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Introduction 
The Coalition Chippendale Community Groups (CCCG) is a coalition of local community groups; the Chippendale Residents Interest Group, East Chippendale Community Groups and FoCUS, Friends of Carlton United Brewery site.
These groups represent a broad cross section of community interests including residents (both property owners and tenants), business owners, students and workers, with two of the three community groups established for many years.  FoCUS, more recently established in October 2003, was specifically formed in response to the redevelopment of the CUB site.  

The groups historically work closely together and have a large circulation base of subscribers who are kept regularly informed of local issues. Community meetings are organised in response to local issues with regular Committee meetings held.   
Both CRIG and ECCG have made representations on behalf of the community to Commissions of Inquiry, appeared before the Land & Environment Court and attended numerous Council Committee meetings as well as the Central Sydney Planning Committee (CSPC) meetings.

Committee Members have a sound knowledge of planning legislation and are familiar with the local heritage controls as well as the Chippendale Heritage Conservation Study commissioned by the former South Sydney City Council.   Members have an intimate knowledge of the consultation process, the previous Design Competition and previous plans developed by both the City of Sydney (CoS) and Fosters.   Regular community feedback is received via a circulation database from nearly 300 subscribers. 
Both CRIG and ECCG are also members of CityRAGS, a coalition of inner city community groups.   They also work closely with REDWatch, which represents the community in the Redfern-Everleigh-Darlington-Waterloo area. 
Whilst some Committee Members work in the planning/construction industry, all act in their capacity as Committee Members on a personal basis.  Currently one of the Committee Members is professionally engaged by one of the Consultants within the consortium acting for Fosters, with specific arrangements in place to ensure ethical and  professional standards are not breached.   
Part 1 - Executive Summary

Committee Members from the Coalition Chippendale Community Groups (CCCG) have reviewed the Study and  Environmental Assessment Report (EAR), draft Planning Agreements, attended the single public meeting organised by the Expert Advisory Panel (EAP), met with the Minister in July this year, and attended the recent Fosters Information Sessions.

Committee Members are also on the Stakeholder Reference Panel, which provided feedback to the Expert Advisory Panel. A Committee Member was also appointed to Australand’s previous People and Place Group. 

Having reviewed the relevant documentation, the CCCG strongly objects to the proposed Concept Plan (Plan) lodged on behalf of Carlton United Brewery (NSW) Pty Ltd (Fosters), because it considers the Plan is not in the public interest.
Whilst CCCG supports the site’s redevelopment, the Plan in its current form radically alters the face of Chippendale from a historical village on the city edge to a quasi mini-Manhatten/Kowloon, out of context and character with its heritage surrounds and past, which compromises sound and sustainable planning standards and leaves a sad legacy on the city edge.
There is also grave concern throughout the community, that despite 3 years consultation, the proposal ignores important findings from the Jury Report for the Design Competition and fails to address key concerns raised over the last 3 years. 
Significant concerns are raised about transparency and process and the Concept Plan/Study.  


Whilst further detail is provided within the Submission, given the weight of some of the concerns raised in relation to transparency and process, it is appropriate to incorporate some of these concerns more at length within the Executive Summary, than rely on the reader to find this within the balance of the Submission. 
A. Process 
1. It is imperative that the community consultation and process under Part 3A, meet ethical and governance standards, not only because of the project’s size but also to address the Government’s financial involvement, as the beneficiary of developer levies which are linked by a direct financial incentive (via a sliding scale) to the amount of gross floor space achieved by the proponent.

2. The community consultation process since the Minister’s “call-in” in June 2006, has been ineffective and apparent in its absence of genuine consultation.  It is largely described as going through the motions (tick the box method).

3. Further the consultation process has failed to meet the intent of the Director General Requirements, specifically in relation to lead agencies including the City of Sydney and some other key organisations. 

4. Key findings from the Design Competition (held in 2004), specifically held for the purposes of informing changes to the planning controls, have been ignored by the Expert Advisory Panel (EAP) - who are appointed by the Minister for the purposes of strengthening the assessment process.

5. Whilst the EAP’s appointment is not mandatory, their role precludes the right of a future Appeal.  Disturbingly, the only public meeting organised (by the EAP) for the purposes of informing debate, was managed in a way that was misleading, with fundamental information not presented and important enquiries ignored.
6. Concerns are also held about the lack of independence of the EAP, a four panel committee, where two of the four members are Board Members on the Redfern Waterloo Authority, who is the major beneficiary of developer levies funds from the CUB site for the “purposes” of “affordable housing” outside Chippendale. 
We note this contribution allows the funds to be used for the “purposes” of supplying affordable housing – i.e. the contribution can be used as joint venture funding for the purposes of putting in place affordable housing.   

Further we note the person who is the Chair of the EAP, is a key NSW Planning Department employee, with another member being  the head of Landcom. 
Similarly, concerns are raised where one of the panel members (on the Government dominated CSPC, who was responsible for the motion inviting the Minister’s call-in for the project), is the Chair for the Heritage Council for NSW, and sits alongside another Council member who is the Principal from the key Consultant acting for Fosters, who has responsibility for the certification of the Study/EAR.
7. Whilst we do not claim the information contained in the Reports that form the combined Study documents is false, we believe the information is incorrect and misleading in part; this includes concerns about missing information as well as information we believe to be incorrect or not thorough in its examination.  This includes assumptions made in the Executive Summary and EA Report.  

8. Given the appointment of an EAP (Panel) by the Minister precludes a later Appeal, we believe the Panel’s appointment must conform to the usual standards for the appointment of review panels, and where a potential conflict of interest may exist, comply with usual governance standards. In this case, we believe it has failed to do so.  
9. The process where the EAP effectively “negotiated” the Plans with the proponent’s Consultants prior to finalising  their Report is also questioned.  
10. Disturbingly, the EAP Report was delivered to the Minister and provided to the media, prior to the public submission closing period. Whilst it was largely believed this occurred on Wednesday the 30 August 2006 prior to the closing time for public submissions, the Study/EA Report reveals the EAP’s Report was handed to the Minister 3 days before submissions closed (page 10). The public’s input into the EAP process was obviously a farce.
11. Notwithstanding this, the EAP Report’s recommendations fail to meet SEPP 65 objectives.  We believe it fails to   “ensure an appropriate quality of development that responds to the surrounding communities and built form” as suggested.
12. In July this year, the Department issued draft Director General Requirements, prior to the EAP’s Reports and recommendations being finalised.  This was used by the Project Team to commence the preparation of the Study and EAR which was lodged with the Minister within days of the DGR’s being issued in October.  We believe the way in which the Study and Environmental Assessment has been prepared raises specific concerns and fails to adequately consider the impact the project will have in terms of ecologically sustainable development.
13. We believe the process, where a draft DGR was issued within days of the Ministers Order, and where the outcomes and recommendations were “negotiated” with the EAP prior to the release of their Report to the Minister, have clouded the process and suggest collusion in determining the EAP recommendations.  
14. Given the concerns already raised, the CCCG believes the process has not been transparent, nor the intent for independent review by the EAP achieved and indeed may have compromised the process.

15. Prior to the Minister’s call-in, the City of Sydney (CoS) spent substantial time and funds.  Notwithstanding that some of the key findings from this period are ignored in the Study/EAR, this process failed to address some key issues impacting the local community.

16. This includes the ten “Guiding Principles”, which were pre-determined before the Community Workshop (December 2004) and despite extensive input, community feedback ignored, resulting in an unusual situation, where the CSPC’s intervened on the community’s behalf to address the most critical Principle, a Sense of Place.  

Here, the Principle was changed from “maximise capacity with environmental constraints” to “balance capacity with environmental constraints…..” (refer Minutes CSPC 10 March 2005).  Assurances were also given at this meeting, that key yet unresolved community concerns would be addressed. Yet within days, Australand announced its decision not to proceed with its purchase, which was subject to a new LEP being achieved.

Documentary evidence since shows the change in wording for the Guiding Principle has repeatedly been ignored, with the necessity for the community to highlight and facilitate corrections in subsequent documents. In the Study accompanying the Concept Plan, the Principle is again incorrectly defined, with the word “optimise” rather than “balance capacity” used; we believe this strongly demonstrates the proponent’s intent.  
17. Disturbingly evidence suggests interference in the project at a State level; this includes correspondence from the Minister to the CSPC dated 25 May 2006 calling for further latitude to the floor space ratio controls for the site.
Further, the decision by the Government dominated CSPC in December 2005, to increase the maximum FSR in the draft LEP, ignored the City’s independent findings for a maximum FSR of 3.5:1, effectively increasing the FSR to 4:1; we believe this followed Fosters request to the Minister at the time to “call-in” the project.

The Minister’s acknowledgement more recently of his discussions with Fosters about the site’s controls, prior to this resignation as the former Lord Mayor of the City of Sydney and absence of any documentation confirming the content of these discussions, further raises concerns. 

18. It is noted the previous LEP, approved in the mid 1990s, during the Minister’s time as the former Lord Mayor of CoS, provides a substantive FSR, being 3 to 5:1; however these controls purposefully include a height limit between 15 – 45 metres, to ensure a transition zone for the city edge.


We note within the context of the Metropolitan Strategy, released in December 2005, a 45 metre height control still allows substantive urbanisation.

Rather it is the inclusion of privately owned lands on the site we believe that has resulted in inflated FSR expectations.  
We are unsure if this is a deliberate or uninformed strategy, however the expectation that a FSR is a guarantee is incorrect; it must conform to other planning controls including SEPP 65 and height controls.

