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1. BACKGROUND
The owners of 120 Great North Road (Lot 10 DP 859673) Deveme Pty Ltd and 2 Second Avenue (Lot 4 DP 311193)
Anderlis Pty Ltd, made a submission on the current Draft LEP amendments proposed for the Five Dock Town Centre in
November 2014. The submission related to land fronting Waterview Street between Second Avenue and Barnstaple Road
which is zoned R3 under Canada Bay LEP 2013. The submission argued that the subject land should be rezoned B4 Mixed
Use in line with existing B4 land immediately to the west along Great North Road and with corresponding land in the block to
the south on Waterview Street which is proposed to be rezoned. A copy of the submission is provided, in full, at Appendix 1.
In summary the submission argued that land on the western side of Waterview Street (between Second Avenue and
Barnstaple Road) should be included in the expansion of the town centre for the following reasons:
▪
▪
▪
▪

it would increase the viability of redevelopment of the land fronting Great North Road
it would minimise the potential for land use conflicts and associated amenity impacts
it would provide for an improved urban form (including street activation) and would ensure consistency with the
zoning approach taken elsewhere throughout the town centre, and
it would provide a logical extension to the proposed rezoning of land to the south in the block south of Second
Avenue.

Following consideration of submissions on the previous exhibition, Council’s consultants Studio GL prepared the Exhibition
Outcomes Report (21 May 2015) and Council subsequently made amendments to the Draft LEP and Draft DCP provisions.
These amendments have now been placed on public exhibition and further submissions invited.
This additional submission has been prepared in response to the recommendations contained in the Exhibition Outcomes
report in respect of Area B (Page 22) that “re-zoning this block is not proposed due to the location of the heritage item (No.
39 Waterview St) and the existing strata development (No 45-47 Waterview Street)”. It is understood that this statement
encapsulates the two main reasons why the subject land is not being considered for rezoning.
This submission has been prepared by MG Planning in conjunction with Group GSA Architects and Futurepast Heritage
Consulting Pty Ltd. Specifically it provides further information to Council in the form of:
1. a heritage assessment of the significance the existing local heritage item at 39 Waterview Street
2. commentary on the currently proposed amendments to strata laws which are intended to improve opportunities for
the redevelopment of strata properties, and
3. information on inconsistencies in the proposed zoning approach to the subject land with the objectives and
controls contained in the draft DCP.

2. HERITAGE ASSESSMENT
Following Council’s consideration of the previous submission, Deveme Pty Ltd and Anderlis Pty Ltd engaged Futurepast
Heritage Consulting to prepare an assessment of the heritage significance of 39 Waterview Street, which is a locally listed
heritage item located within the study area. Advice was sought from Futurepast Heritage Consulting on the significance of
the item, whether the item was worthy of retention and if so, recommended planning controls to preserve the site’s
significance whilst at the same time allowing for the redevelopment of land on the western side of Waterview Street.
A copy of Futurepast’s heritage advice is provided in full at Appendix 2. The assessment considers the significance of the
item, its level of intactness, its surrounding context and other buildings in the vicinity. In summary is considers that:
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▪

There have been extensive modifications to the setting and streetscape along both the east and west sides of
Waterview Street, resulting in a diverse mix of architectural styles and types. These include infill buildings from the
1960s and 1970s including medium density housing e.g. one to two storey villa townhouse developments and
existing two storey single residential dwellings, an example of which is immediately adjacent to the heritage item to
the north at #41 Waterview Street.

▪

It is acknowledged that there are a number of extant intact dwellings on the eastern side of Waterview Street and
one on the south western corner of Waterview and Second Avenue. For the most part they have had some
modification made to their appearance and in a lot of cases original features have been altered or removed. In
particular, numbers 21 and 23 Waterview Street are largely intact yet City of Canada Bay have deemed that the
western side of Waterview Street be rezoned below Second Avenue to the south. The logical conclusion to this is
these buildings, which are as if not more intact than the listed heritage item at 39 Waterview Street, will be
demolished.

▪

As a result of these modifications along both sides of Waterview Street, the heritage item at 39 Waterview Street has
lost a good deal of its original historic context. In addition, a two storey commercial building already exists
immediately to the west of the listed heritage item. A two storey residential development is also located immediate
north of the listed item. Therefore, the item’s context has already been compromised.

▪

There are also examples of heritage listed single storey residential dwellings in the suburb of Five Dock that display
the same heritage features and are more intact that 39 Waterview Street. For example:
a) 20 Kirrang Road Five Dock Local Item No I277
b) 93 First Avenue Five Dock Local Item No I193

▪

Although this proposal will have an impact on 39 Waterview Street (item #I486), it is considered that the heritage item
itself has been modified with the addition of new infill aluminium fencing panels, new lynch gate entry with the only
obvious external heritage fabric surviving being the face brick work to the Waterview Street frontage. It has had new
French doors added either side of the main pedestrian entry door which are also new and not of Federation
architectural style. Fenestration on both the north and south sides of the house have been replaced with sliding
powder coated aluminium windows to existing apertures. The tiling to both the front verandah and pedestrian
pathway have been replaced.

▪

The building, while of local significance for the quality of the brickwork of the front façade, is not of such outstanding
quality or intactness, and lacks sufficient historic context, to preclude its redevelopment in future.

▪

As the buildings on either side of No 39 Waterview Street are highly modified (No 39) or are of intrusive quality (No
43), it is highly likely that these sites will be redeveloped in future. Any new development would likely be in a
substantially different architectural style (even under the existing planning controls) from No 39, and would further
divorce the heritage item from its context.

▪

Due to the location of the proposed rezoned site, the topography of Five Dock and the low-rise and medium-rise
nature of existing mixed use built structures in the area, any proposed redevelopment would be visible from vantage
points to the south and east of the subject site.

▪

Existing development to the west along Great North Road exceeds four to six storeys and are located adjacent to
existing locally listed heritage items. These new residential apartment buildings, whilst set back form the Great North
Road street frontage, are clearly visible above the locally listed heritage items.

▪

Any views from the north looking south from the Lyons Road vicinity would be visible from existing higher ground.
The impact of the re-zoning would therefore considered negligible.
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The report concludes that:
…it is the opinion of thee author of this report that the existing modifications to 39 Waterview Street are substantial
and lessen the heritage values/significance of the locally listed item. In general, this heritage item is not of sufficient
integrity or significance to preclude future redevelopment of the proposed rezoned area. This building lacks context
and integrity, and buildings of similar if not greater intactness (Nos 21 and 23 Waterview Street) have been
approved for rezoning in the block to the south (albeit those buildings are not heritage listed).
Although the only listed heritage item at 39 Waterview Street could be retained and the revised zoning be modified
to suit this retention, the works would consequentially render the item isolated, require setbacks on all three sides
and further diminish its significance. It is also likely it would be overshadowed by larger scale development in the
future.
If in the instance the listed item is demolished, there would be no requirement for interpretation of the item as part of
any consent on future redevelopment of the site at 39 Waterview Street.
It is also worth noting that City of Canada Bay Council has already permitted the rezoning of the west side of
Waterview Street south of Second Avenue for redevelopment yet there are examples of residences that have
minimal modifications and remain relatively intact...
Accordingly, having regard to the heritage assessment provided, it is considered that the local heritage item at 39 Waterview
Street which is within the study area is not of such significance or integrity that it should preclude the logical expansion of the
Five Dock Town Centre. As concluded by Futurepast Heritage, the subject building has been subject to significant
modifications and its significance is already diminished by existing unsympathetic adjacent developments and other
development in the vicinity. This is likely to be further diminished by redevelopment even under the existing planning
controls.
The report does conclude that the building is of local significance for the quality of its brickwork however notes that better
examples exist in the locality including two houses in the block to the south which Council has agreed should be rezoned. It
is therefore considered that the existence of the local heritage item within the study area should not preclude the logical
expansion of the town centre to include the subject land. Redevelopment of the land would most likely require demolition of
the heritage item however this is considered acceptable given its limited heritage values and the existence of better
examples of its form elsewhere in the LGA. In summary it is considered that the benefit of including the block in the
expanded town centre significantly outweighs the loss of its (marginal) heritage significance.

3. STRATA DEVELOPMENTS
As noted above the second primary reason stated in the Outcomes Report to justify why land on the western side of
Waterview Street should not be considered for rezoning, is the presence of strata titled development. It is recognised that
traditionally the existence of strata development has made redevelopment and renewal difficult with the termination of a
strata scheme requiring the unanimous support of all owners. This has led to a plethora of ageing strata schemes with
effectively very little redevelopment potential. As quoted by the Government on its Fair Trading website “NSW currently has
around 75,000 strata schemes worth $350 billion in assets”.
To address this issue, and in a major overhaul of strata laws, the Government has recently released the draft Strata
Schemes Development Bill 2015 and Strata Schemes Management Bill 2015 for public consultation with exhibition closing
on 12 August 2015.
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Relevant to the current matter, the proposed reforms will provide for the collective sale and renewal of ageing housing stock
by requiring that 75% (rather than the existing 100%) of owners agree to end their strata scheme. This aims to deliver urban
renewal and boost housing supply in the places that people want to live. By establishing a process for collective renewal
and sale, lot owners will be empowered to realise the full potential of their strata building and make their own decisions in a
democratic and transparent way.
Importantly, the process will also provide for checks and balances such as:
▪
▪
▪

compensating lot owners with at least the market value of their lot plus moving costs, as detailed in the Land
Acquisition (Just Terms Compensation) 1991 Act
referring renewal plans to the Land & Environment Court for final consideration, and
establishing a free NSW Government advice service for all owners in addition to a free advocacy program to assist
vulnerable owners.

