fodstt housing, and then the green
site on the diagram, 90 — 102 Redfern Street, wis'sged Secretary’s
Environmental Assessment Requirements and wilkipe&ing an application to be
lodged in the coming months for redevelopment gty again for student housing
but obviously not formally lodged yet.

So there’s a lot going on in this little precind¥/e move across to the third image in
the pack — image 3 — it illustrates the site imtieh to the surrounding set height
controls. You will see some block height conttobwn here and then the site shown
in red. Continuing to move on, the next two imagesges 4 and 5, are illustrations
of the proposed design. The proposed design lageslthrough extensive
participation in the state design review panel essdnvolving four meetings
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between May and August 2018 and then a furtheringeat December 2018. That's
referenced through page 23 in our report in motaildeThe panel’s involvement
has resulted in a number of refinements to theydesi

The panel supports the design and on the basiewfdupport and our own
assessment, the department considers this devetbpyoeld exhibit design
excellence. Some of the key features of the devedmt, as you will notice, is the
three-storey brick podium to both street frontagethree-tower modulation to the
upper levels with varying setbacks and materialsyeslandscaping and communal
spaces both on the roof podium as well as on thatdevel 17. There’s no car
parking proposed. There’s no basement proposédreTare bicycle parking at
ground level accessible from William Lane. Becaigga proposal for social and
affordable housing, it’s eligible for a 20 per céinbr space bonus under the
Affordable Rental Housing SEPP and that’'s discussepage 29 of our report. That
increases the potential permissible FSR from a bhaseven to one to 8.4 to one and
that would extrapolate out to a total maximum GRAust over 13,000 metres
squared.

Moving through to image 6 in the pack, it showsrdlationship of the height
controls that apply to the site. There’s a threeey height control for the podium
suggesting a four-metre setback for then a fourersdtback to the tower area
above. The proposed tower, in this case, exterittistiat four-metre setback zone
and a SEPP 1 objection was submitted for that trani@nd our report goes into that
issue in some detail and we can talk to that laténe presentation. The application
was publicly exhibited. We received seven publiorsissions which were all
objections. The key concerns in those submissiglased to matters such as height,
overshadowing, wind impacts and also the cumulathgact of development in the
wider area.

The government architect the New South Wales offiggported the proposed
design, noting its refinement through the statégteseview panel process. The City
of Sydney Council objected to the proposed devemThe city’s key concerns
could be summarised as the erosion of the fourentetwer setback to Gibbons
Street, building separation and privacy impactsidayimpact, noise and ventilation
issues particularly along Gibbons Street and dgveént contributions. And the
concerns of the city raised both initially and @sponse to the response to
submissions are detailed on pages 19 and 21 afss@ssment report.

The proponent — their response to submissionsdat®d a number of changes that
could be summarised as follows: they increasgtukum setback out to six metres
from the centre of William Lane. They increase Marian Street setback to three
metres from the curb line. They made a rangews$ians to apartment layouts to
the fenestration of balconies, etcetera, predontiynémaddress privacy concerns.
They made a number of changes in accordance vathetommendations of their
technical wind report and they also provided inseshbicycle parking.
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That’s a snapshot of the changes that they intediand then allowed us to then
conduct and finalise our assessment. That braugtrea number of key issues which
we would like to briefly talk about today and | inmiand on to Andy to talk about
those key issues being setbacks and building separaoise and ventilation, wind
and contributions as well as anything else aftat tihat you would like us to talk
about in more detail. So - - -

MR O’CONNOR: Just before we go to Andy, you didntion the 20 per cent
bonus that's available because it's affordable sowial housing. Is there any criteria
to be able to achieve that 20 per cent bonus, ibmisrely the fact that that's what
you're proposing gets you the bonus?

MR McNAMARA: Yes. There'sno - - -
MR O'CONNOR: ..... CAD design excellence or dmgt like that?

MR McNAMARA: Well, design excellence is a requitent anyway because of —
the LEP provisions require design excellence todied up. There’s no additional
provisions for the 20 per cent - - -

MR NIXEY: Not under the Affordable Rental HousiBEPP.