In reviewing the Concept Plan, it appears the “release” of the height controls is being used to substantiate a planning outcome in an attempt to meet the SEPP 65 objectives; however when closely examining the Concept Plan, it is evident that the FSR expectations are inflated, unsustainable and ecologically unsound.  
19. The exhibition phase of the Concept Plan was inadequate and hindered by the necessity to access over 220 online PDF files, many of which are extremely large documents and untimely to access, many unnamed, with a few critical files missing online for the first two weeks or not accessible at various times, ie 10 November 2006.  Further chances to the site map made it difficult for the public to actually find the documents.

This prompted the CCCG’s repeated call for a set of hard copies, which was repeatedly denied until just a few days before the exhibition period end. We note a copy of the geotechnical Reports and Planning Agreements have not been provided in hard copy. Given the complexity of the project, difficulty accessing the documents and previous concerns raised, this has hindered public input and meaningful debate.  
20. The Community Newsletter distributed by Fosters recently did not include critical and meaningful information such as population counts, height and massing of buildings, the number of car parking spaces and the redevelopments potential impact on liveability standards. 
Notwithstanding the Information Sessions conducted by Fosters/their Consultants during the exhibition period, this raised significant concerns about the lack of information actually available at the Sessions; and questions about notices (flyers) alerting the community which were not distributed to a large part of the local community.  Having questioned this recently with Fosters, we are still awaiting feedback as to why this occurred. 

21. Important information contained within the Study/EA differs substantially.


This includes population counts, and land use mix. In some Reports, population counts refer to over 3,400 people rather than 2,800 persons and there is confusion about the actual land use mix which is indicated in  some Reports as 70% residential and others as 51% or 58%.


Given the implications of land use mix in terms of solar access, parking provisions, sewerage and other ED’s requirements, this must be clarified and the relevant Reports updated and made available for public comment, prior to any assessment being approved.  

In the case of the Water Sensitive Urban Design Strategy which appears to be very recently updated, this suggests the land mix may have been changed more recently, and perhaps more adequately reflects what could be proposed. 

24.
Given the considerable questions the process to date has raised, we believe the Department must consider the appointment of an independent party is warranted, so to ensure the assessment process is independently and fairly conducted.  Further we believe a Commission of Inquiry may be warranted.

B. The Concept Plan

In its current form the Concept Plan/Study raises the following key issues: 

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS - IN RESPONSE TO THE DIRECTOR GENERAL REQUIREMENTS
1. The Concept Plan fails to meet the Director General Requirements (DGR) and EAP recommendations.  Notwithstanding, we believe the DGR and EAP needs amendment to address some key issues; in their current form, many of the objectives of the DGR and EAP are not met. 


This includes non compliance with recommendations for street frontages, solar access and building heights.
2. The signed statement from the author of the EA, which certifies the information contained in the Report is neither false nor misleading, we believe to be incorrect.
Whilst we do not claim the information is false, the information is considered to be misleading in part because it fails to include information which would allow informed debate. 

This includes information relating to solar access, traffic and open space, the absence of information about the previous consultation process and findings and detailed analysis flowing from this (Jury Report and CoS findings).

Further, various individual Reports contained in the combined Study, specify their Reports should not be relied upon, nor responsibility taken, and that they have taken into account the particular instructions and requirements from their client.  


Whilst this inclusion may be common practice, in the case of some Reports or a peer review, if there is a reliance on instructions and data from the initial source, rather than an independent examination of all the data, we believe the findings may be seriously compromised   In terms of examination of specific Reports, such as solar access, which has implications in terms of planning outcomes not only for this site, but future planning controls across NSW, any assumptions without a completely independent review and assessment of all the data is inappropriate.

3. The Study/EA fails to provide substantive alternative options nor adequately substantiates the Concept Plan as the only viable alternative.


The comment, in the Study/EA (page 57) which reads “even a summary of these variations would be unduly time consuming and difficult to represent and comprehend”, in response to examining and considering the alternatives to address the Director General Requirements, is dismissive and overlooks critical findings and viable alternative proposals.

Further, given the Minister announced the Projects call-in on 23 June, 2006 and the Study/EA Report (page 57) confirms that 8 alternative options (largely based on the same street plans) were presented to the EAP by the CUB and their consultants on the 6 July - barely 10 business days later, this confirms suspicions about that viable alternatives were not properly considered. 
Given the first of three stakeholder reference panel meetings was not held until the nearly a month later, on the 1 August, this arouses further suspicions that the Stakeholder Reference Panel’s input was largely tokenistic, without adequate consideration to alternative proposals. 

4. The Public benefits provided to the local community do not reflect an increase in density nor include substantive benefits included in the previous draft LEP, which was yet to be exhibited for public comment.

Further the Concept Plan and area set aside for the Main Park and public domain is reliant on land currently owned by Council.  In part this land is used to substantiate that the Main Park meets the 5,000 square metres requirement. However, this fails to consider the increase in neither density nor substantial land necessary for bio-regeneration, kiosk area or hard surface area that will result from very little soft landscaping opportunities. Indeed the Main Park will be substantially overshadowed, without the minimum 4 hours sunlight as required to grow grass – it is highly likely the park will be result in hard surface or artificial turf.
To suggest traffic lights at Kensington and Regent Street are public benefits when the disadvantages and impact in amenity is so apparent and moneys are siphoned off from the site (to the Redfern Waterloo Authority) suggests a failure to acknowledge the considerable challenges this community already experiences and the impact this development will have on the local community and the surrounds.  Chippendale already has the lowest level of open space in Sydney (less than 1.36 square metres per resident). The projected population increase and the lack of adequate public domain is apparent.  The installation of traffic lights at Kensington and Regent only responds to a dire traffic situation that will arise here and results in the loss of public open space (land on the corner of Regent and Kensington).  This is credulous and small minded.

KEY ISSUES
1. Urban Design, development controls and land uses


The Concept Plan fails to meet the relevant planning controls.
· The Plan does not demonstrate that urban form and built form for the Site will result in a development that is generally consistent with SEPP 65 and the Residential Flat Design Code (RFDC) nor meets the requirements of the EP & A Act.
· The Plan will have an alarming and adverse impact on the established and future community in its neighbouring surrounds as well as the resident community on site, and disturbingly sets a precedent in terms of future sustainable and ecologically sound development.  
· The Plan is not in the public interest because its does not encourage the objectives under the EP & A Act, namely the proper management, development and conservation of cities, towns and villages for the purpose of promoting the social and economic welfare of the community and a better environment nor does it encourage ecologically sustainable development. 
· The proposed density of 4.36:1 (FSA) is not sustainable on the grounds of massing, overshadowing and amenity.  Further, the Study/EA ignores the findings from independent Consultants commissioned by the City, which found a density greater than 3.5:1 cannot be sustained and ignores the findings from the Design Competition which was held for the purposes of considering changes to the City of Sydney’s planning controls for the site.

· If approved, ecologically sound and sustainable planning standards will be compromised. This includes solar access and overshadowing which impacts not only the site and neighbouring area, but sets a precedent in terms of future solar access requirements across NSW. 
· The Discussion Paper provided in the Study proposes a methodology that results in the reduction of solar access and has significant impact in terms of future sustainable development across NSW. It does not demonstrate that a similar or better outcome will be achieved. 
· Further it should be noted the residential land use has been reduced to 59% (from 70%) with the placement of commercial buildings at awkward locations. CCCG believes this is has been done in an attempt to get the Concept Plan to meet SEPP 65 requirements. Given the Director General Requirements, it would appear that any subsequent land use changes that could follow down track, would result in an inflated return over and above, the previous planning controls.  This would also effectively result in the Major Projects SEPP amendments that cannot meet SEPP 65 requirements. It should be noted that there is some confusion about the amount of residential land use, because different figures are provided about the land use mix in different Reports
· The absence of visual analysis and photomontages (or similar), and some of the information provided (such as a sketch from the corner of Abercrombie and Irving Streets) is regarded as misleading in terms of understanding the impact from the proposal.  
· The Study/EAR fails to demonstrate how the project is not subject to adverse findings in terms of noise impact from within the site and offsite.  
· Whilst the absence of noise information is apparent and its impact is not clearly demonstrated, it appears that noise amelioration will be necessary to address noise impact from residential land use for say buildings proposed along Broadway. This in turn will impact ESD outcomes. Any subsequent amelioration measures and its impact on ESD should be assessed prior to Concept Plan approval. 
· The Study has failed to properly examine options for the site, instead relying on variations on a particular theme, based on a hierarchical street pattern, rather than considering any fresh approach including options based on the natural topography. 

2. Streetscape/Public Domain

· The Study fails to adequately demonstrate the relationship of urban public spaces and the adjoining built form, nor demonstrate that the resulting public space is usable and achieves good public amenity, a high design quality and allows opportunities for soft landscaping of a decent size and quality.
· The absence of adequate information about the ground floor uses, and its relationship to public domain cannot be assessed because of this information is not adequately provided.
· The proposed hierarchy and streets patterns raises concern particularly overshadowing on Tooth Avenue, which is substantial (other than during summer months when shade is needed) and the impact from excessive massing and bulk across the site which results in an adverse impact not only on public domain in terms of substantial overshadowing but also will have substantial wind impact (e.g. Brewery yard).
· The linkages between the site and its surrounds fail to demonstrate how the Plan properly considers its surrounds - rather the Plan proposes linkages which do not marry up with the surrounds, and are based on density outcomes resulting in poor public domain areas (left over spaces), rather than adequately considering the site and its physical surrounds.
· The introduction of narrow laneways such as Chippen Lane raises specific concerns about Crime Prevention and public domain usability.  Here the Study fails to adequately demonstrate how key issues will be addressed.  Whilst the exploration of Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) principles is contemplated at a future stage, given the specific concerns the Concept Plan raises (in relation to massing and scale along specific laneways and the subsequent traffic movement), this must be examined prior to the Concept Plan approval, in order to establish if sufficient solutions exist or if the street patterns and public domain need amendment. Further, from our attendance at the Stakeholder Reference Panel meetings and subsequent discussions with NSW police, we are of the opinion that concerns which have been raised are not addressed in this Report.