Accordingly, the State government is currently taking active measures to provide for the future redevelopment and renewal
of Strata Schemes. These measures will enhance the redevelopment opportunities of ageing strata schemes and will
ensure that the market and financial viability will be the main determinant of whether sites are renewed.
In light of the above Government reforms, it is considered that the presence of strata development within the block on the
western side of Waterview Street between Barnstaple Road and Second Avenue, is not an impediment to future
development. Further it should not be used as a reason to preclude the logical expansion of the Five Dock Town Centre. If
the subject land is rezoned, the market will determine if and when it becomes viable for redevelopment.
In addition to the above it is noted that many sites located within the Five Dock Town Centre accommodate existing strata
developments as illustrated by Figure 1 below. Notably this figure clearly shows that Council has included a site in
Waterview Street to the south of Second Avenue that is currently strata subdivided in the land proposed to be rezoned. It is
unclear why this site would be any different in terms of redevelopment potential than land in the block to the north of
Waterview Street that is currently subject to strata title.
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Figure 1: Existing strata sites

4. INCONSISTENCY WITH PROPOSED DCP
As outlined in the previous submission (refer Appendix 1) it is considered that the subject land is identical to the land on the
western side of Waterview to the south of Second Avenue and forms a logical extension to the town centre consistent with
the principles applied by Council throughout the LGA. The proposed location of the zoning boundary in the middle of the
development block will result in significant adverse impacts and is inconsistent with the standard practice of utilising roads to
provide adequate separation between zones to minimise potential land use conflicts.
The proposed split zoning is inconsistent with a number of core objectives and principles outlined in the proposed DCP.
These matters are outlined below:
Split zoning
The proposed DCP adopts standard planning practice and avoids split zoning with the exception of the subject land. As
illustrated in Figure 2 below, the primary and secondary road network is generally used to provide appropriate separation
between the Town Centre and surrounding residential areas. The figure clearly shows that the approach taken throughout
the Centre is to utilise roadways as the transition between zones.
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Figure 2: Roads and laneways used as transition between zones (Source: Canada Bay Draft DCP, June 2015)

Traffic Management
The DCP includes an objective (refer 7.7.2 New Laneways) that is “to facilitate car parking exits and entries for buildings
fronting Great North Road” by the provision of new laneways. New laneways are identified throughout the town centre and
are generally 6 to 9 metres in width (minimum of 6m). However, the properties fronting Great North Road between
Barnstaple Road and Second Avenue are denied this opportunity as a result of the proposed split zoning (refer Figure 2
above). This situation will leave these properties poorly serviced, with their only vehicle access off Great NorthRoad and no
chance of providing carparking or service vehicle amenity. It is considered that if the entire street block was rezoned as
proposed under the submission a laneway could be provided that would be consistent with the approach throughout the
remainder of the town centre and consistent with the treatment proposed for the block to the south.
Overlooking / Privacy Impacts
Whilst the broader planning controls contained in the DCP seek to prevent or minimise overlooking / privacy impacts, the
proposed split zoning on the subject land will create a situation that will directly result in privacy / overlooking impacts.
Specifically the development of land fronting Great North Road for medium to high density development will result in multi
storey development with a shared boundary to the rear of the residential properties on the western side of Waterview Street.
It will be very difficult (near impossible) for these impacts to be ‘designed out’ of the development given the site orientation.
Once again, inclusion of the land on the western side of Waterview Street into the town centre zone would negate this
situation.
Overshadowing / Solar Access
Similar to the above, the general planning controls contained in the DCP in relation to overshadowing / solar access seek to
minimise shadow impacts and to maximise solar access both within a development and for neighbouring properties.
However, the proposed split zoning of the subject land will result in a situation where only a 4.5m separation is required
between the rear of multi storey developments fronting Great North Road and residential properties to the east fronting
Waterview Street. This will inevitably result in overshadowing of the rear of these properties. Removal of the proposed split
zoning would provide a great separation distance between land uses using the width of Waterview Street itself as a buffer.
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Urban Form
The proposed split zoning also misses out on the opportunity to provide an enhanced urban form and more vibrant and
connected village environment. As outlined in the DCP it is the intent of the provisions to achieve a quality built form with
new buildings and alterations to display a high level of architectural design quality with construction methods and materials
that are provided to be durable over time, colours that integrate with the connect and building articulation that is sympathetic
with adjoining built form and the local ‘village character’. This matter is addressed in further detail in the previous
submission at Appendix 1.
Laneways and the village network
As outlined above, the DCP includes a control that is to provide a network of new laneways in the block bounded by First
Avenue, Second Avenue, Waterview Street and Great North Road to achieve improved permeability, to improve east west
access and connectivity and to make the centre more attractive to cycle and walk. The proposed network of connections
would be substantively enhance by extending the laneway network to the north. Provision for a formal laneway centrally
located within the block would fill the missing link in the interconnected network of laneways as illustrated on Figure 3 below.

A = The laneway and pedestrian link behind the properties fronting Great
North Road (north of Barnstaple Road)
B= Connecting node for laneways
C = proposed laneway connecting the laneway north of Barnstaple Road and
South of Second Avenue
D = The laneway and pedestrian link behind the properties fronting Great
North Road (south of Second Avenue)

Building Form
Finally the DCP identifies that new buildings are to have a scale that is visually compatible with adjacent buildings. It further
states its intent is:
- to encourage a consistent street alignment and street wall height along key streets in the centre.
- to ensure corner buildings, located where two streets meet, provide a continuous street edge and front both streets.
- to allow redevelopment and gradual transition to higher densities
The split zoning does achieve these objectives and indeed makes them harder to achieve than if a traditional approach to
transition zones was applied.
In summary it is considered that the proposed split zoning approach to the block on the western side of Waterview Street
between Barnstaple Road and Second Avenue is inconsistent with a number of objectives and controls contained within the
Draft DCP.
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5. CONCLUSION
In conclusion Deveme Pty Ltd and Anderlis Pty Ltd support Council’s Urban Design Study and the initiatives proposed to
provide for the redevelopment and reinvigoration of the Five Dock Town Centre. However, for the reasons outlined in the
original submission and having regard to the further information contained herein, it is considered that the land on the
western side of Waterview Street (between Second Avenue and Barnstaple Road) should be included in the expansion of
the town centre. The main reasons for inclusion of the subject land are as follows:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

It would increase the viability of redevelopment of the land fronting Great North Road
It would minimise the potential for land use conflicts and associated amenity impacts
It would provide for an improved urban form (including street activation) and would ensure consistency with the
zoning approach taken elsewhere throughout the town centre,
It would provide a logical extension to the proposed rezoning of land to the south in the block south of Second
Avenue which does not differ from the subject land in any significant way
The existing local heritage item at 39 Waterview Street is not of such significance or integrity that it should preclude
the logical expansion of the Town Centre
The existence of strata title development within the block does not preclude its redevelopment rather redevelopment
will be dependent on market conditions, and
The proposed split zoning of the block is inconsistent with Council’s own objectives and controls for the centre as
outlined in the Draft DCP.

It is therefore recommended that Council rezone the subject land to B4 Mixed Use and update the height and FSR maps as
outlined in the original submissions provided at Appendix 1.
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1. INTRODUCTION
The owners of 120 Great North Road (Lot 10 DP 859673) Deveme Pty Ltd and 2 Second Avenue (Lot 4 DP 311193)
Anderlis Pty Ltd, wish to make a submission on the current Draft LEP amendments proposed for the Five Dock Town
Centre. The submission relates to land fronting Waterview Street between Second Avenue and Barnstaple Road
which is zoned R3 under Canada Bay LEP 2013. This submission argues that the subject land should be rezoned B4
Mixed Use in line with existing B4 land immediately to the west along Great North Road and with corresponding land in
the block to the south on Waterview Street which is proposed to be rezoned. This submission argues that:
1.

Expansion of the B4 zone to include this land is a logical extension of the proposed rezoning of similar land to the
south on the western side of Waterview Street.

2.

There appears to be no logic to applying a split zoning to the block which will hinder redevelopment of the land
fronting Great North Road and will not provide an appropriate transition between the two zones as is provided
when a public street separates the zones. The split zoning and site constraints limit the redevelopment potential
of sites fronting Great North Road in terms of vehicular access, loading unloading etc.

3.

The proposed split zoning has the potential to result in adverse amenity impacts for land zoned R3 Medium
Density on Waterview Street with the rear boundary of these allotments immediately adjoining the Mixed Use
zone where land can potentially be developed FSR of 3:1 and maximum height of 27m, and

4.

Inclusion of the subject land in the B4 zone will result in a better urban form.

These matters are addressed in further detail below.
This submission has been prepared on behalf of Deveme Pty Ltd and Anderlis Pty Ltd by MG Planning Pty Ltd.

2. SUBJECT LAND
As noted above, this submission relates to land in the block bounded by Second Avenue to the south, Waterview
Street to the east and Barnstaple Road to the north (refer Figure 1 below). The subject land backs onto land fronting
Great North Road to the west.
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Photo 5: West side of Waterview Street

Photo 6: Waterview Street looking south from intersection of
Second Avenue

A single detached dwelling house at 39 Waterview Street is identified as a local heritage item (I486) under Canada
Bay LEP 2013.

3. PLANNING PROPOSAL
In October 2013 Canada Bay Council’s consultants ARUP, Hill PDA and StudioGL finalised the Five Dock Town
Centre Urban Design Study which identified objectives and aspirations for the town centre and which built on previous
work undertaken by Council. The intention of the Urban Design Study was to ensure that “any potential changes to
the existing planning controls, such as building scale, density and height, were carefully considered” and “to identify
public domain improvements and opportunities for future redevelopment within the Centre”. One of the key aims of the
study was to improve site feasibility while also limiting the impact on the surrounding context and key areas of public
open space.
The Urban Design Study is the basis for the current planning proposal which seeks to amend planning controls within
the town centre via an amendment to Canada Bay LEP 2013 and through the introduction of precinct specific Draft
Development Control Plan controls. It is noted that the land the subject of this submission was not included in the
Urban Design Study therefore no recommendations were made that affect the land. However the Study did
recommend rezoning of the corresponding land on the western side of Waterview Street to the south of Second
Avenue (as shown in Figure 2 below). This land is proposed to be rezoned B4 Mixed Use in an expansion of the town
centre. As illustrated by the photos above, the land to the south of Second Avenue (on Waterview Street’s western
frontage) is very similar in nature to the land to the north currently accommodating single and two storey residential
development with some medium density development
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4. LOGICAL EXPANSION OF TOWN CENTRE
The retention of the existing zoning on the subject land misses out on the opportunity to expand the Five Dock Town
Centre in a logical manner consistent with the approach taken on other land surrounding the centre. Immediately to
the south on Waterview Street (south of Second Avenue) Council is proposing to rezone land on the western side of
Waterview Street to B4 Mixed Use as outlined above. This land is similar to the subject land in terms of existing
development on site and in that it currently has a split zoning with a B4 zone fronting Great North Road and R3 zone
on Waterview Street. There appears to be no logical reason why the proposed approach to extending the town centre
eastwards is currently proposed to terminate at Second Avenue.
The Urban Design Study Background Report (Oct. 2013) identifies that the majority of the subject land is within 200m
of the Fred Kelly Reserve which is identified as the centre of Five Dock Town Centre (refer Figure 13). Accordingly it
is highly accessible, within easy walking distance of the centre of Five Dock and accommodates existing older style
dwelling stock that could readily be redeveloped. It therefore appears that there has been an oversight in not
considering it in the Urban Design Study for inclusion in the town centre expansion.
It is noted that 39 Waterview Street which is located within the subject area is an identified heritage item. However it is
considered that redevelopment of the block could be undertaken sensitively and having regard to the heritage value of
this property.