MR McNAMARA: So it still just needs to be an assment under the heads of
consideration under the Act. Design excellencedggirements of the LEP,
regardless of whether the 20 per cent is appligtbbr

MR NIXEY: Yes. Sorry. Justto clarify, it's tHgtate Significant Precinct SEPP
which sets the design excellence requirements Hejest requires us to consider
design excellence in the assessment. Okay. Sa.thesue to talk about is the
setbacks in the building separation. So we haed #istorey height control which
we talked about earlier which the developer hasptiea with. As mentioned, the
Affordable Rental Housing SEPP provides a bonushisrform of affordable
housing development. So we’ve got over additienah additional 2000 square
metres of permissible floor space which will resaltarger floor plates and that in
turn results in reduced setbacks to each sideegbithposed tower.

If I can go to the next — sorry, you're alreadytbat image. So this shows the
variations in relation to the set tower — the seftb@ontrols. So that’'s the four-metre
setback control from Gibbons Street and from MaB&eet above the podium. So
as you can see, there’s — because we've got thier tmodulation design which was
developed through the design panel; — the staignieeview panel, we've got
variations which come down to 400 mil here, andiolisty the greater setbacks up
to seven metres between the towers there and tagsvaround with similar form of
variations on the Marian Street side as well. Ht's

MR O’CONNOR: So before we leave that, Andy, thare no variations to any
development standards in terms of setbacks tottiex boundaries?
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MR NIXEY: Not to William Lane. The SEPP only héee controls wrapping
around Marian and Gibbons. So the — also the d¢kae to talk about with setbacks
is the ADG which is the next one here.

MR O’CONNOR: ADG.

MR NIXEY: So we don’'t have any residential deysigent on the other side.

That's the Gibbons Street Reserve. So taking gahe centre line of Marian Street
for the — for the setbacks there. We've got séthat 8.2 metres down to 6.4 metres
to, if | remember rightly, that's 13 to 23 to theush, and then we’ve got a six metre
control there, and it's 4.6 metres to 7.5 meti®s.that’'s generating the 12 metre
separation, the six metres on each side, andntitas to William Lane. We've got
nine metres above the podium coming down to 4.9axett its closest point there. |
guess that important thing to consider here, amidl just take you to the last image
that we have in the booklet here, is if you talkeADG controls which — well, | say
controls. They’re not controls. They're recommetiahs.

And add them on with the podium setback control@elt they're actually ..... very
small developable area and | don't think that viesintent of the ADG obviously to
have these hard and fast controls here. It's raboait how you consider issues of
privacy and building separation, and it's similartbe — to the — for the set controls
as well. They've been varied for other sites mtibwn centre.

So what — so rather than focusing slavishly orst#ttback — the numerical setback
controls, we've looked at the impacts from thoseies. So in terms of the visual
impacts, so the chemistry setback is high becdwese’s the four metre control, but
it's considered there the various setbacks woutde®ult in adverse visual impact
and the State Design Review Panel agrees — no meneth the variation, given the
desirable design outcomes.

We've referred to that in page 23 of our reporbuXan see the design is consistent
is consistent with the emerging high density charaaf the town centre, and, of
course, if you did push the tower further backeimts of the tower setbacks, say,
from Gibbons Street, you're reducing the setback#&/iiliam Lane, for example, or
you're simply reducing the four plate area whighihk would prevent the
redevelopment on the site, certainly for social afidrdable housing.

| mean, obviously, it receives the benefit on tfierdable rental housing steps are
meant to take it away because of trying to complly fwith these numerical controls
rather than the impacts. We've looked at thoseaittgpinstead. Overshadowing —
page 31 of the report talks of overshadowing. Wejot minor slivers of additional
overshadowing from these non-compliances. Viewgain, minimal impact on
view corridors in comparison with a compliant deyeghent.

And we say privacy obviously being an importantdadn the assessment. And,
again, noting that they’re not strict developmeandards, and certainly on the block
to the north in Redfern town centre, there has laegredominant 12 metre
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separation between the towers that has been adepteédhe design has been refined
to incorporate various design treatments to enseiee got privacy, particularly to
the future development at 90 to 102 Regent Stregéso the future development at
13 to 23 as well, so there we’re talking of highdlewindows, obscure glazing,
balcony screening and making sure the window placgsnare appropriate with
regard to neighbouring developments as well. Justing on from building
separation. So - - -

MS LEWIN: Sorry — | don’t mean to interrupt. Youention that to the north
there’s predominately a 12 metre separation betweeaxisting developments. Is
that the case?

MR NIXEY: Yes.
MS LEWIN: And they’re mostly residential or resitial or a mix of commercial?
MR NIXEY: No, they're residential and student acunodation.