3. Transport and Access
· The Study fails to properly consider Transport and Access requirements and deliver adequate future transport networks nor does it substantiate the excessive parking requirements.

· In an attempt to justify the intense urbanisation, the Study says “the redevelopment of the site has the potential to reduce reliance on private transport as a means of accessing the CUB site”  Whilst the site offers a first class opportunity to consider the city’s first free car development, instead excessive parking provisions are incorporated on a site less than 300 metres from the City’s major transport interchange and where plans exist for a new station (on Lee Street), i.e.within 100 metres from the site. 
· The provision of more than 2,300 car parking spaces in a locality where car ownership is historically low and the use of public transport high, defies logic, local usage patterns and the intent of local planning controls for Chippendale.  Further, it ignores the City’s independently commissioned Reports which found a maximum of .57 car spaces per apartment should apply.  Further the Study ignores the City’s intent to review and reduce car parking provisions for the CBD and city edge zones.
· The absence of a viable pedestrian and cycle strategy is questioned, particularly given the City’s recent announcement for its support for Walk 21.

· The Plan does not consider the Parkway proposal (which was provided to the EAP), a community based initiative supported by the CoS, Aboriginal Housing Company and cycling groups, and is included in provisions for the Built Plans for Redfern Waterloo). The Parkway (see  Annexure “B”) substantially reduces local car trips by increasing cycling and walking participation through the introduction of people connector routes linking Alexandria to the ATP to Chippendale to the City. 
· Further little consideration has been given to future transport solutions in the area, where the road systems already carry an inordinate amount of traffic through Chippendale (nearly 1.7M AADT/week) and where serious environmental concerns are held (see annexure “C” - National Pollution Index Reading taken near Broadway).
· Rather, the Plan imposes a high car ownership in a locality where there are already significant environmental challenges, and a decreased level of services at key intersections. Further, the Study attempts to substantiate its findings through traffic counts taken on a Monday during school holidays (13 October 2006), a day when traffic counts are historically significantly reduced.  This is misleading and ignores the City’s earlier findings. 

· Further the provision of a public car park in the middle of the site, which will take 5 street frontages to reach, is ecologically unsound and inconsistent with the CoS’s public car parking provisions.
4. Heritage 

· A Heritage Impact Statement is prepared, yet this Report changes the outcomes for the previous Conservation Management Plan.
· The Report ignores the findings in the Heritage Conservation Study commissioned by the former South Sydney City Council for the immediate Chippendale Heritage Conservation Area.
· Whilst this Study pertains to the greater part of Chippendale, and in terms of planning controls does not pertain to the site, its findings and its context in relation to the CUB site is crucial particularly given the context of the historical character of the site, which marries so well with the industrial pre and post war architecture that is evident in the eastern precinct of Chippendale.
· By virtue of the fact that the CUB site was under the City’s jurisdiction, this resulted in the Study being confined to the CUB site’s boundaries. However when considering the site holistically in terms of its surrounds and its relation to the immediate neighbourhood, the Study strongly supports the argument that heritage on the site should be considered in terms of this Study’s findings.  This Study supports the retention and enhancement of not only “contributing” buildings but also “neutral” buildings, for the purposes of retaining the overall character of this unique suburb.  This would result in the preservation of buildings such as 32A - the Sunburst building.
Staging
· The staging of the development and in particular public benefits arising from it, are important in terms of minimising the impact on the local community.

· Yet, the staging is only indicative and does not lock in the staging of the Main Park until mid way through the project, years away.
· Further, the provision of the pocket park on Balfour Street suggests it is reliant on a minimum of 50,000 gross floor space being occupied, rather than what has been earmarked and promised for delivery now.

· This is totally unsatisfactory, given the land is public land, and the park was previously funded and designed for completion over 5 years ago. The Minister’s past intervention when he was the former Lord Mayor of the City of Sydney on this particular matter raises concerns and supports the view that the project assessment for the CUB site should be independently assessed.
5. Ecological Sustainable Development

· The Concept Plan appears to set benchmarks in terms of ESD standards. However, at closer examination, the Study fails to provide detailed measures to ensure development is ecologically sustainable.  
· Specifically concerns are raised in relation to water management, energy requirements and sewerage. 
· Given the size and scale of the project, we believe further work must be undertaken prior to any Concept Plan approval.

7.
General Comments

· We believe assertions to the flow on economic benefits, estimated at $1.4billion, are incorrect.
· In part we believe the figures provided to be overstated, eg average income for a worker. Further we believe  assertions that the project is regarded as self-funding and has provided a number of public benefits is incorrect. 

Conclusion, Executive Summary
Significant concerns are held about the lack of transparency and due process during the community consultation phase, including concerns about the Expert Advisory Panel’s Report (which was delivered to the Minister and presented to the media prior to the submission closing period). 

The CCCC believes the EAP Report to be flawed in that it did not adequately consider public feedback, nor properly address the significant concerns presented to the Panel during the review process or adequately consider the impact this development has on local amenity nor future planning standards.

Further the Study/EA is flawed in that it fails to properly address the Director General Requirements, nor adequately consider viable alternative options.

The Study/EA proposes a Concept Plan that is contextually out of character with its surrounds and detrimentally impacts the local environment, existing and future residents and workers.    

The Study/EA includes a significant amount of information which we believe to be flawed and requires independent assessment and review.

The Study/EA does not properly consider key stakeholders, nor does the Concept Plan adequately consider the impact the Plan has on the future amenity of the area or its impact on atmosphere and climate change locally. If approved, the Concept Plan will set a precedent in terms of planning controls for solar assess by reducing the amount of solar access required in future developments across NSW. This raises significant concerns about liveability standards, energy efficiency and its subsequent impact on the environment.
The Planning Agreements contained within the accompanying documentation raise concerns about corporate governance and due process and we call on the Minister to appoint an independent party to properly and adequately consider the Study/EA and all Planning Agreements.   

The Concept Plan requires substantial amendment to reduce the density in line with the independent Jury findings and the City of Sydney’s own independent Consultant’s findings. 
Part 2 - Major Concerns (Detailed)

1. Community Consultation and Project Chronology
The Study fails to adequately detail nor consider previous findings or address the key issues that remain outstanding despite a 3 year consultation process.

Further the community consultation process has been thwart by the lack of transparency and backroom discussions with the public misinformed during the process.

The following dates are noted:

1996


During Frank Sartor’s tenure as Lord Mayor, City of Sydney, specific planning controls for the CUB site were devised.  Height Limit 15 - 45 metres, density 3:1 commercial, 4:1 hotels, 5:1 residential with the impact on the adjoining community to be minimised. Whilst these controls represented planning outcomes for the city edge as a transitional zone, the LEP failed to consider the inclusion of privately owned roadways.   
Prior to April 2003

Discussions between Frank Sartor and Fosters regarding planning controls.  Long promised Balfour Street Park is stopped in the 11th hour by Frank Sartor.  No public record of discussions is available. Long standing concern expressed to the former Lord Mayor about the 45 metre height limit with the former Lord Mayor on record saying the height controls are inappropriate and need to be reduced.
April 2003:

Frank Sartor enters Parliament and his Deputy Lucy Turnbull is appointed Lord Mayor.  Fosters announces decision to close and sell site.  Unbeknown to the public, discussions between Australand and Fosters commenced (refer Page 8 Study/EA Report).

Late June 2003:

Following several urgent requests to meet with the Lord Mayor, Lucy Turnbull, meeting not granted until late June.  In the interim behind the scene meetings between Council and Fosters/developer.   


Community meets the Lord Mayor. No mention of Report to be tabled within days of meeting to the CSPC for the purposes of changing planning controls (LEP).  

The Study/EA incorrectly notes specific controls for the site were not in place; instead the CSPC resolves to consider a new LEP for the CUB site, with a Design Competition to inform changes to the controls.    Subcommittee consists of Lucy Turnbull, Chris Johnson and Neil Bird, three of the four committee members recently appointed by the Minister to the Expert Advisory Panel.
The community was not made aware of this decision despite considerable follow up at the time through the Lord Mayors office.  

August 2003:

Unbeknown to the public or community groups, Australand commission three design teams to prepare alternative design solutions for the site, for the purposes of preparing a Competition Brief.  This is presented to the CSPC with Hill Thallis commissioned to formulate the Brief for the Design Competition.   Community not informed despite extensive follow up by community representatives. The Study/EA indicates that Australand/CUB commenced community consultation at this time. We are not aware of any consultation at this time.
19 September 2003:

Australand announce conditional agreement to purchase the site from Fosters for $203M, subject to a new LEP for the site being achieved. Payment to be made in 5 payments through to 2010.  

October 2003:

Continuing follow up by the community to Fosters and City of Sydney, to establish what is going on.  Community is first made aware of Design Competition and meets with Australand. A public meeting promised by the City does not eventuate. Elton Consulting engaged by Australand, attend the meeting between community representatives and Australand, however concerns are raised by community representatives about the accuracy of minute reporting.  
November 2003:

Community concerns raised about lack of information and transparency, with ongoing calls for City to hold public meeting.