5. SPLIT ZONING
It is accepted good planning practice to generally provide for zone boundaries to be located along streets or laneways
to ensure an adequate separation between differing land uses to minimise the potential for land use conflicts and
discordant built form. A road or laneway provides appropriate separation between land uses and ensures that amenity
impacts, including overlooking, overshadowing, acoustic impacts etc. can be minimised through physical separation.
It is noted that the zoning of the Five Dock Town Centre generally follows this approach with the majority of zone
boundaries being located along the streets or laneways surrounding the centre (e.g. Fairlight Street, West Street, East
Street etc.). Notably this is currently proposed in Waterview Street in the block to the south of Second Avenue.
Further to the north of Barnstaple Road land fronting Great North Road is bounded at the rear by a laneway which
runs parallel to Great North Road. However in the case of the subject block the boundary runs through the centre with
no road separation provided.
Retention of a split zoning on the subject land will hinder redevelopment of the land fronting Great North Road. As
noted in the Urban Design Study the allotments fronting Great North Road are generally small and in fragmented
ownership. Whilst site amalgamation is possible, the splitting of the zoning across the block means that any
redevelopment will be of limited depth and with vehicular access (including cars and service vehicles) only available
from Great North Road. This is a major constraint given the existing traffic which utilises the roadway and the desire to
create an attractive and comfortable pedestrian environment. Extension of the zoning through the block to Waterview
Street would provide an alternative vehicular access and would remove traffic off the already congested main street. It
would also provide improved redevelopment options and therefore increase viability.

6. AMENITY IMPACTS
Retention of the existing split zoning also has the potential to result in adverse amenity impacts for the land zoned R3
Medium Density on the western side of Waterview Street from any redevelopment of land fronting Great North Road.
If the LEP amendments are made, the land along Great North Road could potentially be developed to an FSR of 3:1
and maximum height of 27m (using the incentive based controls for sites greater than 1,500m2). By contrast, the R3
land has a maximum height of 8.5m and maximum FSR of 0.5:1. This discrepancy in planning controls has the
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potential to lead to very real amenity impacts including overlooking, visual bulk, overshadowing etc. These amenity
impacts could be avoided if the zone boundary was moved to Waterview Street with the roadway providing a physical
separation between the two zones. Buildings could then be designed to reduce the potential for amenity impacts to
land on the eastern side of Waterview Street.

7. URBAN FORM
The rezoning of the subject land to B4 Mixed Use would also provide for a better urban form outcome. Rezoning the
eastern part of the block to B4 would enable vehicular access to be provided off the rear street (Waterview Street) thus
avoiding the vehicular entries off Great North Road which break up the frontage and reduce activation of the street.
This would also improve the pedestrian environment in terms of safety and the attractiveness of the public domain.
Architectural design options would also be improved through the inclusion of the eastern land. The increased
development block would allow for appropriate setbacks and architectural treatment / elements to ensure design
excellence within new developments. Achievement of design excellence would be more difficult under the current
planning controls given the limitations on lot size and depth, lack of access options and need to address the adjacent
low scale residential zone.
The location of a heritage item (39 Waterview Street) within the block should will not preclude development of the land
fronting Waterview Street rather a sensitive design approach will be required to ensure any future development
respects the heritage values of the property.
Rezoning of the subject land would also provide for a continuation of the form and scale of development which will
occur to the south in the immediately adjacent street block south of Second Avenue. The subject block is the only
block on the eastern side of the town centre for which this argument is relevant as the land to the north of Barnstaple
Road has a different development pattern with allotments running in a north-south direction.
It is considered that to ensure consistency in addition to rezoning the subject land to B4 Mixed Use, the maximum
height should be amended to 17m and maximum FSR to 2.5:1 as is proposed for the block to the south. The area
should also be designated as “Area 1” on the height map and “Area 5” on the FSR map to ensure that the incentive
clause applies to any development on a site greater than 1,500m2 as applies elsewhere throughout the centre.

8. RECOMMENDATION
Deveme Pty Ltd and Anderlis Pty Ltd support Council’s Urban Design Study and the initiatives proposed to provide for
the redevelopment and reinvigoration of the Five Dock Town Centre. However, it is considered that the land on the
western side of Waterview Street (between Second Avenue and Barnstaple Road) should be included in the
expansion of the town centre for the following reasons:
▪
▪
▪
▪

It would increase the viability of redevelopment of the land fronting Great North Road
It would minimise the potential for land use conflicts and associated amenity impacts
It would provide for an improved urban form (including street activation) and would ensure consistency with the
zoning approach taken elsewhere throughout the town centre, and
It would provide a logical extension to the proposed rezoning of land to the south in the block south of Second
Avenue.

MG PLANNING
14‐52(2) ‐ 120 Great North Road and 2 Second Avenue, Five Dock
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Whilst it is recognised that a heritage item (39 Waterview Street) is located within the block, this should not preclude
redevelopment rather will require a sensitive design approach to ensure any future development respects the heritage
values of the property. This would appropriately be addressed at the development application stage.
It is therefore recommended that Council rezone the subject land to B4 Mixed Use and update the height and FSR
maps as outlined above.

MG PLANNING
14‐52(2) ‐ 120 Great North Road and 2 Second Avenue, Five Dock
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#I230

Terrace of Three 189–193
shops
North Road

Great Local

-‐

Sands Directory lists Waterview Street south of Second Avenue as early as 1882 and whilst the Waterview
Estate is shown laid out from this date it is not listed north of Second Avenue in Sands Directory until 1906.

Figure 3.

Waterview Estate subdivision map 1882 (Source: City of Canada Bay Local Studies image database)

The land was advertised for sale again in 1901 as seen in Figure 4 and this was at the same time as the tram
was first introduced.
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Figure 4.

Waterview Estate subdivision map 1901 (Source: State Library of New South Wales c010420116h)
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2. Heritage Considerations & Evaluation
There are several potential heritage issues that should be considered with regards to the proposed
rezoning.
Key heritage considerations with regards to future development on the subject site have been outlined
below with reference to the assessment provided herein and with reference to relevant controls and
provisions contained within the City of Canada Bay Local Environmental Plan 2013 and the City of Canada
Bay Draft Development Control Plan June 2015.
This preliminary heritage advice sources the following documents in relation to the subject site and the
rezoning proposal:
•
•
•
•

Draft Canada Bay LEP 2013 Amendments submission November 2014
City of Canada Bay DCP 2013 Section 4.3
Draft Development Control Plan (DCP) Section 7 June 2015
Studio GL Section 7.7.2 Five Dock Centre Final Report Exhibition Outcomes: Five Dock Centre
Planning Proposal Part 2 Prepared for City of Canada Bay May 2015

Part 7.7.2 of the Five Dock Town Centre Built Form Canada Bay Draft DCP -‐ Part 7 -‐June 2015 Page 7-‐33
states that:
Objective
O47. To protect buildings and spaces of heritage significance.
O48. To ensure that new development on the same site as or adjacent to a heritage item responds
sensitively to its heritage significance.
Controls
C54. New buildings on the same site as or adjoining a heritage item will need to consider the impact on
heritage when determining:
•
•
•
•
•

the appropriate alignment and street frontage heights;
setbacks above street frontage heights;
appropriate materials and finishes selection;
the design and articulation of the facade; and
appropriate side and rear setbacks.
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Figure 7.

Location of the graded heritage significance (Source: Dept. of Lands Six Maps 2015)

The above is a map denoting the rating of architectural merit of existing residential dwellings in the subject
area and vicinity. The one listed heritage item at 39 Waterview Street is indicated in green as somewhat
modified. Those listed outlined in orange have been heavily modified, to the level where restoration may
be uneconomic. Those outlined in green are considered lightly modified and those items that are late 20th
century early 21st century in pink. The single dwellings at 21 and 23 Waterview Street, south of the subject
site but within the area already proposed for rezoning, are outlined in black and are considered more intact
than any of the residential dwellings in the proposed rezoning subject site area.
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Examples of surrounding residences in Waterview Street and Second Avenue shown below.

Figure 8.
45-‐47 Waterview Street looking west. Note the new six
storey development west of Great North Road is visible through
the gap.

Figure 9.
37 Waterview Street corner of Second Ave looking west.
This building has been heavily modified and extended.

Figure 10. 2 Second Avenue Five Dock looking north. This building
is somewhat less modified.

Figure 11. 28-‐32 Waterview Street looking east. These buildings
are superficially intact, but on closer inspection have had
considerable modification to their facades.

Figure 12. 21 Waterview Street looking west. This building is
within the area already proposed for rezoning but is a very
intact example fo 1930s construction.

Figure 13. 23 Waterview Street looking west. This house is also
within the existing rezoning area, but is quite intact, if
somewhat delapidated.
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3. Conclusions and Evaluation
This preliminary assessment has considered the impacts that the proposed rezoning and future
redevelopment will have to heritage items in the vicinity, views to and from locally listed heritage items,
and the impact of the development on the general skyline and vistas of Five Dock.
The revised LEP zoning and the Draft Canada Bay DCP document indicate that Five Dock Town Centre has
been re-‐zoned for medium to high density development that would indicate forecasted increased and
significant redevelopment of the Five Dock Town Centre retail and commercial precinct.
The subject site contains only one currently listed heritage item, 39 Waterview Street, Five Dock and it is
not in or in the vicinity of any heritage conservation areas under the City of Canada Bay LEP 2013.
The following statements summarise the above preliminary assessment and conclusions, and put forward
some general considerations:
•

There have been extensive modifications to the setting and streetscape along both the east and
west sides of Waterview Street, resulting in a diverse mix of architectural styles and types. These
include infill buildings from the 1960s and 1970s including medium density housing e.g. one-‐ to two-‐
storey villa townhouse developments and existing two storey single residential dwellings, an
example of which is immediately adjacent to the heritage item to the north at #41 Waterview
Street.

•

It is acknowledged that there are a number of extant intact dwellings on the eastern side of
Waterview Street and one on the south western corner of Waterview and Second Avenue. For the
most part they have had some modification made to their appearance and in a lot of cases original
features have been altered or removed. In particular, numbers 21 and 23 Waterview Street are
largely intact yet City of Canada Bay have deemed that the western side of Waterview Street be
rezoned below Second Avenue to the south. The logical conclusion to this is these buildings, which
are as if not more intact than the listed heritage item at 39 Waterview Street, will be demolished.

•

As a result of these modifications along both sides of Waterview Street, the heritage item at 39
Waterview Street has lost a good deal of its original historic context. In addition, a two storey
commercial building already exists immediately to the west of the listed heritage item. A two storey
residential development is also located immediate north of the listed item. Therefore, the item’s
context has already been compromised.