MS LEWIN: The ones you're — these — okay. So'mgmteferring to the
redevelopments which are student. Do you envisdtje a question we can talk
about a little later, but it would seem to me thvaat’s being proposed and in relation
to what has recently been built, the student accodation, there might be a future
consideration of urban design — specific urbangesontrols for this precinct if it's
going to be developed as student, social or affdedaousing? Because each
development so far has been considered in rel&diamot a compromise, but an
adjournment or a relaxation of certain guidelineg a- -

MR McNAMARA: Yes, | guess when you're looking student accommodation
there isn’'t a specific set of guidelines and weehtavrely on the scheme that applies
to the site, the ADG, and take an approach of applthat as best you can. There
isn’t a specific set of design guidelines, fortwhaor unfortunately. Maybe student
accommodation would be easier to assess if we Isatl@f criteria specifically for it.
We've already got in this precinct with the imagesshowed earlier a lot of
development already approved or under assessnmeht taink we are required to
just use the most applicable guideline being AD@ tne controls and the scheme
that has been — is in place for the site that #iteszoning, sets the setbacks and so
forth, and just undertake a merit-based assessniiemnot sure we will have the
luxury of getting a specific set of guidelines list precinct.

MS LEWIN: So we're still working on site specifissues rather than a precinct .....
consideration.

MR McNAMARA: Yes. Well, | guess there’s - - -
MS LEWIN: As they build up - - -

MR McNAMARA: Yes.
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MS LEWIN: - - - you're going to be facing the samort of concerns and
discussions each time.

MR McNAMARA: Indeed, we do. Yes. Yes. And,ue&ss, what we've to have a
view on this side and the other side is to loothase key relationships - - -

MS LEWIN: Yes.

MR McNAMARA: - - - to understand what the poteziimpact from a
development could be to a joining development gaihgad in the future. So here
we paid a lot of attention to the Gibbons Street the eastern elevation where the
development will interact with future developme@ibbons Street, having that park
to the west gives you a little bit more breathipgee and we know that won't get
developed, so that has helped shaped our assessihmentes and impacts. Just that
context, and — because we do have a number of lotbeapplications and matters
before us, we've got a pretty good understandingladt the future built form will
likely look like on those adjoining sites which pglas well.

MS LEWIN: Okay. Thank you.

MR NIXEY: Just moving on to noise and ventilatiohhis was one of council’s

key concerns. So what's proposed is a hybrid lamh system comprising solar
powered fans on the roof. These will provide frasito apartments via a ducted
system. We talked of this on page 45 of the repBd the system is environmentally
neutral and will allow residents — obviously givea’re in a high noise area on
Gibbons Street here, so will allow residents tookéie windows closed if they desire
and they will still receive airflow ventilation. 03 know council’'s concerns revolved
around the use of mechanical ventilation in anynfand referred to the ADG, but —
so our view of the — actually satisfies the intefnthe ADG because the ADG itself
acknowledges that it's not — it may not be possiblsatisfy natural cross ventilation
recommendations in noisy environments. And celstan referred to in the report,
there has been other similar alternative methodstfral ventilation on either sites,
even 80 to 88 regent Street which was approvetidogdmmission — a different
form of ventilation proposed there.

MR O'CONNOR: Wendy, did you have questions akibatventilation system?

MS LEWIN: Yes. It's about the draw. Has the kgt given you more
information than we have in your very good repabtput how the — when the solar
passage mechanics kick in, there has to be a dsaivthe — is the system pushing
air down or pulling it up, and if it's either wathere has either got to be an ability
for the air to be released so that there is the@@xtion or the passage of air, or in
reverse, whereas the intake, to be able to be doaivnit doesn’t appear to be on
any documents that we have in front of us, andtlyvondered whether that could be
further explained. Also, if they're going to clodeors and windows to mitigate the
noise issue, is there sufficient draw or, not seimeakage, but a passage of air that
can be for release and not pressurising?
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MR NIXEY: | think there has been quite a lot nfarmation submitted about this
ventilation system, and it has evolved during thgliaation process as they've
responded to the State Design Review Panel’s cortsnagwl obviously just worked
through how it would work themselves. So it's 4 asderstand it, it would pull the
air down. There are trickle vents and differenthmnds that the air can, you know,
permeate out of the apartments as well, but igs #'s — | think it is fairly
complicated. It might be - - -

MR O’CONNOR: Good question for the undertaking.
MR NIXEY: Good question to — | think Northrop feprovided quite a lot of - - -
MS LEWIN: It shouldn’t be complicated. It's aryesimple principle. Yes.