In late November, the CoS host a public meeting and present the Design Competition Brief.  Whilst initially there is no opportunity for public comment, in response to community outrage about the Brief, the Lord Mayor agrees to provide 10 days for public submissions.  The Design Brief is regarded as a poor planning outcome with the FSR and height controls and density seen as inappropriate.     
December 2003:

Community representatives meet with the Lord Mayor and a Council Officer on 5 December 2003 to raise concerns about transparency of process and Design Competition Brief.  Despite considerable concerns, it appears no changes to the Brief will be incorporated.  The community however is advised that no CSPC meeting will be held until February and the Competition Brief is still under review.  However unbeknown to the community, the CSPC subcommittee “approves” Brief despite no public acknowledgement nor the Subcommittee having the authority to approve the Brief.

January/February 2004:

Extensive follow up through the Lord Mayors office; on several occasions community representatives are informed the Competition Brief is not ready.  Yet despite a January Community News Update which confirms the Design Brief is not approved, the community establishes in late February (via a low key community forum) that the Design Competition is already underway, with the Brief having been approved on the 18 December 2003 despite advices to the contrary.  We note the CoS February News Update which confirms Design Competition is not released until the end of February.

Despite over 40 submissions, no changes to the Design Brief are incorporated; however the City agrees to annexure the submissions to the Brief.  In the interim, Commissioners are appointed to oversee the City of Sydney and South Sydney City LGAs following the Government’s announcement that the SSCC will be amalgamated into the City’s LGA.

April 2004

Following the appointment of new Lord Mayor, and community representations, the public exhibition period for the Design Competition is extended. In the absence of a previous resolution by the City to consider new controls for the CUB site, the City confirms its intentions because it is considered;

“that more specific controls be developed that those that exist currently.  It is considered that the current controls do not adequately address or regulate the impacts that re-development may have on the surrounding area, nor is the complexity and variation within the site is reflected in the current controls”.

June 2004

Jury announces its findings to the Design Competition, however does not endorse overall winner (the findings are discussed separately within this Submission). The City of Sydney, in response to the findings and the Jury’s recommendations commission several reports from independent consultants, whilst Australand engages Coz/Tzannes team and commences on a Conservation Management Plan review.
December 2004

A workshop is hosted by the City of Sydney to establish the ten guiding principles.  Despite considerable input by the community, the “Guiding Principles” which were pre-determined prior to Workshop are not changed, despite extensive input - community feedback is noted but ignored.  This results in CSPC’s intervention, the following March, resulting in changes to the most critical Principle, a Sense of Place.


March 2005

Following community representations the CSPC changes the first of the Guiding Principles from “maximise capacity with environmental constraints” to “balance capacity with environmental constraints…..” (refer Minutes CSPC 10 March 2005).  Undertakings are also given by the CSPC that unresolved community concerns will be  addressed. Yet within days, Australand announced its decision not to proceed with its purchase, which was subject to a new LEP being achieved.

Documentary evidence since shows the change in wording for the Guiding Principle has repeatedly been ignored, with the necessity for the community to highlight this error in subsequent documents. In the Study accompanying the Plans, the Principle is again incorrectly defined, with the word “optimise” rather than “balance capacity” used; we believe this strongly demonstrates the proponent’s intent.  

June/July 2005

The CMP is endorsed by the Heritage Council of NSW and the CUB presents its preferred scheme to Council in June 2005. 

September 2005

Following critical findings from the City’s independent consultants, recommendations are made and endorsed by the City that the maximum threshold that could be sustainably achieved is 3.5:1.
December 2005
Despite the City’s approval for density to be limited to 3.5:1 and parking provisions reduced to .57 car spaces, the CSPC ignores Council’s findings and resolves to provide a FSR range being 3.5 to 4:1 and parking provisions in accordance with the City’s current controls (which differ substantially and are felt inappropriate when you consider the location of the site and local car usage).
Whilst the draft LEP is endorsed for public exhibition, this is subject to negotiations for the Voluntary Planning Agreement between the CoS and Fosters which is not yet complete.

May/June 2006
In the 11th hour, prior to the completion of the Voluntary Planning Agreement the Minister seeks to intervene, suggesting future latitude in FSR.  The CSPC responds by inviting the Ministers intervention to call in the project.
2.     Design Competition Jury Report Findings

The Design Competition has been a valuable and useful tool in the planning process to date, in confirming a density of 4.4:1 is totally inappropriate.  Yet the Jury’s findings are limited to 3 short paragraphs in the 164 page summary report contained in the Study/EA.

Whilst a copy of the Jury Report is annexured, we believe the EAP erred in its recommendations by ignoring some of the Jury’s critical findings.  The Concept Plan and Study/EA has subsequently overlooked some key issues which we believe must be addressed.  

The assumption (Page 57 of the Study/EA) which reads “even a summary of these variations would be unduly time consulting and difficult to represent and comprehend”, in examining and considering alternatives to address  the Director General Requirements is dismissive and overlooks critical findings in assessing viable alternative proposals.
In short, over 1,000 people attended the Information Session to view the competition entries, with over 110 written submissions received.  The Jury of six included 5 imminent planning/architecture experts, i.e Graham Jahn (Jury Chair), Richard Johnson, Professor James Weirick who represented the City of Sydney and Keith Cottier and Bob Nation representing Australand. A sixth member, Russell Barnes was the Project Manager. The Jury made some key and significant recommendations. However, sadly their findings appear to have been ignored by the EAP.  
The Jury’s findings we believe represented the public’s concerns and proved to be an invaluable tool in considering what issues must be addressed as part of any proposed planning controls. 

Whilst no scheme was fully endorsed, the first ranked scheme submitted by the team Tzannes/Cox was the overall winner because the Jury found this proposal “offers the best set of principles for a predominantly residential development”.  The Cox/Tzannes team was subsequently engaged by Australand to further develop the scheme. 
Importantly the Jury findings included the following observations, which we note and believe was not adequately considered in the Concept Plan - quotes are shown in italics:
In summary:

· There are many lessons here for any future planning studies or controls.
· All schemes illustrated that the maximum development potential on the site, under the existing planning standards for a predominantly residential use, cannot be reached on urban design, environmental and amenity grounds. 
· A buffer of commercial buildings along Broadway was supported.
· Multiple towers in the northeast corner of the site are not supported for overshadowing, amenity, urban design and wind effect reasons. Any consideration of increasing the height of buildings above 45 metres should concentrate on the Broadway buffer zone, with the principal open space set well back to the south to avoid overshadowing.
Some detailed comments follow:
Land Use: 


· That the City’s of Sydney LEP is philosophically different from typical LEPs in other Local Government areas by virtue of leaving land use choices essentially to the market.  Rather the City “uses two scale-of-development zones being City Centre and City Edge with variable height and floor space controls”.  
· While it may be possible to create a ‘development plan’ for the site that achieves the maximum FSA for commercial use at 3:1 (given the low intensification factor), the Jury concludes that, from an urban design and residential amenity standpoint, maximum FSA cannot be achieved for predominantly residential use at 5:1. This is principally due to the floor space control coupled with the intensification factor (height and overshadowing). For these reasons, it will be important to determine the land use mix from the outset. 
· This determination will need to bear in mind the philosophy which has underpinned the City of Sydney LEP which essentially leaves the land use mix to market forces, albeit influenced by various yield incentives via floor space ratio differential.
· The greatest challenge in establishing any development plan for the site is the impact that the predominant land use mix has on density (floor area), intensification (height), public and private open space components, traffic generation and through site links (connectivity). 
· On a large site such as the CUB, where public domain (streets and footpaths) must be created, commercial land use has the lowest intensification factor. 
· At the opposite end of the scale, residential use under today’s SEPP 65 and DCP standards has the highest intensification factor. 
· If there are substantial areas of both residential and non-residential (meaning any non-residential uses in excess of 25% of total floor area), commercial (and educational) should be generally co-located rather than spread throughout the project. This is to improve livability and residential amenity.

Public Domain and Open Space

· The provision of a new public east-west park on the southern edge of the site deep in Chippendale, and which contains the historic oviform drain system, is supported by the Jury. A network of connected open spaces is required to support this new park asset. 
· Any new public spaces be protected for the long term with appropriate sun-access planes in the LEP. 

· The Jury supports the notion of a variety of smaller public spaces being connected to the principal community park by path and cycle ways, and their association with heritage buildings where possible.

· It is imperative that new public open space is protected by sun access planes which ensure winter sun during a substantial period of the day (4 hours) for each space provided. These should be included in the LEP amendments to protect these spaces from subsequent development far into the future. These spaces should provide interconnected internal routes to defined external and internal destination points.

· Where new public domain must be provided around a new street block, residential buildings need to be approximately twice as high as commercial buildings to dispose of the same floor area.  

· In a predominantly residential development plan, a public open space provision of 12-15% (excluding streets and footpaths) of gross site area appears appropriate. However, the type, location and distribution of such space/s is crucial. 

· All proposals exhibited excessive overshadowing of public open space and private open space at ground level during the six months from March 21 to September 21. Although the Competition Brief and the City of Sydney DCP refer to solar access at the equinox March/Sept 21 (DCP) – the Jury does not believe this standard is sufficient for a project of this magnitude. 

· The inclusion of significant public space is compromised if it is significantly overshadowed during the hours and seasons in which it is likely to be used.
· Each metre of public open space created required the relocation of 5 metres of residential and 3 metres of commercial space, a significant impact on the overall density

Contextually

· That Broadway already severs any potential relationship with the Pyrmont grid, and that the nature of Chippendale and Broadway was in itself, a far greater influencing factor on the CUB site
· Jones Street is regarded as an important link and open space network component
Height and Towers


· The exploration of multiple towers, positioned within the controls of Fig.2.2 of the Competition Brief, resulted in an unacceptable wall of buildings when seen from many viewpoints, including the important vista from Railway Square and the contextual street view from Balfour Street in Chippendale.
· The repositioning of one of the towers, as per some of the non-complying schemes, to the Broadway edge, helped alleviate this unforeseen problem and merits serious consideration if increased height in limited locations is desired as a trade off for providing solar protected public open space. 
· The reallocation of floor space into ‘tower forms’ has been the underlying argument for the transfer of development potential in order to create public open space on ground and lower heights on edges. The Jury is firmly of the view that multiple towers on the north-eastern corner of the site near the UTS Tower are not worth pursuing. The footpath vista from Balfour Street in Chippendale looking north towards the UTS Tower would be confronting and significantly deplete sky values. 