•

There are also examples of heritage listed single storey residential dwellings in the suburb of Five
Dock that display the same heritage features and are more intact that 39 Waterview Street. For
example:
a) 20 Kirrang Road Five Dock Local Item No I277
b) 93 First Avenue Five Dock Local Item No I193

•

Although the proposed rezoning will have an impact on 39 Waterview Street (item #I486), it is
considered that the heritage item itself has been modified with the addition of new infill aluminum
fencing panels, new lynch gate entry with the only obvious external heritage fabric surviving being
the face brick work to the Waterview Street frontage. It has had new French doors added either
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side of the main pedestrian entry door which are also new and not of Federation architectural style.
Fenestration on both the north and south sides of the house have been replaced with sliding
powder coated aluminum windows to existing apertures. The tiling to both the front verandah and
pedestrian pathway have been replaced.
•

The building, while of local significance for the quality of the brickwork of the front façade, is not of
such outstanding quality or intactness, and lacks sufficient historic context, to preclude its
redevelopment in future.

•

As the buildings on either side of No 39 Waterview Street are highly modified (No 39) or are of
intrusive quality (No 43), it is highly likely that these sites will be redeveloped in future. Any new
development would likely be in a substantially different architectural style (even under the existing
planning controls) from No 39, and would further divorce the heritage item from its context.

•

Due to the location of the proposed rezoned site, the topography of Five Dock and the low-‐rise and
medium-‐rise nature of existing mixed use built structures in the area, any proposed redevelopment
would be visible from vantage points to the south and east of the subject site.

•

Existing development to the west along Great North Road exceeds four to six storeys and are
located adjacent to existing locally listed heritage items. These new residential apartment buildings,
whilst set back form the Great North Road street frontage, are clearly visible above the locally listed
heritage items.

•

Any views from the north looking south from the Lyons Road vicinity would be visible from existing
higher ground. The impact of the re-‐zoning would therefore considered negligible.

In conclusion, it is the opinion of thee author of this report that the existing modifications to 39 Waterview
Street are substantial and lessen the heritage values/significance of the locally listed item. In general, this
heritage item is not of sufficient integrity or significance to preclude future redevelopment of the proposed
rezoned area. This building lacks context and integrity, and buildings of similar if not greater intactness
(Nos 21 and 23 Waterview Street) have been approved for rezoning in the block to the south (albeit those
buildings are not heritage listed).
Although the only listed heritage item at 39 Waterview Street could be retained and the revised zoning be
modified to suit this retention, the works would consequentially render the item isolated, require setbacks
on all three sides and further diminish its significance. It is also likely it would be overshadowed by larger
scale development in the future.
If in the instance the listed item is demolished, there would be no requirement for interpretation of the
item as part of any consent on future redevelopment of the site at 39 Waterview Street.
It is also worth noting that City of Canada Bay Council has already permitted the rezoning of the west side
of Waterview Street south of Second Avenue for redevelopment yet there are examples of residences that
have minimal modifications and remain relatively intact. These are No. 21 & No. 23 Waterview Street seen
in Figures 12 & 13 above.
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Should you wish to discuss any of our preliminary findings, or wish us to brief any members of the project
team, please contact us on 02
.
Yours sincerely,

Dr MacLaren North
Director
Futurepast Heritage Consulting P/L
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Sandra Sidoti <sandrasidoti@
John Sidoti <john.sidoti@
Wed, 08 Jul 2015 12:51:32 +1000

From: Mark Thebridge [mailto:MThebridge@
Sent: Tuesday, 7 July 2015 5:36 PM
To: Sandra Sidoti
Subject: RE: Exhibition period

>

]

John
Have you received any advice from Council about the readvertising of the LEP?
thanks

Mark
Thebridge
PRINCIPAL
GroupGSA Pty Ltd
Leve 7, 80 W am St
East Sydney NSW
Austra a 2011
D +612 8302 3111
T +612 9361 4144
M +61
ABN 76 002 113 779
nom arch tect M. She don 3990
www.groupgsa.com

From: Sandra Sidoti [mailto:sandrasidoti@
Sent: Tuesday, 7 July 2015 5:06 PM
To: Mark Thebridge
Subject: RE: Exhibition period

Thanks
John
From: Mark Thebridge [mailto:MThebridge@
Sent: Monday, 6 July 2015 10:53 PM
To: Sandra Sidoti
Subject: RE: Exhibition period
Hi John
I will discuss with the planner tomorrow and then contact you to discuss further
regards
Mark Thebridge
Group GSA
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Principal
From: Sandra Sidoti [sandrasidoti@
Sent: Wednesday, 1 July 2015 9:07 PM
To: Mark Thebridge
Subject: RE: Exhibition period

Hi Mark
Can we see the planner at Council together to take her up on the offer to explore opportunities
for a better outcome for the Five Dock properties..
Kind regards
John Sidoti
From: Mark Thebridge [mailto:MThebridge@
Sent: Thursday, 11 June 2015 4:32 PM
To: Sandra Sidoti
Subject: Exhibition period

]

Hi John
We understand that the council will place the updated information on exhibition from 30th June
at this stage. This will mean that the exhibition period will close about 31 July.
regards

Mark
Thebridge
PRINCIPAL
GroupGSA Pty Ltd
Leve 7, 80 W am St
East Sydney NSW
Austra a 2011
D +612 8302 3111
T +612
M +61
ABN 76 002 113 779
nom arch tect M. She don 3990
www.groupgsa.com
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P O Box 118
CONCORD NSW 2137.
( Tel:
4 Fax:

02 97452785
02 97448542
* Email: helen.mccaffrey
( Mobile:

<image001.jpg> Please consider the environment before printing this email
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TAX INVOICE
Suite 1.4, 135 Victoria Road
DRUMMOYNE NSW 2047
Ph: (02) 9719 3118
Fax: (02) 9719 3166

A.B.N.

Invoice No: 00001574
Date: 3/08/2015
Page:

1

48 098 191 443

Bill To:
Deveme Pty Ltd
C/‐ Catherine Sidoti

Description
Preparation of 2nd planning submission in relation to Five Dock Town Centre
proposed amended planning controls. Invoice for 50% of total agreed fee of $4,500
plus GST.

Your Order
Terms: Net 14
For EFT transfers, bank details as
follows:
Bank: St George Bank Limited
Account Name: MG Planning Pty Ltd
BSB: 112 879, Account No:

Amount
$2,250.00

GST:
Total Inc GST:
Amount Applied:

$225.00
$2,475.00
$0.00

Balance Due:

$2,475.00

Tax
GST
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Helena Miller
"Drummoyne@
"
Heritage report
Friday, 31 July 2015 3:32:00 PM
Waterview Street Five Dock July 2015 Final Draft v2.pdf

Helena Miller

MG Planning Pty Ltd
Suite 1.4/135 Victoria Road, Drummoyne NSW 2047
t 9719 3118 f 9719 3166 w www.mgplanning.com.au
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#I230

Terrace of Three 189–193
shops
North Road

Great Local

-‐

Sands Directory lists Waterview Street south of Second Avenue as early as 1882 and whilst the Waterview
Estate is shown laid out from this date it is not listed north of Second Avenue in Sands Directory until 1906.

Figure 3.

Waterview Estate subdivision map 1882 (Source: City of Canada Bay Local Studies image database)

The land was advertised for sale again in 1901 as seen in Figure 4 and this was at the same time as the tram
was first introduced.
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Figure 4.

Waterview Estate subdivision map 1901 (Source: State Library of New South Wales c010420116h)
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2. Heritage Considerations & Evaluation
There are several potential heritage issues that should be considered with regards to the proposed
rezoning.
Key heritage considerations with regards to future development on the subject site have been outlined
below with reference to the assessment provided herein and with reference to relevant controls and
provisions contained within the City of Canada Bay Local Environmental Plan 2013 and the City of Canada
Bay Draft Development Control Plan June 2015.
This preliminary heritage advice sources the following documents in relation to the subject site and the
rezoning proposal:
•
•
•
•

Draft Canada Bay LEP 2013 Amendments submission November 2014
City of Canada Bay DCP 2013 Section 4.3
Draft Development Control Plan (DCP) Section 7 June 2015
Studio GL Section 7.7.2 Five Dock Centre Final Report Exhibition Outcomes: Five Dock Centre
Planning Proposal Part 2 Prepared for City of Canada Bay May 2015

Part 7.7.2 of the Five Dock Town Centre Built Form Canada Bay Draft DCP -‐ Part 7 -‐June 2015 Page 7-‐33
states that:
Objective
O47. To protect buildings and spaces of heritage significance.
O48. To ensure that new development on the same site as or adjacent to a heritage item responds
sensitively to its heritage significance.
Controls
C54. New buildings on the same site as or adjoining a heritage item will need to consider the impact on
heritage when determining:
•
•
•
•
•

the appropriate alignment and street frontage heights;
setbacks above street frontage heights;
appropriate materials and finishes selection;
the design and articulation of the facade; and
appropriate side and rear setbacks.
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Figure 7.

Location of the graded heritage significance (Source: Dept. of Lands Six Maps 2015)

The above is a map denoting the rating of architectural merit of existing residential dwellings in the subject
area and vicinity. The one listed heritage item at 39 Waterview Street is indicated in green as somewhat
modified. Those listed outlined in orange have been heavily modified, to the level where restoration may
be uneconomic. Those outlined in green are considered lightly modified and those items that are late 20th
century early 21st century in pink. The single dwellings at 21 and 23 Waterview Street, south of the subject
site but within the area already proposed for rezoning, are outlined in black and are considered more intact
than any of the residential dwellings in the proposed rezoning subject site area.
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Examples of surrounding residences in Waterview Street and Second Avenue shown below.

Figure 8.
45-‐47 Waterview Street looking west. Note the new six
storey development west of Great North Road is visible through
the gap.

Figure 9.
37 Waterview Street corner of Second Ave looking west.
This building has been heavily modified and extended.

Figure 10. 2 Second Avenue Five Dock looking north. This building
is somewhat less modified.

Figure 11. 28-‐32 Waterview Street looking east. These buildings
are superficially intact, but on closer inspection have had
considerable modification to their facades.

Figure 12. 21 Waterview Street looking west. This building is
within the area already proposed for rezoning but is a very
intact example fo 1930s construction.