MR NIXEY: Not only the principle, but | think -nal | know the applicants have
spent a lot of time working with Northrop to getstisystem working and obviously
how the solar power will relate to it, so a goo@sfion for them, | think.

MS LEWIN: We will ask. That’s good.

MR McNAMARA: Yes, | think where — how we’ve looHeat this is it should give
people a choice. Itis a noisy environment. Spewple may choose to want to have
their window closed to deal with the noise enviremta There’s a choice then to not
have to rely on mechanical ventilation solely. @theople may have — and this
hybrid system, to call it hybrid ventilation systetdoes give people a choice to close
it off or open it up. And then similarly if theythey may choose to accept the noise.
So what would be really focused on here is it dpes people more options than just
a straight situation of opening or closing a window

MR O’CONNOR: Got to open the window. Yes.

MR McNAMARA: There’s an alternate option thereitiprobably best we do —
yes, speak to the applicant about the specifiagesdon’t mislead you about how it
works.

MS LEWIN: Good. Thank you.

MR NIXEY: The nextissue is wind. So the RTS aoh@ents include extending

the awning around and across the full Marian Sfreetage chamfering the south
western podium corner, and provision of variousdsgreens and vegetation on the
level 3 open space. So the RTS wind report cosfitmat the trafficable areas within
and around the development will be suitable foirtiended use and satisfy the
required controls to wind impacts. And obviouslynavwill impact. It's an 18

storey development. So it's how you obviously gate those impacts, and given the
technical information provided were satisfied ttegty will be suitably ameliorated.
Can move on to the final issue | was going to &dkut which was contributions. So
council — excuse me — considered the Redfern Whatexlithority Contributions
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Plan 2006 and the Affordable Housing Contributi®ten 2006 should be applied to
the development.

Urban Growth New South Wales administer these pdawasthey’ve recommended
that any monetary contribution payments be waivethe basis that the costs of the
proposed public domain works exceeding the requicedribution amount, and the
fact that the proposed development is for socidlatfordable housing. The
department — council have raised concerns andwistyfor the contributions to be
paid. We don't consider the council’s positiorb®justified effectively because as
explained by Urban Growth New South Wales the esdtoh costs of the public
domains works is around 136,000. | imagine thatdwually gone up because the
setback to William Lane has increased since that.tiAnd that exceeds the required
contribution of just over $47,000.

MR O'CONNOR: Can you point out where those pubienain works are taking
place.

MR NIXEY: Yes, | don’'t have ground floor plan. oM might have a better plan
here.

MS LEWIN: Yes, we have.

MR NIXEY: Yes. Really, it's — it's just the setbks to William Lane
predominately. We’ve gone to quite a sizeableasstlof over three metres there.
So, you know, this is a very narrow footpath atti@ment. So with a 3.2 metre
setback there. Also | think it’s just under a raetrthe increased setback to Marian
Street.

MR O’'CONNOR: Right.

MR NIXEY: But obviously the works will — we wilheed to tie the whole footpath
in accordance with council’s recommendation coodgifor the public domain.
There’s no real increased setback onto GibbongtSiig there are street tree
planting - - -

MR O'CONNOR: And this remains private property.

MR NIXEY: Yes.

MR O’CONNOR: Is there going to be any easemenpftlic access? It's going
to be an open area that people can just walk tiwomp you know - - -

MR NIXEY: No, that's going to be gated.

MR O'CONNOR: ltis.
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MR NIXEY: So, yes, that’s just their private dgiway for servicing arrangements.
The plan is — | say plan, our understanding iswitit the development of 13 to 23,
William Lane will be extended through to Margaréte®t. And so we will have a —
not a through side link but obviously an extra -additional length through between
the sites as well. So, yes, the final reason vba®asly the development is for
social and affordable housing, so we don’t consider be reasonable to charge an
affordable housing contribution.

MR O’CONNOR: But wasn’t council’'s counterarguméimat a component of it is
retail and commercial café and maybe the chargasdlapply to that component?

MR NIXEY: They're a very small component of thevélopment. [ think the fact
we’re have 160 social and affordable housing wpmitsvided in perpetuity | think
would offset the relatively small amount of contrtilons required for those areas.
And to say Urban Growth New South Wales are theimidimators of the plant and
they've suggested they be waived subject to canditand we’ve incorporated those
conditions in our .....