· The clustering of multiple towers (two or three) near UTS have unacceptable cross-viewing problems;

Create a wall of morning shadow over future apartments on the site (and their private open spaces); create an awkward relationship with the UTS Tower and, as a cluster, may be responsible for significant wind acceleration. If there was to be a single lower tower in this north-east location, it should be aligned so as to block the view of the UTS Tower from Balfour Street, but not enlarge the existing silhouette. If some increased height beyond 45 metres can be accommodated on the site, it might best relate to Broadway (but further to the west than illustrated in the Competition Brief) rather than relating to Chippendale along Kensington Street. This height should not be easily seen from Chippendale and not be of place within the scale of Broadway. If there is more than one (in order to create public open space), they need to be widely separated.  Their location must be considered from all vantage points, including vistas from Balfour Street, all new public open spaces in the scheme, and from Broadway. The narrow width moving shadows from a slender building are preferable to large floor plate building.

· The 'twin towers’, positioned as per the Competition Brief, and found in a number of the proposals, seemed to not form any meaningful relationship with the UTS Tower. 
· In all proposals, there were substantial areas where the intent of SEPP 65, provisions of the City of Sydney DCP and general marketability considerations relating to solar access and building separation, could not be met.  These considerations will be powerful determinants in limiting the density on the site for any development plan that has a significant residential component, regardless of at what level the maximum floor space ratio controls are set 
· A deep non-residential ‘buffer’ (i.e. commercial or educational) is suggested along the length of Broadway, with a new landscaped street, such as ‘Little Broadway’ to be the activity zone of this precinct. This would be the most active street on the site. It needs to be contained along its length by buildings on both sides and positioned so that the historic buildings of St Benedicts to the west, and the Brewery offices to the east, terminate the vista at either end. 

Wellington and O’Connor Streets
· The existing LEP controls (15m then 45m) and the Competition Brief (13.5m then 16.5m) do not adequately provide sufficient graduation of building height transition in these locations. The existing brewery buildings along Wellington Street should not be used as a yardstick for the height of future adjoining, as this existing development is a poor interface 

· The widening of Wellington Street through setbacks is recommended at the development plan stage. Interfaces such as the southern side of Wellington and O’Conner Streets need to be more carefully considered
Staging


· It is desirable that the first stages contain elements of substantial public benefit, such as a public park area in a predominantly residential scheme. This will service the community from early stages and provide a building activity buffer.
In conclusion the Jury commented: 

“that it is not possible to realize the maximum floor space area (density) of a 30% non-residential and 70% residential land use mix under the current LEP floor space controls of 3:1 commercial,4:1 hotel and 5:1 residential, regardless at what level height controls are eventually set.  This can be substantiated on purely urban design, environmental and amenity standards.” 

Importantly the Jury also noted that:

“Community comment was vigorous and a number of observations about excessive height and density, in attempting to maximize the floor space, are justified” and “the Design Competition process enabled the community to respond to planning issues, when simply drawn development plan envelopes often draw disproportionately little public comment until actual building applications are submitted”. 

3.
Land Use

Whilst the CCCG concurs that the land use around the brewery site is a mixture of residential land, education and commercial use, the Study/EA fails to adequately consider Broadway to be a natural buffer/border in terms the site’s immediate surrounds.

The character of the locality is correctly identified in the Jury Report and is definitive when considering the site’s impact in terms of the local context.  The immediate locality is characterised as a heritage village with Broadway as a city edge zone, with some educational use in part.

This however is incorrectly characterised in the Study/EA which suggests – “the locality is characterised by “tertiary educational uses”, specifically naming the UTS and Sydney University.  This we believe to be misleading and contrary to the findings from the Jury report. 
We note the use of Blackfriars and Notre Dame as an education institution, as part of the Blackfriars Estate, is subtle and intimate in its visual context, largely reflective of the immediate residential neighbourhood.   This differs substantially from the UTS – however is identified in the Jury Report as not being a key element in relation to the visual and sites impact in terms of its local context.
We note the identification of residential properties in Figure 12 is largely incorrect.  Without checking the map in its entirety, we are immediately aware that a substantial number of properties shown as “business use” are either residential or primarily residential properties (part of the property may be for small business use).  

Ten larger scale properties are immediately identified in Meagher, Queen and Wellington Streets, as well as a substantial redevelopment site in Blackfriars Street and some smaller properties in O’Connor Street. Properties in Regent Street are also incorrectly denoted, including a large scale apartment block and another development site which has been approved.  Given many of these properties have been approved for some time, we question the veracity of the data provided.  

Given the large scale changes in land use over the last 5 years, and existing constraints and future liveability requirements, land use must be determined upfront.  
Further, the description that a higher concentration of commercial and light industrial use intensifies toward Cleveland Street (page 43) fails to realise the substantial changes in land use mix that has occurred.  This area is now largely residential, after substantial changes from commercial to residential properties.  This includes the former Metro Inn and numerous other properties which have changed from commercial to residential use over the last 5 years.
Further it is unacceptable that land use is reviewed in the context of the Concept Plan and Study/EA in terms of a being 41/51 residential split. Yet, the proposed changes to the SEPP 65 do not lock in land use requirements, other than to say 30% must be either residential/commercial.

The proposed Concept Plan raises serious concerns in relation to solar access and overshadowing. 

Given the Concept Plan nominates 51% residential use, our findings indicate the objectives of SEPP’s 65 are not met. Instead the Concept Plan is reliant on aggregating solar access outcomes across the site to reach an approximate minimum of 70% (we believe it is actually lower), and changes to the methodology so to include balconies as habitable areas as well as extending the hours for sun access to 7:30am to 4:30pm vs. 9am to 3pm. Further we note there is still some confusion as to the actual amount of residential land use – is it 51, 58 or 70%?

Notwithstanding the changes in methodology which compromise future liveability standards and are unacceptable because they detract from sound ecological outcomes, if approved these changes will set a precedent across NSW.  Unfortunately, without specifically locking in land use, the outcomes could be further compromised.
Further, the location and placement of commercial premises suggests a decision based on land use to accommodate poor solar access outcomes, rather than a definite land use plan.  This raises concerns, because the commercial land use is often placed in poor locations that may subsequently compromise an active on- street presence.  This also raises concerns about the viability of such locations which may be untenantable,  particularly given there is already an oversupply of retail premises locally and on-street shop frontages locally warrant full security screens because of safety and crime concerns.  

The Concept Plan and accompanying changes to the appropriate SEPP instrument must lock in land use, particularly where such significant environmental challenges exist. Without this, substantially poorer outcomes could occur, namely the residential component could be increased to a 70% land mix resulting in lower solar access amenity.

4.
Density

The Concept plan proposes a density to 4.36:1 (using FSA); despite the Design Jury’s findings, which clearly indicates that such an FSR is inappropriate and compromise design quality, amenity and sustainable planning.

Further, the City of Sydney’s independent consultants found the maximum FSR should be no greater than 3.5:1.  An FSR of 4:1 was considered unacceptable because it would result in unacceptable urban form and amenity.  It is important to note that an FSR of 3.5:1 effectively results in an FSR of 6:1, when you take into consideration the provision for roads and open space/public domain.


These findings were reiterated at the Cost’s Planning, Development and Transport Committee Meeting, held on 
5 December 2005, for the purposes of ratifying the draft LEP.  However, despite the City’s resolution, these recommendations were overridden by the CSPC on the 8 December, with an FSR range of 3.5 to 4:1 proposed; shortly after Fosters requested the Minister’s call-in for the project.

It is important to note that an FSR of 3.5:1 still produces a height and massing that substantially changes the character of the local area and results in considerable massing and form including tower buildings to 100 metres high.

After extensive examination of other large brownfield sites around the City, and taking into account the local context and integration of the Chippendale community with the CUB site as a transition zone to the City as well as giving due consideration to the Metropolitan Strategy, the CCCG believes the maximum FSR that can be sustained is no greater than 3:1.


This gives fair consideration to the urbanisation of the area and site, however also carefully balances ecological and sustainable planning, through the introduction of more open space and less bulk in the tower forms and along frontages such as Wellington, Kensington and Abercrombie Streets. An FSR of 3:1, also ensures sufficient sun access for the Main Park to meet the Design Competition Jury’s recommendations and meets the objectives of the RDFC.  

Comparatives with other significant urban sites around the city which have been recently developed are 2.5:1 for Jackson’s Landing, the ACI site and Victoria Park.   It is important to note all these sites contain far larger open space areas and have the added benefit of linkages and vistas to improve liveability standards, eg the harbour as is the case for Jackson’s Landing, Moore Park in the case for the ACI site and Victoria Park which has a large component of open space.

The redevelopment of East Darling Harbour (Banargoo) proposes an FSR of 1.81 to 1.  In terms of comparisons with the greater Chippendale village, the FSR is between 1 to 1.5 to 1.
5. Built Form and Height Controls
We note Figure 18 showing the existing height controls vs those proposed, we believe to be misleading.  This is done by denoting buildings heights (e.g., tiny low scaled terraces) in the 21 metre height thresholds, and benchmarking the existing buildings on the site against this. At 21 metres, this is nearly twice the maximum height limit for the immediate area.  This results in the greater part of the diagram as having similar height limits, giving a sense of false comfort about the future controls.  