Figure 13. 23 Waterview Street looking west. This house is also
within the existing rezoning area, but is quite intact, if
somewhat delapidated.
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3. Conclusions and Evaluation
This preliminary assessment has considered the impacts that the proposed rezoning and future
redevelopment will have to heritage items in the vicinity, views to and from locally listed heritage items,
and the impact of the development on the general skyline and vistas of Five Dock.
The revised LEP zoning and the Draft Canada Bay DCP document indicate that Five Dock Town Centre has
been re-‐zoned for medium to high density development that would indicate forecasted increased and
significant redevelopment of the Five Dock Town Centre retail and commercial precinct.
The subject site contains only one currently listed heritage item, 39 Waterview Street, Five Dock and it is
not in or in the vicinity of any heritage conservation areas under the City of Canada Bay LEP 2013.
The following statements summarise the above preliminary assessment and conclusions, and put forward
some general considerations:
•

There have been extensive modifications to the setting and streetscape along both the east and
west sides of Waterview Street, resulting in a diverse mix of architectural styles and types. These
include infill buildings from the 1960s and 1970s including medium density housing e.g. one-‐ to two-‐
storey villa townhouse developments and existing two storey single residential dwellings, an
example of which is immediately adjacent to the heritage item to the north at #41 Waterview
Street.

•

It is acknowledged that there are a number of extant intact dwellings on the eastern side of
Waterview Street and one on the south western corner of Waterview and Second Avenue. For the
most part they have had some modification made to their appearance and in a lot of cases original
features have been altered or removed. In particular, numbers 21 and 23 Waterview Street are
largely intact yet City of Canada Bay have deemed that the western side of Waterview Street be
rezoned below Second Avenue to the south. The logical conclusion to this is these buildings, which
are as if not more intact than the listed heritage item at 39 Waterview Street, will be demolished.

•

As a result of these modifications along both sides of Waterview Street, the heritage item at 39
Waterview Street has lost a good deal of its original historic context. In addition, a two storey
commercial building already exists immediately to the west of the listed heritage item. A two storey
residential development is also located immediate north of the listed item. Therefore, the item’s
context has already been compromised.

•

There are also examples of heritage listed single storey residential dwellings in the suburb of Five
Dock that display the same heritage features and are more intact that 39 Waterview Street. For
example:
a) 20 Kirrang Road Five Dock Local Item No I277
b) 93 First Avenue Five Dock Local Item No I193

•

Although the proposed rezoning will have an impact on 39 Waterview Street (item #I486), it is
considered that the heritage item itself has been modified with the addition of new infill aluminum
fencing panels, new lynch gate entry with the only obvious external heritage fabric surviving being
the face brick work to the Waterview Street frontage. It has had new French doors added either
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side of the main pedestrian entry door which are also new and not of Federation architectural style.
Fenestration on both the north and south sides of the house have been replaced with sliding
powder coated aluminum windows to existing apertures. The tiling to both the front verandah and
pedestrian pathway have been replaced.
•

The building, while of local significance for the quality of the brickwork of the front façade, is not of
such outstanding quality or intactness, and lacks sufficient historic context, to preclude its
redevelopment in future.

•

As the buildings on either side of No 39 Waterview Street are highly modified (No 39) or are of
intrusive quality (No 43), it is highly likely that these sites will be redeveloped in future. Any new
development would likely be in a substantially different architectural style (even under the existing
planning controls) from No 39, and would further divorce the heritage item from its context.

•

Due to the location of the proposed rezoned site, the topography of Five Dock and the low-‐rise and
medium-‐rise nature of existing mixed use built structures in the area, any proposed redevelopment
would be visible from vantage points to the south and east of the subject site.

•

Existing development to the west along Great North Road exceeds four to six storeys and are
located adjacent to existing locally listed heritage items. These new residential apartment buildings,
whilst set back form the Great North Road street frontage, are clearly visible above the locally listed
heritage items.

•

Any views from the north looking south from the Lyons Road vicinity would be visible from existing
higher ground. The impact of the re-‐zoning would therefore considered negligible.

In conclusion, it is the opinion of thee author of this report that the existing modifications to 39 Waterview
Street are substantial and lessen the heritage values/significance of the locally listed item. In general, this
heritage item is not of sufficient integrity or significance to preclude future redevelopment of the proposed
rezoned area. This building lacks context and integrity, and buildings of similar if not greater intactness
(Nos 21 and 23 Waterview Street) have been approved for rezoning in the block to the south (albeit those
buildings are not heritage listed).
Although the only listed heritage item at 39 Waterview Street could be retained and the revised zoning be
modified to suit this retention, the works would consequentially render the item isolated, require setbacks
on all three sides and further diminish its significance. It is also likely it would be overshadowed by larger
scale development in the future.
If in the instance the listed item is demolished, there would be no requirement for interpretation of the
item as part of any consent on future redevelopment of the site at 39 Waterview Street.
It is also worth noting that City of Canada Bay Council has already permitted the rezoning of the west side
of Waterview Street south of Second Avenue for redevelopment yet there are examples of residences that
have minimal modifications and remain relatively intact. These are No. 21 & No. 23 Waterview Street seen
in Figures 12 & 13 above.

711

E19-1452-AS-02-007

Futurepast Heritage Consulting Pty Ltd -‐ Page 14

Should you wish to discuss any of our preliminary findings, or wish us to brief any members of the project
team, please contact us on 02
.
Yours sincerely,

Dr MacLaren North
Director
Futurepast Heritage Consulting P/L
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Helena Miller
"Drummoyne@
"
Five Dock report
Friday, 31 July 2015 3:32:00 PM
Planning Submission - 120 Great North Road & 2 Second Ave, Five Dock 310715 no appendices.pdf

John,
Report as discussed with Mark Thebridge.
I will send heritage report as separate file.
Thanks
Helena

Helena Miller

MG Planning Pty Ltd
Suite 1.4/135 Victoria Road, Drummoyne NSW 2047
t 9719 3118 f 9719 3166 w www.mgplanning.com.au
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Helena Miller
Catherine Sidoti (cathysidoti@
); Cathy (cathy2046@
)
"Mark Thebridge"
Five Dock Town Centre - Planning Submission
Monday, 3 August 2015 10:59:00 AM
Invoice 15-73 310715.pdf
Invoice 15-74 310715.pdf
Planning Submission - 120 Great North Road & 2 Second Ave, Five Dock 310715.pdf

Dear Catherine,
Attached are our invoices for the preparation of the latest planning submission on the Five Dock
Town Centre amendments as discussed with Mark Thebridge of Group GSA. I have split 50 / 50
between the two companies as directed for the previous submission.
I have also attached a copy of the submission for your information.
It would be appreciated if you could arrange for payment of the invoices at your earliest
convenience.
Thanks
Helena

Helena Miller

MG Planning Pty Ltd
Suite 1.4/135 Victoria Road, Drummoyne NSW 2047
t 9719 3118 f 9719 3166 w www.mgplanning.com.au
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John Sidoti <john.sidoti@
emmm@
Thu, 13 Aug 2015 12:23:21 +1000

>

Hi Emma
Thanks again for taking my call.
Attached is a report that summarises the issue.
39 Waterview St Five Dock inhibits potential for development. The report should state whether
39 Waterview St can be developed sensitively retaining the heritage item if in fact it is significant
or retaining it as part of a development.
My Parents own 120 and 122 Great North Rd and 2 Second Ave and 37 Waterview St Five Dock.
The Council will decide this issue on Tuesday nights Council meeting so time is short.
Your advice would be appreciated.
Regards
John Sidoti
From: Sandra Sidoti [mailto:sandrasidoti@
Sent: Thursday, 13 August 2015 12:02 PM
To: John Sidoti
Subject: FW: Heritage report

From: Mark Thebridge [mailto:MThebridge@
Sent: Wednesday, 29 July 2015 6:35 PM
To: Sandra Sidoti
Subject: Heritage report

]

Hi John
Please find attached the heritage report for the submission
regards

Mark
Thebridge
PRINCIPAL
GroupGSA Pty Ltd
Leve 7, 80 W am St
East Sydney NSW
Austra a 2011
D +612 8302 3111
T +612 9361 4144
M +61
ABN 76 002 113 779
nom arch tect M. She don 3990
www.groupgsa.com
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2. Heritage Considerations & Evaluation
There are several potential heritage issues that should be considered with regards to the proposed
development. Namely, what are the inherent heritage impacts to the heritage item in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed development, particularly in regards to the proposed rezoning of the subject area.
Key heritage considerations with regards to future development on the subject site have been outlined
below with reference to the assessment provided herein and with reference to relevant controls and
provisions contained within the City of Canada Bay Local Environmental Plan 2013 and the City of Canada
Bay Draft Development Control Plan June 2015.
This preliminary heritage advice sources the following documents in relation to the subject site and the
rezoning proposal:
•
•
•
•

Draft Canada Bay LEP 2013 Amendments submission November 2014
City of Canada Bay DCP 2013 Section 4.3
Draft Development Control Plan (DCP) Section 7 June 2015
Studio GL Section 7.7.2 Five Dock Centre Final Report Exhibition Outcomes: Five Dock Centre
Planning Proposal Part 2 Prepared for City of Canada Bay May 2015

The following recommendation was taken from the Draft Canada Bay LEP 2013 Amendments – Five Dock
Centre prepared by MG Planning Pty Ltd November 2014
Whilst it is recognised that a heritage item (39 Waterview Street) is located within the block, this should not
preclude redevelopment rather will require a sensitive design approach to ensure any future development
respects the heritage values of the property. This would appropriately be addressed at the development
application stage.
However Part 7.7.2 of the Five Dock Town Centre Built Form Canada Bay Draft DCP -‐ Part 7 -‐June 2015 Page
7-‐33 states that:
Objective
O47. To protect buildings and spaces of heritage significance.
O48. To ensure that new development on the same site as or adjacent to a heritage item responds
sensitively to its heritage significance.
Controls
C54. New buildings on the same site as or adjoining a heritage item will need to consider the impact on
heritage when determining:
•
•
•
•
•

the appropriate alignment and street frontage heights;
setbacks above street frontage heights;
appropriate materials and finishes selection;
the design and articulation of the facade; and
appropriate side and rear setbacks.
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3. Conclusions and Evaluation
This preliminary assessment has considered the impacts that the proposed rezoning and redevelopment
will have to heritage items in the vicinity, views to and from locally listed heritage items, and the impact of
the development on the general skyline and vistas of Five Dock.
The revised LEP zoning and the Draft Canada Bay DCP document indicate that Five Dock has been re-‐zoned
for medium to high density development that would indicate forecasted increased and significant
redevelopment of the Five Dock Town Centre retail and commercial precinct.
The subject site contains only one currently listed heritage item, 39 Waterview Street, Five Dock and it is
not in or in the vicinity of any heritage conservation areas under the City of Canada Bay LEP 2013.
The following statements summarise the above preliminary assessment and conclusions, and put forward
some general considerations:
•

There have been extensive modifications to the setting and streetscape along both the east and
west sides of Waterview Street, resulting in a diverse mix of architectural styles and types. These
include infill buildings from the 1960s and 1970s including medium density housing e.g. one-‐ to two-‐
storey villa townhouse developments and existing two storey single residential dwellings, an
example of which is immediately adjacent to the heritage item to the north at #41 Waterview
Street.