MR McNAMARA: Yes, | guess given that the plan dadlow this scenario of
works in kind to be provided in lieu of a contrilmut and the administrator of the
planned urban growth have given their agreemetitabapproach, we do have to
give a lot of weight to what the plan allows and #uministrator's comments, and
just noting the retail commercial and café areasapproximately 250 or so square
metres out of a development site around 13,000.

MR NIXEY: | think there was over thirteen - - -

MR McNAMARA: So as a proportion it's very small.

MR NIXEY: Yes.

MR McNAMARA: And the value of the social and afftable housing can't be
discounted and it might be worth asking the citwhbey waive contributions or
where they waive contributions for social and affdsle housing in other parts of the
city such as maybe Green Square or others andthdiatapproach is there. We're
comfortable that we're administering — applying hen appropriately. Urban
Growth as the administrator of the plan have getability to allow this situation to
occur. We don't think it's an unreasonable outcomthis case.

MS LEWIN: David, does this stay in perpetuity@umunity — sorry. Yes.

MR NIXEY: Sorry; the office component?

MS LEWIN: The community hub, yes.

MR NIXEY: Yes. Yes. | mean, their - - -
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MS LEWIN: That also goes with the in perpetuigelof the site.

MR NIXEY: Yes, SGCH Office will service this dee@ment and some of their
other developments within the city as well and thé{/form, yes, part of the overall

MR O’CONNOR: Just while we’re on that particuissue, can you take me to the
condition that requires that in perpetuity aspect?

MR NIXEY: |thinkit's E4. It's E4(D) ..... regttion on the .....
MR O'CONNOR: Yes. That's good.

MR NIXEY: Okay. Well, just conclude, followinguo detailed assessment, the
department supports the proposed development subjeonditions and presents the
application to the commission for approval.

MR O'CONNOR: Great. Thank you very much for thag¢sentation. Both Wendy
and |, we were impressed with the report. We thoitgvas very well done, so - - -

MR NIXEY: Thank you.

MR O’CONNOR: Pass that on to Anthea too givert #iee didn’t make it today.
MR NIXEY: Yes, | will. Yes.

MS LEWIN: No, it was good. It's very well orgaeid.

MR O’'CONNOR: | might start off with a couple obigstions.

MS LEWIN: Go for it, yes.

MR O'CONNOR: Thanks, Wendy. Just one of two diees about the power that
the IPC has. So I think that takes us to pagef ¥6ur report, section 4.1. You talk
about this being a State Significant Developmeajgat. And you referenced both
the State and Regional Development SEPPs and thistblis delegation dated 14
September 2011 and both of these are pointing tisméue IPC, being the consent
authority. But you make a point in relation to flist State and Regional
Development SEPP that council objected outsidertaedatory period for
community participation. Was there an implicatibare that therefore that trigger
doesn’t apply? In other words, IPC might not ke ¢bnsent authority in relation to
SRD SEPP?

MR McNAMARA: | think our letter of referral clafied that it was on the basis of
the Minister’s delegate that the IPC would be deieing this matter, not as the
consent authority. It is the timing of the — ofiogil’s submission if it — as you
probably know, Steve, it occurs during the formdiibition period of the trigger of
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consent authority power because it came outsidéothaal exhibition that triggers
your power as a delegate of the Minister. Buirktour referral letter should have
clarified that, but I'm more than happy to follow if we need to, to just absolutely
clarify without doubt our understanding is that ypower - - -

MR O'CONNOR: Yes. So---

MR McNAMARA: - - - rests as a delegate of the Mtier.

MR O’CONNOR: s in relation to the Minister’'s @gjation.

MR McNAMARA: Yes.

MR O'CONNOR: Okay. Yes. That's fine. Justagain, statutory-wise, | noted
further on in that chapter — see if | can find thahaybe it was another chapter.
There’s reference to the RMS concurrence beingimedunder the Roads Act and
also Sydney Train’s concurrence being requirethéninfrastructure SEPP and
clause 102. So is that the case, that we reqaireusrence from both those
authorities ..... powers to exercise by determiningapproval.

MR NIXEY: So what page are you referring to?

MR O’'CONNOR: 1 just find — it will be the — whetbose particular SEPPS are
assessed in your report which, | think, betweemptEhes.

MR NIXEY: There’s, like, not normally a concuri@nrequired with SSD.

MR O’CONNOR: That's what | wanted to be clear drwill have a look through.
We - - -

MR NIXEY: Yes.

MR O’'CONNOR: - - - will come back to that.