In the Design Competition, two towers in the north east corner of the site up to 100 metres in height were proposed.  This was found to be unacceptable due to its impact in terms of overshadowing, amenity and in particular loss of local vistas.

Despite these findings, the City’s draft LEP (which was yet to be exhibited) also proposed two towers up to 100 metres high with another two towers up to 70 metres tall.  These plans had already ignited strong community comment, however in the absence of the exhibition of the controls, had not allowed substantial debate.

When the Minister called the project in, he gave firm undertakings that his involvement would produce a better planning and design outcome.
Yet the Concept Plan proposes on building up to 120 metres in height, 2 buildings up to 90 metres and potentially 4 buildings up to 60 metres in height, with towers up to 50 - 60 metres for the southern half of the site towards Wellington Street and two buildings up to 60 metres on Broadway.   

Sadly, it appears the premise for the proponent’s argument in attempting to justify this height is to marry up building heights with the UTS tower to the north and use the former Dairy Farmers building as the benchmark to the east.  No consideration is given to the existing controls in the immediate surrounds, which limit development between 6 to 12 metres for the greater area.  Nor is any consideration given the height controls to the immediate north with range from 9 metres to a maximum of 42 metres with 50 metres applicable for the southern Central Business District.   

This is an alarming outcome, far worse than previously envisaged and one which defies public expectations and community input.  Whilst a small minority of skyscraper lovers (www.skyscrapercity.com) may consider such substantial bulk and massing appropriate, the proposed height and scale is totally out of context with its immediate surrounds and defies all logic by marrying up the building heights with the UTS tower, long considered Sydney’s eyesore and a huge planning mistake.  To assume more mistakes get rid of an urban blight is not only scandalous but totally ignorant.  

Further, the buildings around the Main Park ignore the EAP recommendation no. 3 – this suggests height should match up with the heights of buildings no. 22 & 23 (a maximum 25 metres).  Instead the buildings are substantially higher and rise to 65 metres to the west and 40 metres to the east, both within close proximity to the Main Park.  The subsequent result is large scale overshadowing (see separate shadow diagrams).  

Sadly, given such inappropriate height controls - particularly the number of buildings proposed, it appears the basic premise is made that Fosters are guaranteed an FSR outcome and the Concept Plan follows to achieve this outcome, defying all sustainable planning outcomes.

Further, local vistas that currently add character and give the local community some sense of space, particularly those residents to the immediate east, south and west are now asked to consider a visual outcome where all sense of space and local vistas are lost.  

The Jury findings such as lowering heights along Wellington Street are totally ignored and we question the methodology suggested by the EAP.  The proximity in building height to the Chippendale neighbourhood is inappropriate, impacts liveability and fails to provide an appropriate transition zone to Chippendale.  

Notwithstanding our previous comments, the EAP Report recommendation no. 7 suggests height controls along Wellington Street be limited to 15 metres. Instead, the Concept Plan proposes 17 metres quickly rising to nearly 50 metres.   The attached shadow diagrams (separate annexure), show significant overshadowing.  This is at odds with the EAP recommendation no. 4.
Recommendation No 8 suggests that building heights along Abercrombie Street be restricted to 25 metres and have regard to the existing buildings on the western side of Abercrombie Street.  However, the northern block of Building No 4 fails to relate to neither the adjacent building nor buildings across the road.  

Recommendation No. 9 recommends buildings along Broadway are restricted to 45 metres.  Instead 60 metre buildings are proposed, increasing overshadowing along Tooth Avenue.

Further, it is insufficient to argue that vistas from the immediate street alignment should only be considered.   This is inappropriate and defies logic. Height controls and the impact from local vistas must be considered in terms of the Jury findings.  
6. Transport, Car Parking Provisions, Street Hierarchy and Access
Despite claims to the contrary, the Concept Plan provides car parking to a level of parking which favours high vehicle use; more than 2,300 car spaces provided.  This fails to alter the current transport modal splits and assumes over 70% of trips by car are less than 5km.   
This ignores the wider environmental and social issues and supports the continuation of an energy inefficient Sydney, where Australian cities are second only to that of the USA in terms of high transport energy use. This is mainly due to our high dependence upon private motor cars for passenger transport, which is reinforced on the site through the provision of parking controls that provide .97 per apartment and substantial commercial and public car parking.   

This only further locks Australia’s unsound track-record and defies the City’s independently commissioned Report which suggests 0.57 car spaces per apartment.  Further, the proposed car parking provisions are at odds with the provisions and usage in the immediate area.  
Importantly the level of parking proposed for the site is even higher than other recent brownfield sites, which have poor public transport linkages, e.g. the former ACI site, which provides a maximum 0.8 car spaces per apartment.

Indeed, the provisions in the Concept Plan ignore the location of the site, so close to the City’s major transport hub and the proponent’s own justification for such high density.

The Concept Plan also ignores the growing trend within the City of Sydney (CoS) area where there are already a substantial proportion of households that is car-free (over 30%); in the case of Chippendale this is even higher with  40% of locals who do not have a car.  
Further, the Concept Plan’s response to cycling for transport and recreation is considered superficial and does not reflect the City of Sydney's Cycling strategy proposals, for which drafts were available well prior to the finalisation of the project's reports.  It fails to consider the how transport infrastructure can be improved nor reducing green house pollutants.   

Whilst expectations are that many students will use the site’s proposed facilities and buildings, the Plan fails to consider how to improve transport delivery for this group of demographics instead relies on bus or car as a transport mode.  

Whilst the CCCG propose an exciting solution could be achieved via integrated land use, traffic calming and introducing the Parkway proposal, an immediate initiative can be introduced to reduce car parking provisions and put in place a viable alternative.  

The introduction of the Parkway concept would encourage people to change regular habits of high car usage by making walking and cycling an attractive option for their everyday lives.  Whilst cyclists today are usually a tougher breed who face enormous restrictions and difficulties, the introduction of the Parkway radically alters the way inner city residents and workers undertake small trips. 

Further the Parkway supports the City’s long term cycling strategy which seeks to significantly increase cyclicing participation.  Unfortunately, the proposed cycle route (as suggested in the Concept Plan) from the UTS, along Wellington Street to Prince Aldred Park, is regarded by the City only as a potential long term route, and fails to provide for cyclists moving along the north-south axis or access for cyclists to get safely outside Chippendale in the short to medium term.  Chippendale faces an unusual situation where it is already quarantined from other suburbs by the some of the city’s highly trafficked road corridors. The Parkway addresses this.  

More than 1.7 million vehicle movements go through Chippendale each week, with traffic increasing on some arterial roads such as Regent Street by more than 40% over the last few years. Given the location of Anzac Bridge and an increasing reliance on tollways, traffic is expected to substantially further increase along routes such as Abercrombie and Regent Street, making it important that all alternative transport modes in the area be fully encouraged.
In short, the Concept Plan does not meet best practice - given the car parking provisions.  It fails to encourage cycling, walking and the use of public transport as alternative high usage transport modes.  Further, it does not meet the City’s more recent support for Walk 21 and is contrary to the RTA’s own “Planning Guidelines for Waling and Cycling” by favouring motor vehicle access arrangements.

Given the level of pollutants in the area, which is the result of high volume traffic counts and the natural topography, it is imperative the parking provisions be reduced to better afford opportunities to increase public domain opportunities and incorporate new initiatives such as the Parkway proposal. 

Concerns are also held over rat-running, particularly along O’Connor Street, from Broadway to Regent Street and challenges that may result if the Balfour Street Park is not put in place. 

Further the Concept Plan proposes a traditional street layout, with small north-south streets supporting transport movement along laneways.  This will lead to traffic noise, congestion and conflict points between motor vehicles and pedestrians and cyclists. 

Given the high level of parking provisions and street hierarchy which requires vehicles to travel via 5 street frontages to access parking on say Block 5 (if accessing the site from Regent Street), this generate substantial and unnecessary on-street surface traffic.


The use of laneways in terms of its visual context and intimacy in terms of a low rise village are encouraged, particularly where the appropriate built form exists.  However the use of Chippen and Carlton Lanes to support major vehicle use, with a shared zone facility only 6 metres wide with major parking access and egress, overshadowed by 60 – 120 metre towers, without as much as a separate footpath, is totally inappropriate and unsafe.  Concerns about safety are similarly expressed by the Police in the detailed report provided by Elton Consulting. 

Further as Chippen Lane is proposed to provide access and egress to Blocks 2, 5 & 9, this will result in egress to   1,460 car spaces.  Given the laneway will carry vehicles to 335 short term public and commercial car places, and provide more than 1,000 residential car parking spaces, we estimate this will generate over 5,000 vehicle movements each day.  

If substantial car parking provisions are to be incorporated, the CCCG suggests a better arrangement would then be to rely on key access points as close to the sites external boundaries, to allow traffic to go underground as soon as possible after entering the site area.  This would reduce on-street surface traffic and allow surface routes to be used as greenways, minimising circulator traffic and maximising residential, worker and visitor amenity across the whole site.
From the Concept Plan it appears local roads such as Tooth Avenue will generate a relatively high daily traffic flow and pedestrian activity.  We note, for new site development where roads carry more than 10,000 vehicles per day, these roads must provide separate cycle paths; where roadways carry between 5,000 and up to 10,000 vpd, they should have bicycle lanes. 
Further we note the intersection of Regent and Kensington Street, near Wellington, where Regent curves north to Lee has a high accident (vehicle) count.  The installation of traffic lights here, whilst it may make this intersection safer in part, will result in the removal of dedicated open space. 
7. Pollution

In the absence of national motor car pollution standards in Australia and independent findings which allows us to properly examine pollution arising from vehicle use; we are reliant on the National Pollution Index readings taken previously for the purposes of the Brewery site.  
These readings identify a critical problem in terms of carbon monoxide readings.  Attached in annexure “C”, these readings strongly warrant further (independent) research particularly given the suggested residential land use mix along Broadway.