•

It is acknowledged that there are a number of extant intact dwellings on the eastern side of
Waterview Street and one on the south western corner of Waterview and Second Avenue. For the
most part they have had some modification made to their appearance and in a lot of cases original
features have been altered or removed. In particular, numbers 21 and 23 Waterview Street are
largely intact yet City of Canada Bay have deemed that the western side of Waterview Street be
rezoned below Second Avenue to the south. The logical conclusion to this is these buildings, which
are as if not more intact than the listed heritage item at 39 Waterview Street, will be demolished.

•

As a result of these modifications along both sides of Waterview Street, the heritage item at 39
Waterview Street has lost a good deal of its original historic context. In addition, a two storey
commercial building already exists immediately to the west of the listed heritage item. A two storey
residential development is also located immediate north of the listed item. Therefore, the item’s
context has already been compromised.

•

There are also examples of heritage listed single storey residential dwellings in the suburb of Five
Dock that display the same heritage features and are more intact that 39 Waterview Street. For
example:
a) 20 Kirrang Road Five Dock Local Item No I277
b) 93 First Avenue Five Dock Local Item No I193

•

Although this proposal will have an impact on 39 Waterview Street (item #I486), it is considered
that the heritage item itself has been modified with the addition of new infill aluminum fencing
panels, new lynch gate entry with the only obvious external heritage fabric surviving being the face
brick work to the Waterview Street frontage. It has had new French doors added either side of the
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main pedestrian entry door which are also new and not of Federation architectural style.
Fenestration on both the north and south sides of the house have been replaced with sliding
powder coated aluminum windows to existing apertures. The tiling to both the front verandah and
pedestrian pathway have been replaced.
•

The building, while of local significance for the quality of the brickwork of the front façade, is not of
such outstanding quality or intactness, and lacks sufficient historic context, to preclude its
redevelopment in future.

•

As the buildings on either side of No 39 Waterview Street are highly modified (No 39) or are of
intrusive quality (No 43), it is highly likely that these sites will be redeveloped in future. Any new
development would likely be in a substantially different architectural style (even under the existing
planning controls) from No 39, and would further divorce the heritage item from its context.

•

Due to the location of the proposed rezoned site, the topography of Five Dock and the low-‐rise and
medium-‐rise nature of existing mixed use built structures in the area, any proposed redevelopment
would be visible from vantage points to the south and east of the subject site.

•

Existing development to the west along Great North Road exceeds four to six storeys and are
located adjacent to existing locally listed heritage items. These new residential apartment buildings,
whilst set back form the Great North Road street frontage, are clearly visible above the locally listed
heritage items.

•

Any views from the north looking south from the Lyons Road vicinity would be visible from existing
higher ground. The impact of the re-‐zoning would therefore considered negligible.

•

Whilst the Five Dock Town Centre Exhibition Outcomes Report 21 May 2015 initially states that re-‐
zoning this block is not proposed due to the location of the heritage item, it acknowledged that
redevelopment of the block in which 39 Waterview Street is located could be undertaken
sensitively. It describes 39 Waterview Street as a heritage item that is a single storey dwelling with
small landscaped setback that is viewed in the context of a number of other dwellings of a similar
age and scale.2

In conclusion, it is the opinion of this report that the existing modifications to 39 Waterview Street are
substantial and lessen the heritage values/significance of the locally listed item. In general, this heritage
item is not of sufficient integrity or significance to preclude future redevelopment of the proposed rezoned
area. This building lacks context and integrity, and buildings of similar if not greater intactness (Nos 21 and
23 Waterview Street) have been approved for rezoning in the block to the south (albeit those buildings are
not heritage listed).
Although the only listed heritage item at 39 Waterview Street could be retained and the revised zoning be
modified to suit this retention, the works would consequentially render the item isolated, require setbacks
on all three sides and further diminish its significance. It is also likely it would be overshadowed by larger
scale development in the future.
If in the instance the listed item is demolished, there would be no requirement for interpretation of the
2

Studio GL Final Report Exhibition Outcomes Five Dock Town Centre Planning Proposal Area B May 2015:22
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Helena Miller
"Mark Thebridge"
Invoices for Five Dock
Tuesday, 8 September 2015 1:07:00 PM
Invoice 15-73 310715.pdf
Invoice 15-74 310715.pdf

Hi Mark,
Just wondering whether you can follow the attached invoices up for me? I previously sent them
to Cathy Sidoti at cathy2046@
but they have not been paid to date. I don’t seem to
have a phone number for Cathy either.
Thanks very much.
Helena

Helena Miller

MG Planning Pty Ltd
Suite 1.4/135 Victoria Road, Drummoyne NSW 2047
t 9719 3118 f 9719 3166 w www.mgplanning.com.au
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Helena Miller
"Mark Thebridge"
RE: Invoices for Five Dock
Friday, 11 September 2015 9:55:00 AM
image001.jpg

Thanks Mark

Helena Miller

MG Planning Pty Ltd
Suite 1.4/135 Victoria Road, Drummoyne NSW 2047
t 9719 3118 f 9719 3166 w www.mgplanning.com.au

From: Mark Thebridge [mailto:MThebridge@
Sent: Thursday, 10 September 2015 6:19 PM
To: Sandra Sidoti
Cc: Helena Miller
Subject: FW: Invoices for Five Dock

]

Hi John
Please find invoices below for the town Planner who assisted on the submission for Council
Could you please attend to these at your earliest convenience
thanks

Mark Thebridge
PRINCIPAL

GroupGSA Pty Ltd
Level 7, 80 William St
East Sydney NSW
Australia 2011
D +612 8302 3111
T +612 9361 4144
M +61
ABN 76 002 113 779
nom architect M. Sheldon 3990
www.groupgsa.com

From: Helena Miller [mailto:hmiller@
Sent: Tuesday, 8 September 2015 1:07 PM
To: Mark Thebridge
Subject: Invoices for Five Dock

]

Hi Mark,
Just wondering whether you can follow the attached invoices up for me? I previously sent them
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to Cathy Sidoti at cathy2046@
have a phone number for Cathy either.

but they have not been paid to date. I don’t seem to

Thanks very much.
Helena

Helena Miller

MG Planning Pty Ltd
Suite 1.4/135 Victoria Road, Drummoyne NSW 2047
t 9719 3118 f 9719 3166 w www.mgplanning.com.au
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Inter Office Memo
To:

Councillors and Executive Staff

From:

General Manager

Subject:

Councillor Workshop Agenda

Date:

25 September 2015

Dear Councillors
Following is the agenda of matters to be discussed at the next workshop scheduled to be held on Tuesday 29
September 2015, in the Halliday Room, Civic Centre Drummoyne.
Items for consideration:

Time

Details

Presenters

6.00pm

Fresh Foods site in Concord (Bushells)
 Presentation regarding the development of the site.

Tony McNamara

7.00pm

Five Dock Town Centre Study
 Outcome of public exhibition and discussion on options
available in going forward.

Marjorie Ferguson

Gary Sawyer
General Manager
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John Sidoti <john.sidoti@
"COOREYG@
<cooreyg@
Wed, 30 Sep 2015 12:35:11 +1000

p i l

>

Thanks George.
Js
From: Sam Varrica [mailto:sam.varrica@
Sent: Wednesday, 30 September 2015 11:57 AM
To: ElectorateOffice Drummoyne
Subject: FW: Re : 37 Waterview St, Five Dock - Rental Appraisal
Importance: High

]
From: Sam Varrica [mailto:sam.varrica@
Sent: Monday, 28 September 2015 2:57
To: 'drummoyne@parliament
Subject: FW: Re : 37 Waterview St, Five Dock - Rental Appraisal
Importance: High

Hi John,
Attached for your record.
Regards,
Sam Varrica

Director, R&H Five Dock

M:
. T : (02) 8757 0888 . Shop 2, 81-85 Great North Rd
. W : rh.com.au/fivedock
F : (02) 8753 0066 .E : sam.varrica@

Raine & Horne Five Dock Supporting a mission to cure childhood cancer
From: Sam Varrica [mailto:sam.varrica@
Sent: Monda
15 11:48 AM
To: 'charlie@
'; 'charlie@
Subject: Re
Five Dock Importance: High

]
'
aisal

Hi Charlie,
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ot
Marjorie Ferguson <marjorie.ferguson@
Paul Dewar <paul.dewar@
Tue, 06 Oct 2015 09:30:57 +1100

>
>

FYI
Marjorie Ferguson
Manager Strateg c P ann ng

City of Canada Bay
1a Mar borough Street, Drummoyne NSW 2047
mar or e.ferguson@
T 02 9911 6409
F 02 9911 6550
www.canadabay.nsw.gov.au

From: Tony McNamara
Sent: Tuesday, 6 October 2015 9:28 AM
To: Marjorie Ferguson
Subject: FW: John Sidoti

Marjorie
Response from GM.
Can we please discuss?
Thanks
Tony McNamara
D rector P ann ng & Env ronment

City of Canada Bay
1a Mar borough Street, Drummoyne NSW 2047
tony.mcnamara@
T 02 99116400
M
F 02 9911 6550
www.canadabay.nsw.gov.au

From: Gary Sawyer
Sent: Tuesday, 6 October 2015 9:26 AM
To: Tony McNamara
Subject: RE: John Sidoti

Hi Tony
I understand that Angelo suggested to Sidoti that the Five Dock plan was planning driven and any
submission needed to have a planning base for further consideration. The Heritage property
,strata units access etc were matters that needed to be addressed. If the Planner that John has
engaged can address these issues to Diannes satisfaction then perhaps the area can be
reconsidered.
I would suggest that if they present a case it will receive independent consideration by the
737

consultant who willmake a recommendation to Council.
Regards
Gary
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Gary Sawyer
Genera Manager

City of Canada Bay
1a Mar borough Street, Drummoyne NSW 2047
gary.sawyer@
T 02 9911 6504
F 02 9911 6550
www.canadabay.nsw.gov.au

From: Tony McNamara
Sent: Friday, 2 October 2015 2:35 PM
To: Gary Sawyer
Subject: FW: John Sidoti

Hi Gary
What do you think of this?
Tony
Tony McNamara
D rector P ann ng & Env ronment