MR McNAMARA: Because there is a reference on pagehat, in accordance with
the infrastructure SEPP, we made referrals to RMSTaansport for New South
Wales, but if you can point us to it — another pgssin the report - - -

MR O’CONNOR: Sure.

MR McNAMARA: - - - we can take that on notice.

MR O’CONNOR: We will come back to you on that.

MS LEWIN: We will come back, yes.
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MR O'CONNOR: Yes. The — can you take me to theditions that referred to the
consolidation of the lots. This is also a — it'subdivision application, as well as a
development application. Looking through, | wast fiinding it hard to see where
those conditions requiring consolidation and thertg of that land all happening.

MR NIXEY: Yes. I'm looking at it now. Looks l&the part G hasn’t come across.
It's not here either. So there — yes. Thereasé¢hconditions, but — so | will have to
forward them to you. Sorry about that.

MR O’'CONNOR: So we haven't — there’s another - -
MR NIXEY: There - - -

MS LEWIN: G.

MR O’'CONNOR: After Fis G.

MR NIXEY: Because it — because — yes, becausastjust a small additional
section for the subdivision that has gone awry.

MR O'CONNOR: Good. Okay.
MS LEWIN: Okay.

MR O’CONNOR: | was wondering where it was. |tght it was buried
somewhere else. Good. Well, you will provide tliatis. Right. And just on the
issue of bicycle parking, | note that they’'ve hiadthe response to submissions
report, they did increase the bicycle parking irt pan the response to council’s
concerns being raised, but they’re only proposidigi@aces for the 160 dwellings.
Council’s code requires that 160 spaces for 16dIohgs.

There’s talk in the report about the applicant wanto encourage bicycle use and
looking at instituting some sort of share schemleeip encourage bicycle use, and it
just seemed that given there’s no car parking t& #iis is the only form of vehicle
parking, that that might be a bit on the low sidad you have an opinion about
whether the 80 spaces for the dwellings — | acttephumber of spaces for the other
uses on site. It's the ones with the dwellings semed to ring a bell.

MR NIXEY: Yes. So, obviously, there’s no basemaith this development.
MR O'CONNOR: Yes.

MR NIXEY: So all bicycle parking has to be progition the ground floor. So the
applicant’s contention is that the — because Ikthimder the council’'s Development
Control Plan that require 160 resident spaces; #rgument is that that rate is not
tailored to the specific needs to social and atiblé housing, and their evidence was
that 80 to 90 per cent of their residences, I'vense other developments that they
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have, don't have bicycles. So their concern, alisiyy would be providing a huge
amount of bicycle spacing for residents that dohaste bicycles. So their analysis
was they expect up to 40 tenants to own and useyel®. So providing 80 spaces
and encouraging bicycle use through their bicyblre scheme would be an
appropriate balance between that and mostly wigisuite a large amount of their
ground floor for bike parking which their — so thanalysis of their other space is
that it wouldn’t be utilised.

MR O’CONNOR: So the bicycle share scheme woulbrsguire the bikes to be
parked onsite, | take it?

MR NIXEY: Yes. Yes.
MR O'CONNOR: Yes. Yes. Okay.

MR McNAMARA: Yes, it could be an allocation orppallocation of the spaces
they've got - - -

MR O'CONNOR: Of the 80 spaces.

MR McNAMARA: - - -toward a share scheme whiah eiffect, gives you - - -
MR O’CONNOR: Exactly.

MR McNAMARA: - - - a lot more accessibility foheir residents. It would be
good to maybe explore that with them as to whatghare scheme might look like
and any experience they’ve got on their other sites

MR O'CONNOR: Yes. Okay. You have any questions

MS LEWIN: No further to what I've already askee -

MR O’CONNOR: All right.

MS LEWIN: - - - at this stage.

MR O'CONNOR: What about David and Olivia? Anythiyou want to raise or
ask?

MR D. WAY: No.
MS HIRST: No.
MR O'CONNOR: No? Okay. So subject to us contiagk to you, we're just

clarifying about that concurrence issue, but I kHime only thing that you were going
to do is get back to us in relation to - - -
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MR McNAMARA: Part G of consent.

MR O'CONNOR: Yes, part G of consent, of course.

MR McNAMARA: Yes.

MR O’CONNOR: The missing part.

MR McNAMARA: Apologies about that, yes.
MR O’'CONNOR: Great. Okay.

MR McNAMARA: Okay.

MR O'CONNOR: That's the case, then. Thanks vanch, Caitlin. We might end

the transcript now. Thanks.

RECORDING CONCLUDED

[10.11 am]
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