8. Solar Access

Given the height and density implications from the Concept Plan, the CCCG believes solar access is one of the most critical parts of the Concept Plan.  

The shadow diagrams provided in the Report are extremely difficult to read because rather than showing the over-shadowing that will occur, the diagrams make comparisons with the current built form to that proposed. Notwithstanding this is inappropriate and the diagrams should be revised,  substantiating the lack of solar access in terms of comparatives with the urban built form built decades ago, before planning legislation properly considered liveability and amenity, shows a disregard for current planning controls and the local community.
The discussion paper prepared by Cox/Tzannes proposes a new methodology for solar access standards. This raises significant debate in terms of its implication not only for NSW but in terms of future planning standards.  
CCCG are strongly of the view that the suggested changes are totally inappropriate and are made to support a density that is not sustainable. The changes not only reinterpret legislation for habitable rooms but give developers the go ahead to argue solar access is provided by simply widening the number of hours to effectively get around SEPP 65 and the EAP recommendations. If approved, this gives developers the green light for shoddy future development.
Whilst day lighting rather than solar access may be appropriate in terms of planning controls for some European cities that have many months of darkness, planning controls for day lighting in Australia should provide the best practice and sustainable and environmental planning.

9. Open Space and Public Domain
The City’s independent open space studies identified the need for a minimum of 9,000 to 12,000 square metres of open space.  This rate is the same as Green Square but less than the City’s minimal standard being 6.6sqm.  The provision of a Main Park which provides less than 5,000 of soft landscape surface is inadequate.
Given these provisions and the lack of open space in Chippendale, considerable concern is raised in response to the open space provisions, the amount of overshadowing and also the wind impact that results from the large scale massing and bulk.  

We have separately reviewed the shadowing impact (see Annexure “D”) which indicates large scale overshadowing and inadequate solar access to the park and bulk of the buildings. In short, if you look at the diagrams, it indicates overshadowing for a large part of the site, from March to September.  This impacts open space and public domain opportunities as well as solar access.

This is contrary to the recommendations contained in the Jury Report which recommend a minimum of 4 hours solar access in terms of the Main Park and Council’s own independent recommendations which suggest similar provisions to ensure sun access for all users of the park.     

Further Tooth Avenue is in shadow for much of the year; it does not have adequate light due to the wall and height of the buildings to the north along Broadway. This creates an unpleasant and overshadowed environment that is not in keeping with successful public domain outcomes.

Whilst the Jury recommendations supported the use of Tooth Avenue (ie the east-west alignment) as the local “High” Street, given the poor amenity and lack of integration with the local surrounds as a result of mass and bulk to the north along Broadway, many now consider using alfour Street as the “High Street” may be the more appropriate alternative. However, this in turn raises significant concerns particularly its integration with the local community. Whilst the Parkway supports such the concept of a north - south axis (however is not dependent on this), given the extent of development on the CUB site, the location of a “High Street” on Balfour Street, has the potential to have a significant impact in terms of its development potential along Balfour Street south; this has not been considered. Given the site cannot be seen in isolation from the existing community and generates such significant changes locally, we suggest that any changes to the location of a “High” Street warrant further community debate. 
The absence of a larger public domain area also raises significant concerns, particularly concerns about the lack of soft landscape opportunities because much of the park is designated as footpath linkages and taken up with other facilities such as a kiosk and area which is needed to be set aside for bio-regeneration.  It is estimated that the soft landscape opportunities may be less than 2,500 sqm and the overshadowing will result in synthetic turf – not the “park” many locals envisage.
Whilst the wind studies require further work prior to any approval process, indicative drawings indicate there will be considerable wind impact in such areas such as the brewery yard that compromises good planning outcomes.

10. Heritage 
The destruction of Building 35A, one of two “Sunburst” buildings has aroused considerable community feedback.  Whilst there is difference of opinion regarding the location of the site’s “High” Street, we believe the importance of this building’s significance and its potential loss has not yet been fully realised and will raise considerable debate once demolished.  Given concerns about the process and what is believed to be an inflated density, this in turn has resulted in decisions that inflate the massing overall across the site.  A significant reduction in density would encourage far better planning options resulting in the buildings retention and the creation of a proper heritage precinct such as that defined by the City of Sydney.  


As discussed previously the character of this rare and unusual industrial heritage precinct is a rare opportunity which should be retained in its entirety for future generations.   

Further, there is considerable comment the Concept Plan does not provide sufficient controls in terms of ensuring the fine industrial grain and character of the CUB site is preserved where appropriate and that the site’s redevelopment contextually marries up with the considerable Victorian and unique pre and post war landscape of the immediate surrounds. The impact from the site’s redevelopment is significant, particularly in terms of its contextual impact on the heritage (east) Chippendale precinct and Blackfriars estate.  This requires planning controls that address these expectations.
Further, considerable comment has been made about building 32.  Whilst there is a difference of opinion about its preservation in the community, we note that its inclusion would be appropriate if this building was part of the greater part of Chippendale, where its retentions and adaptive reuse is encouraged by specific heritage controls that seek to retain and adaptively reuse such buildings. 
11. Geotechnical, Contamination and Soil Remediation
The Study’s findings in relation to soil remediation and pollutants raise significant concerns.  Further, investigations and information for public access and comment are urgently sought prior to any approval process.  Correspondence dated October from a secondary consultant does not provide sufficient surety, particularly given its reservations.
Given the concerns the Reports raise in terms of ESD and ongoing groundwater management, we ask that an urgent public meeting be convened so that the community at large can be properly informed and strategies considered, including its impact on the potential land mix and future site remediation’s strategies. 

Concern is also held that without fully enclosed and tank basements, an onerous responsibly will occur for future Owners Corporations leading to a commercial implications and the potential for significant change in demographics or empty buildings.
12. Services and sustainability
Stormwater, Sewer System, Building Water Strategy

The Stormwater summation provided in the Study fails to adequately identify the findings contained in the Water Sensitive Urban Design Study which is annexured to the Study.  This Report commissioned by the proponent highlights the challenges with the existing infrastructure, specifically the local sewer system which results in untreated sewerage and stormwater following into Blackwattle Bay. 


Whilst the Report suggests this occurs during storm events, local evidence shows that the decaying sewerage system constructed in the 1800’s is at capacity and a substantial inhibitor to new development. 
Evidence of this is apparent particularly along Balfour, Abercrombie and adjoining streets, with regular sewerage outflow into public streets, eg Balfour near Strickland House. 
Whilst the Report suggests Sydney Water have indicated that they are planning to separate the sewerage and stormwater systems in the next 5 years, our enquiries to Sydney Water indicate that any significant new development in the area will compound this serious problem.  Whilst a separate Report by the Robert Bird Group suggests that new, larger infrastructure will be provided to accommodate sewerage requirements, we believe further enquiries to Sydney Water are warranted because we do not believe this is adequately resolved. 
Further, whilst the report suggests “it is possible” for the residential component to meet BASIX requirements through the installation of water efficient appliances and fittings, reducing the reliance on potable mains water with stormwater or reclaimed water, our enquiries to Sydney Water suggest the density increase will compound the problem and cannot be sustained.  

We note this Report states an expected residential population of 3,470 based on 2,075 dwellings, not 1,690 dwellings as indicated in other reports. This raises questions about the projected population; particularly given some other reports similarly suggest a higher residential mix.

Given the evidence from global warming and natural topography of the site, we question the assumptions about run off and the installation of bio-retention systems, whether they will suffice for the purposes of watering the Main Park and boulevards, and as footpath treatments.        

The Report recommends that demand management for potable water is necessary to service the ultimate demand. The Report suggests a mitigation strategy will meet this, rather than considering the supply needed to meet the ultimate demand.  The Report also appears not to address the working population in terms of the overall impact.   

Given the challenges of such scale redevelopment on the existing neighbourhood and local infrastructure, the necessity for successful demand management is apparent. In the case of a greenfield site, this is far easier to incorporate, when compared to the existing infrastructure challenges in Chippendale/Ultimo. The separate report by Ove Arup confirms this.
Yet the Ove Arup Report (Environmental Sustainable Development and Building Analysis) in part suggests the redevelopment is self sustaining with demand management met by the use of grey water, rainwater and recycled water.  This is based on the following premises:

· energy appliances will be incorporated into the development – however, in the case of whitegoods and light fittings how will this be monitored, especially when you take into account the low day lighting thresholds which will result in a higher tenancy vs. owner mix

· rainwater cooling tanks will be incorporated on top of the buildings - for recycling and air conditioning purposes 

· grey water management will be incorporated into the basements

However, if you consider the detailed reports, these assumptions are queried because the Report indicates that:

· Recycled water is unviable because there is no immediate onsite uses for the water

· 11 towers out of the 16 towers will not require grey water because they achieve capacity through the use of rainwater and potable for toilet flushing (without adequately detailing how this will be achieved).  

· That the incorporation of grey water is not easy with the planned phased development strategy, and would required shared treatment, storage and delivery systems which is unlikely

· The cost of collecting grey water may be greater than the cost of black water treatment

· The necessity for storage of the Grey water systems in the basements.  

When you consider Sydney’s long drought, climate change and future demand pressures on potable water, the assumptions made on the use of rainwater and potable water seem flawed. Notwithstanding the financial viability, the Report indicates the feasibility and the introduction of alternate water sources will not be achieved.  As such we believe any assumption the site is self sustaining is incorrect and the successful management of ESD strategies must be further considered before the environmental assessment is complete. Given the importance these concerns raised, we believe further investigations should be undertaken independently with reporting made available for public comment, prior to any approval for the Concept Plan being considered. 

Further, the elevations do not appear to show the incorporation of the roof mounted cooling towers and suggest a lack of space to incorporate this, particularly if you take into account the central plant and air handling plant rooms.  

It appears further space is required and if so, should be considered now as part of the overall proposal, so that future amendments to building envelopes are unnecessary.  Further, the pollutant ground water plume running from south east onto the site from the Wellington Street area, raises concerns, in particular to any ground water management.  This is a key concern and further investigation is necessary, with the opportunity for public comment.

13. Environmental Factors

Energy efficiency

Is significantly impacted by the thermal efficiency of space. The Report suggests the necessity for cross ventilation, shading and limited floor depths as well as performance glazing to achieve thermal comfort targets.  Yet given the necessity for acoustical installation for various towers as indicated in the Heggies Report, we question how cross ventilation and energy efficiency will be achieved, particularly given concerns that are raised about noise and amelioration factors. 

Further the Arup’s Report suggests some building forms may need to modified in repose to future pressures and that “a significant change in building design may be required to required to achieve a 75% reduction in energy use” for commercial buildings. 

In the case of residential use, narrow floor plates (12 – 16m) for buildings are suggested to improve Indoor Environment Quality.  This is not achieved in a substantial number of apartment blocks.

Further Ove Arup’s Report indicates that buildings with large car parking provisions relative to the NLA, are likely to be obtain a lower ABGR star rating, particularly where the car parks are air-conditioned.  This suggests the necessity to rethink car parking provisions, particularly for Block 5, which will provide nearly 700 car parking spaces.  
Given separate reports indicate that the residential mix may be 70/30% split for residential/commercial and the SEPP changes do not lock in a specific land use mix, if a higher residential mix follows, this raises significant implications in terms of day lighting and sustainable development. 


Given the concerns already held about solar access, the assumption is made that this will increase the number of apartments with no minimum sunlight standards and have a detrimental impact in terms of meeting the sustainable planning objectives

Electrical Energy Reticulation
This report is assessed on the basis of a 30% commercial, 70% residential mix, with floor areas per the current concept plan scheme with preliminary discussions with Energy Australia.  This is contrary to the gross floor area proposed, which is 49% commercial and 51% residential mix and further reporting should be provided on this basis and made available for public comment.  

Similarly preliminary discussions have been held with Telstra for voice, data and cable reticulation. 

We again emphasis our previous comments, given the SEPP changes only require a minimum of 30% residential or commercial, if a higher residential mix follows, what are the implications for day lighting and sustainable development.  
Parking

Ove Arup’s Report suggest “where car parking is made available it should aim to incorporate car parking spaces reserved for small cars and provide parking space for motorbikes and scooters” as well as considering car parking facilities to be “emission free”.  

Given the substantial provisions provided for car parking, particularly in some Blocks (eg Block 5), the Concept Plan/Study fails to consider these recommendations.

Stormwater

Given the concerns raised previously about sewerage and stormwater infrastructure, any approval process must incorporate stringent provisions, prior to filter out most pollutants.

Light Pollutants

The Ove Arup Report confirms the significant impact from lighting pollution.

  
In response, the Report suggests that external lighting must be restricted so as not to fall outside the site boundary, however given the substantial scale, massing and scale of the site, the impact on the adjoining low rise neighbourhood will be immense.


The aspects and vistas from many residences at night will change significantly. 

This results in an adverse impact on the existing community particularly those who live in low level historical housing, which is not designed to take this into account.  The impact from such a large scaled development on a local neighbourhood such as this, has not been seen in Sydney and must be minimised by a reduction in massing and height to offset the detrimental impact on the local community.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Greenhouse gas emissions resulting from this one development site will be substantial.

Ove Arup’s Report indicates that a typical remote power plant 67% of energy generated is emitted as waste with only 33% converted to electricity.

When co-generation is used, 50% of the waste energy can be captured for heating or cooling purposes, with only 20% wastage. However, Ove Arup’s Report indicates high rise towers over 10 storeys would require co-generation to achieve energy targets. However, this is unlikely to be incorporated into the current proposal due to the lack of space for the required area of panels (Page 2, 11).  The Report goes on to say that alternative energy/peak load reduction via photovoltaic units have a relatively long payback period. 

Given the environmental consequences, this supports the need for a substantial reduction in height and massing. 

Land Use
Energy efficiency is significantly impacted by the thermal efficiency of space.   Here the Report suggests the necessity for cross ventilation, shading and limited floor depths as well as performance glazing to achieve thermal comfort targets.  Yet given the necessity for acoustical installation for various towers as indicated in Acoustics Report, we question how cross ventilation and energy efficiency will be achieved. 

Further the Arup’s Report suggests some building forms may need to modified in response to future pressures and that “a significant change in building design may be required to required to achieve a 75% reduction in energy use” for commercial buildings. 

In the case of residential use, narrow floor plates (12 - 16m) for buildings are suggested to improve Indoor Environment Quality.  This is not achieved in a substantial number of apartment “Blocks”.

Wind, Acoustics & Daylighting

This Report considers the overall viability of the scheme in terms of wind and acoustics
.
Notably the assessments prepared are not resolved to a level normally required, rather assessed in the case of acoustics planning - a broad assessment criteria, rather than a detailed assessment of potential noise emissions from the site to nearby noise services received and traffic noise. 
Whilst the assessment of the existing conditions identifies difficulties along Broadway, the Report does not adequately highlight existing winds in locations around the site, eg the westerly flow along O’Connor Street, where strong wind gusts often occur, impeding a person’s progress and making it difficult to walk with balance. 

In considering the impact from the proposed redevelopment, the Report highlights that high wind speeds will be experienced around the north perimeter of the site (near buildings A & B), in and around the brewery yard, and along Chipper Lane (near Block 5). 


The Report suggests amelioration treatments will be necessary and can be considered down track. Given the Concept Plan sets the building envelopes in far more detail than a traditional Masterplan, we believe a more detailed assessment must be provided now, prior to the determination of the Concept Plan being finalised.

Further, there also appears to be no analysis of the impact from the development on neighbouring streets, -  Balfour, Abercrombie, Regent nor O’Connell.  In particular, given the high wind gusts along O’Connor Street, we believe more detailed testing is warranted, for these streets prior to the Departments assessment being completed. 

Importantly, the Report suggest its assessment for daylighting is based on the solar access controls prepared by Cox/ATA rather than an assessment under BASIX which incorporates NatHERS or modelling as usually suggested.  Here the assessment appears to be relying on data provided by Cox/ATA.  We also note the total number of apartments differs from the suggested figures.   

Whilst the difference is only small, we believe the figures need through review, as our own investigations suggest a greater number of apartments without minimum solar access requirements.


Given the significance of the findings, particularly in terms of future planning standards, it is imperative that any peer review independently examine the relevant data and consider the discussion paper prepared by Cox/Tzannes, so to verify all assumptions and data.
14. Setback and Separation of Buildings

The setback for podium on Broadway, being 3 metres is insufficient.  Further the building separation between the towers is only20 metres rather than a minimum 25 metres.  This is at odds with EAP Recommendation No. 10.
15. Planning Agreements

Given the complexity of these documents and inclusion of public land outside the site, and substantial incentives, we believe the Governments independence is compromised and is not in a position to review and consider the Plans.  This must be done independently.
We note we are still reviewing these documents, and comments will follow under separate cover.
However, in the interim we are alerted that the staging for public benefits such as the Main Park is left open and the missing Balfour Street Park is dependent on the occupation of 50,000 sqm of space on the site.  This is unacceptable and must be expedited now.  

16. Architectural Competitions
Whilst much has been made that all buildings over a particular gross floor space should undergo a design competition, the documentation confirms this is only at the Minister’s discretion.  This needs to be urgently changed so to ensure certainty.   Further, towers over 70 metres should include international architects. 

17. Student Housing 

Whilst student accommodation is not detailed, any future development should include firm controls which  ensure that all student housing comply with the applicable residential controls and are not compromised.
18 
Linkages to surrounds and Victoria Park
Under the City’s draft benefits linkages to Prince Alfred and Victoria Park were provided.  Sadly, it appears these linkages are not included. 

19   SEPP 65

Amendments to SEPP do not provide sufficient surety.  This includes previously raised issues and the following:

Public Domain provisions – does not include specific provisions for open space for smaller public domain areas that are shown in the Concept Plan, such as the Balfour Street park, the Wellington Street park or Kent Road public domain. 

Land Use provisions - do not define land use other than a minimum 30% being either residential or commercial.  Given concerns about solar access and amenity, land use should be clearly defined at the outset to ensure sufficient amenity is provided and determine how the FSR compares with previous controls.  Unless specifically included, should the land use substantially change from residential to say a commercial mix, then this will reflect an effective increase in overall FSR when compared to previous controls.  This needs to be properly defined, for transparency purposes.   Further land use defines other provisions, such as car parking provisions.  

Height provisions – allows heights up to 160 metres.  Heights should be clearly defined.

Annexure “A”
Extract from the City of Sydney’s Report dated September 2005; which is reiterated at the Planning, Development and Transport Committee Meeting on 8 December 2005.
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Annexure B - The Parkway - see separate file attachment
Annexure C - National Pollution Index reading for 2008 - see separate file attachment

Annexure D - Shadow Diagrams - see separate file attached
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