City of Canada Bay
1a Mar borough Street, Drummoyne NSW 2047
tony.mcnamara@
T 02 99116400
M
F 02 9911 6550
www.canadabay.nsw.gov.au

From: Tony Pavlovic
Sent: Friday, 2 October 2015 1:00 PM
To: Tony McNamara
Cc: Marjorie Ferguson
Subject: John Sidoti

Ton
As discussed John presented to the counter today wanting to organise an appointment with Paul
Dewar re Five Dock. He said he wanted to meet next week with Paul together with his consultant
Planner.
I said I will pass the message on to you and Marj. Cheers Ton
Tony Pavlovic
Manager Hea th, Bu d ng & Env ronment

City of Canada Bay
1a Mar borough Street, Drummoyne NSW 2047
tony.pav ov c@
T 02 9911 6414
F 02 9911 6550
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No

bj

o : John Sidoti <john.sidoti@
Tanveer Ahmed <drtahmed@
Helen McCaffrey <helen.mccaffrey@
a e Mon, 12 Oct 2015 08:37:22 +1100

>
, Mirjana Cestar <mirjana.cestar@

>,

Dear Helen , Mirjana and Tanveer
Love to meet before next Council meeting as a group.
Any night that suits.
Strictly half hour.
Any dates preferred .
Cheers
John Sidoti
Sent from my iPhone
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:
o : Helen McCaffrey <hsmccaffrey@
John Sidoti <john.sidoti@
c:
Tanveer Ahmed <drtahmed@
a e Mon, 12 Oct 2015 11:07:35 +1100

>
, Mirjana Cestar <mirjana.cestar@

>

Hi John,
I'm in Fiji, will be back on the weekend, I'm doing a small function on Sunday afternoon. Can't do
Monday evening, so my window is Sunday morning.
Cheers
Helen McCaffrey's iPad
> On 12 Oct 2015, at 9:37 AM, John Sidoti <John.Sidoti@
>
> Dear Helen , Mirjana and Tanveer
> Love to meet before next Council meeting as a group.
> Any night that suits.
> Strictly half hour.
> Any dates preferred .
> Cheers
> John Sidoti
>
> Sent from my iPhone
>

> wrote:
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

John Sidoti
Helena Miller
RE: Council Meeting Notification - Five Dock Town Centre
Thursday, 15 October 2015 2:16:39 PM

The pocket excluded from East Street to Henry St Five Dock. That area will then match the part
left out on Waterview Street.
Cheers John
From: Helena Miller [mailto:hmiller@
]
Sent: Thursday, 15 October 2015 11:24 AM
To: John Sidoti
Subject: RE: Council Meeting Notification - Five Dock Town Centre

Sure – do you have any details of the other properties the Councillors are looking to include as
probably better to talk about the broader approach not just Waterview Street?

Helena Miller

MG Planning Pty Ltd
Suite 1.4/135 Victoria Road, Drummoyne NSW 2047
t 9719 3118 f 9719 3166 w www.mgplanning.com.au

From: John Sidoti [mailto:John.Sidoti@
]
Sent: Thursday, 15 October 2015 10:16 AM
To: Helena Miller
Subject: Re: Council Meeting Notification - Five Dock Town Centre

Thanks Helena
Yes would like you to be there on Tuesday just incase there are any questions.
A one page summary for the councillors with some points why they should include Waterview st
etc.
Will ring after lunch as I'm at a funeral
Cheers john Sidoti
Sent from my iPhone
On 15 Oct 2015, at 9:24 am, "Helena Miller" <hmiller@

> wrote:

Hi John,
Notice of the meeting on Tuesday night below.
We still haven’t seen the Urban Design consultants updated report – I will follow
up.
Please give me a call when you get the chance to discuss whether you would like
me to attend on Tues night and if so what I should address.
Regards
744
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Helena

Helena Miller

MG Planning Pty Ltd
Suite 1.4/135 Victoria Road, Drummoyne NSW 2047
t 9719 3118 f 9719 3166 w www.mgplanning.com.au

From: Meredyth Davies [mailto:Meredyth.Davies@
Sent: Thursday, 15 October 2015 8:41 AM
To: Paul Dewar
Subject: Council Meeting Notification - Five Dock Town Centre

]

Dear Sir/Madam,
PLANNING PROPOSAL – FIVE DOCK TOWN CENTRE
A report on this matter will be considered at the next Council meeting on 20
October 2015. The meeting commences at 6pm in the Canada Bay Civic Centre, 1A
Marlborough Street, Drummoyne.
The Council Agenda can be viewed from Friday, 16 October 2015 on Council's
website http://www.canadabay.nsw.gov.au/calendar-of-council-meetings.html or
at Council's Administration Centre and Libraries.
Should you wish to address the meeting please register your name by completing
and returning the enclosed form which must be submitted before 4pm on the day
of the meeting.
Registered Speakers will be heard by the Council at 6pm and will be permitted to
speak for a period no longer than five (5) minutes.
Each item will be considered and determined by the Councillors on the night and
cannot be confirmed prior to the meeting.
Note:

Should your submission have been received as a petition it is the duty of the
Head Petitioner to inform subsequent signatories of the above information.

Yours sincerely,

<image002.jpg>
Tony McNamara
Director, Planning & Environment

Meredyth Davies
Administration Assistant
Strategic Planning
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City of Canada Bay
1a Marlborough Street, Drummoyne NSW 2047 | www.canadabay.nsw.gov.au
meredyth.davies@
| Ph: 02 9911 6410
<image003.jpg>
-----------------------------------------Any information transmitted in this message and its attachments
is intended only for the person or entity to which it is
addressed.
The above email correspondence should be read in conjunction
with our standard disclaimer/terms which can be found at
http://www.canadabay.nsw.gov.au/email-disclaimer.html
------------------------------------------

<oledata.mso>
<Council Meeting Registration Form.pdf>
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

John Sidoti
Helena Miller
RE: Council Meeting Notification - Five Dock Town Centre
Thursday, 15 October 2015 2:33:01 PM

The other thing we will argue if need be is the heritage order on number 39 Waterview should
be lifted as development around the item affects heritage just as much as the item itself.
Cheers
John
From: Helena Miller [mailto:hmiller@
Sent: Thursday, 15 October 2015 11:24 AM
To: John Sidoti
Subject: RE: Council Meeting Notification - Five Dock Town Centre

Sure – do you have any details of the other properties the Councillors are looking to include as
probably better to talk about the broader approach not just Waterview Street?

Helena Miller

MG Planning Pty Ltd
Suite 1.4/135 Victoria Road, Drummoyne NSW 2047
t 9719 3118 f 9719 3166 w www.mgplanning.com.au

From: John Sidoti [mailto:John.Sidoti@
]
Sent: Thursday, 15 October 2015 10:16 AM
To: Helena Miller
Subject: Re: Council Meeting Notification - Five Dock Town Centre

Thanks Helena
Yes would like you to be there on Tuesday just incase there are any questions.
A one page summary for the councillors with some points why they should include Waterview st
etc.
Will ring after lunch as I'm at a funeral
Cheers john Sidoti
Sent from my iPhone
On 15 Oct 2015, at 9:24 am, "Helena Miller" <hmiller@

> wrote:

Hi John,
Notice of the meeting on Tuesday night below.
We still haven’t seen the Urban Design consultants updated report – I will follow
up.
Please give me a call when you get the chance to discuss whether you would like
me to attend on Tues night and if so what I should address.
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Regards
Helena

Helena Miller

MG Planning Pty Ltd
Suite 1.4/135 Victoria Road, Drummoyne NSW 2047
t 9719 3118 f 9719 3166 w www.mgplanning.com.au

From: Meredyth Davies [mailto:Meredyth.Davies@
Sent: Thursday, 15 October 2015 8:41 AM
To: Paul Dewar
Subject: Council Meeting Notification - Five Dock Town Centre

]

Dear Sir/Madam,
PLANNING PROPOSAL – FIVE DOCK TOWN CENTRE
A report on this matter will be considered at the next Council meeting on 20
October 2015. The meeting commences at 6pm in the Canada Bay Civic Centre, 1A
Marlborough Street, Drummoyne.
The Council Agenda can be viewed from Friday, 16 October 2015 on Council's
website http://www.canadabay.nsw.gov.au/calendar-of-council-meetings.html or
at Council's Administration Centre and Libraries.
Should you wish to address the meeting please register your name by completing
and returning the enclosed form which must be submitted before 4pm on the day
of the meeting.
Registered Speakers will be heard by the Council at 6pm and will be permitted to
speak for a period no longer than five (5) minutes.
Each item will be considered and determined by the Councillors on the night and
cannot be confirmed prior to the meeting.
Note:

Should your submission have been received as a petition it is the duty of the
Head Petitioner to inform subsequent signatories of the above information.

Yours sincerely,

<image002.jpg>
Tony McNamara
Director, Planning & Environment

Meredyth Davies
Administration Assistant
Strategic Planning
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City of Canada Bay
1a Marlborough Street, Drummoyne NSW 2047 | www.canadabay.nsw.gov.au
meredyth.davies
| Ph: 02 9911 6410
<image003.jpg>
-----------------------------------------Any information transmitted in this message and its attachments
is intended only for the person or entity to which it is
addressed.
The above email correspondence should be read in conjunction
with our standard disclaimer/terms which can be found at
http://www.canadabay.nsw.gov.au/email-disclaimer.html
------------------------------------------

<oledata.mso>
<Council Meeting Registration Form.pdf>
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c
John Sidoti <john.sidoti@
Tanveer Ahmed <drtahmed@
Thu, 15 Oct 2015 15:47:17 +1100

>

Mate without you I'm fucked.
We won't have the numbers
Sent from my iPhone
On 15 Oct 2015, at 3:43 pm, "Tanveer Ahmed" <drtahmed@

wrote:

John- it actually looks like I'll be out of town next Tuesday evening now. Will miss the meeting
unfortunately. Might be left to Helen and Mirjana. Apologies. TA
Sent from my iPhone
On 15 Oct 2015, at 2:53 PM, John Sidoti <John.Sidoti@
Either good for me.
How's Monday for the girls?
Sent from my iPhone
On 15 Oct 2015, at 2:36 pm, "Tanveer Ahmed" <drtahmed@
Sunday evening or Monday evening for me.
Sent from my iPhone
On 15 Oct 2015, at 2:09 PM, John Sidoti <John.Sidoti@

> wrote:

wrote:

> wrote:

Hi Councillors Know your busy have to meet before Tuesday as a group any time any place,
Please respond.
Cheers
John Sidoti MP
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: i e

c

o : Tanveer Ahmed <drtahmed@
Helen McCaffrey <hsmccaffrey@
c:
John Sidoti
@
>, "Mirjana Cestar (mcestar@
<mcestar@
"Mirjana Cestar (Mirjana.Cestar@
<mirjana.cestar@
a e Thu, 15 Oct 2015 16:21:21 +1100
Let's do Sunday morning. I could probably work that. A little bit later in morning
Sent from my iPhone
On 15 Oct 2015, at 4:09 PM, Helen McCaffrey <hsmccaffrey@

wrote:

Hi John,
I will have to met sometime during the day on Monday, I'm MC at Rotary on Monday evening. I
can do Sunday morning or early afternoon, I have a small function at my place starting at 4pm.
I'm using a gmail address as I'm OS.
Regards.
Helen McCaffrey's iPad

Helen McCaffrey's iPad
On 15 Oct 2015, at 3:53 PM, John Sidoti <John.Sidoti@
Either good for me.
How's Monday for the girls?
Sent from my iPhone
On 15 Oct 2015, at 2:36 pm, "Tanveer Ahmed" <drtahmed@
Sunday evening or Monday evening for me.
Sent from my iPhone
On 15 Oct 2015, at 2:09 PM, John Sidoti <John.Sidoti@

> wrote:

wrote:

> wrote:

Hi Councillors Know your busy have to meet before Tuesday as a group any time any place,
Please respond.
Cheers
John Sidoti MP
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John Sidoti <john.sidoti@
Tanveer Ahmed <drtahmed@
Thu, 15 Oct 2015 16:25:55 +1100

>

Thank you
Really appreciate it
Sent from my iPhone
On 15 Oct 2015, at 4:20 pm, "Tanveer Ahmed" <drtahmed@

wrote:

Ok- might have to reschedule. Is doable.
Sent from my iPhone
On 15 Oct 2015, at 3:47 PM, John Sidoti <John.Sidoti@
Mate without you I'm fucked.
We won't have the numbers
Sent from my iPhone
On 15 Oct 2015, at 3:43 pm, "Tanveer Ahmed" <drtahmed@

> wrote:

wrote:

John- it actually looks like I'll be out of town next Tuesday evening now. Will miss the
meeting unfortunately. Might be left to Helen and Mirjana. Apologies. TA
Sent from my iPhone
> wrote:
On 15 Oct 2015, at 2:53 PM, John Sidoti <John.Sidoti@
Either good for me.
How's Monday for the girls?
Sent from my iPhone
On 15 Oct 2015, at 2:36 pm, "Tanveer Ahmed" <drtahmed@

wrote:

Sunday evening or Monday evening for me.
Sent from my iPhone
On 15 Oct 2015, at 2:09 PM, John Sidoti
wrote:
<John.Sidoti@

Hi Councillors Know your busy have to meet before Tuesday as a group any time any place,
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Please respond.
Cheers
John Sidoti MP
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John Sidoti <john.sidoti@
Mirjana Cestar <mcestar@
Thu, 15 Oct 2015 19:42:52 +1100

ae

>

Monday is good day or night.
I'll see you all separate
Cheers js.
Sent from my iPhone
On 15 Oct 2015, at 6:41 pm, "Mirjana Cestar" <mcestar

wrote:

Hello there,
I am doing 'the bloody long walk' on sunday. Starts at 6am and finishes ... ??? Its 35km from palm
beach to manly.
Monday is my only chance or saturday?
M
Sent from my iPad
On 15 Oct 2015, at 4:21 PM, Tanveer Ahmed <drtahmed@

wrote:

Let's do Sunday morning. I could probably work that. A little bit later in morning
Sent from my iPhone
wrote:
On 15 Oct 2015, at 4:09 PM, Helen McCaffrey <hsmccaffrey@
Hi John,
I will have to met sometime during the day on Monday, I'm MC at Rotary on Monday
evening. I can do Sunday morning or early afternoon, I have a small function at my place
starting at 4pm.
I'm using a gmail address as I'm OS.
Regards.
Helen McCaffrey's iPad

Helen McCaffrey's iPad
On 15 Oct 2015, at 3:53 PM, John Sidoti <John.Sidoti@

> wrote:

Either good for me.
How's Monday for the girls?
Sent from my iPhone
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On 15 Oct 2015, at 2:36 pm, "Tanveer Ahmed" <drtahmed@

wrote:

Sunday evening or Monday evening for me.
Sent from my iPhone
On 15 Oct 2015, at 2:09 PM, John Sidoti
> wrote:
<John.Sidoti@

Hi Councillors Know your busy have to meet before Tuesday as a group any time any place,
Please respond.
Cheers
John Sidoti MP
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John Sidoti <john.sidoti@
Mel Cassisi <mcassisi@
Sat, 17 Oct 2015 22:15:45 +1100

>
>

Already spoken.
Item will be deferred on Tuesday with more study of the rest of Waterview st then back before Xmas
for approval.
All good
Js
Sent from my iPhone
> wrote:
On 17 Oct 2015, at 10:06 pm, "Mel Cassisi" <MCassisi@

John,
I see that our property is not part of the rezoning and a meeting will be held while I am overseas.
This is ridiculous that council wants to push forward with a considerable zoning difference at the
fence line having a large disadvantage to our family property.

“The part of Waterview Street between Barnstaple Road and Second Avenue is
further away from the “core” of the centre and there are no significant public
benefits arising from its rezoning. The expansion of the B4 Mixed Use zone to
land between Barnstaple Road and Second Avenue is not supported”
Is there any options open to us to argue this decision, considering I am in South Africa at the
moment?
Regards,

Mel Cassisi
National Formwork Manager - Rydalmere
Waco Kwikform Group
<image001.jpg>

P: 02 9684 8888 | F: 02 9638 0803 | M:
| 1300 333
113
| www.wacokwikform.com.au
mcassisi@
10 Pike St Rydalmere NSW 2116 | P O Box 7107 Silverwater NSW
1811

SCAFFOLDING & FORMWORK
SPECIALISTS

<image002.jpg>

Disclaimer
The information contained in this communication from the sender is confidential. It is intended solely for use
by the recipient and others authorized to receive it. If you are not the recipient, you are hereby notified that
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any disclosure, copying, distribution or taking action in relation of the contents of this information is strictly
prohibited and may be unlawful.
This email has been scanned for viruses and malware, and may have been automatically archived by
Mimecast Ltd, an innovator in Software as a Service (SaaS) for business. Providing a safer and more
useful place for your human generated data. Specializing in; Security, archiving and compliance. To find out
more Click Here.
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Ba eh
Where:
When:
Until:
Organiser:

Tanveer
Sun Oct 18 10:00:00 2015 (Australia/Sydney)
Sun Oct 18 11:00:00 2015 (Australia/Sydney)
John Sidoti <john.sidoti@
>
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5. The location of the zoning boundary mid-block rather than along a public street will result in amenity impacts to
residentially zoned land.
6. The Governments strata law reforms have now passed the lower house and will free up redevelopment
opportunities for strata titled development. The location of strata properties within the Town Centre should not
therefore be used as a reason not to rezone suitable land.
7. Similarly the location of a local heritage item on land suitable for Town Centre expansion should not be used as a
reason not to rezone land. Options exist to incorporate items into any future development or alternatively the value
of the item may not be significant enough to warrant retention. This is a matter for consideration at the DA Stage.
Recommendation:
It is recommended that Council amend the proposed LEP to include the subject land within the B4 zone.

MG Planning Urban Planning Consultants x 14-52 x 19 October 2015
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Introduction
This Planning Proposal has been prepared to implement new planning controls for the Five Dock town centre.
The precinct presents a unique opportunity for change which can improve the quality of the built environment in the
centre, create a vibrant mixed use precinct and provide a focus for the community.
It is proposed to amend the Canada Bay Local Environmental Plan 2013 to increase density, building heights, achieve
high quality public spaces and implement better pedestrian and vehicular connections.
To achieve these outcomes, the following key changes are proposed to the Canada Bay Local Environmental Plan 2013:
a)

the size of the B4 Mixed Use zone applicable to the centre has been increased;

b)

a variable height limit has been applied across the centre, with potential for up to six (6) storey buildings on
2

certain large sites over 1,000 m ;
c)

Identification of land for acquisition to deliver open space in the form of an enlarged town square.

The Planning Proposal has been prepared in accordance with section 55 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment
Act 1979 (EP&A Act) and the relevant Department of Planning Guidelines including “A Guide to Preparing Local
Environmental Plans” and “A Guide to Preparing Planning Proposals”.
A site specific Draft development Control Plan (DCP) has also been prepared to guide future development to ensure the
underlying objectives of the planning proposal can be reasonably achieved.

Site identification
The area of the Five Dock Town Centre includes the commercial and retail area of Five Dock along an 800m long section
of Great North Road. The centre is bound by Lyons Road to the north, East and West Streets to the east, Fairlight Street
and Queens Road to the south, part of the western side of Waterview Street, incorporating the Council-owned carpark
near First Avenue and the northern section of Ramsay Road.

Owner: Planning and Environment – Strategic Planning
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Figure 1: Aerial photograph of the subject location (outlined in red)

Owner: Planning and Environment – Strategic Planning
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Page 4 of 18

773

Five Dock Town Centre

Figure 2: Subject location (outlined in red)

Owner: Planning and Environment – Strategic Planning
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2



have a site area of 1,000m or greater.



have a frontage to a road of at least 20 metres.

Other land between East and West Street has been identified as having the potential to achieve additional height (from
8.5 metres to 15.0 metres). This increase in height is only achievable, where:


land is consolidated into a single lot; and



a pedestrian laneway is provided, not less than 4 metres wide.

Where the above requirements are not achieved, the base height as illustrated on the Height of Buildings Map would
continue to apply.
Development Control Plan Provisions
Precinct specific development control plan (draft DCP) provisions have been prepared to provide further guidance to the
Planning Proposal. The draft DCP includes supporting precinct specific objectives and planning provisions that will
enable the achievement of the concept identified in the Urban Design Study.
The draft DCP includes the following key design considerations:


Built form controls, including building setbacks, building depths and bulk, building design and materials;



Streetscape and public domain objectives;



Pedestrian and vehicular connectivity;



Pedestrian amenity.

The draft DCP will be included as part of the public exhibition material associated with the planning proposal.

Owner: Planning and Environment – Strategic Planning
Last revised: 09/10/2015
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Part 3 – Justification
Section A - Need for a planning proposal
Is the planning proposal a result of any strategic study or report?
The planning proposal is a result of a detailed urban design study undertaken by ARUP, Studio GL and Hill PDA on
behalf of Council. The Five Dock Town Centre Urban Design Study Background Report and Recommendations Report
are included as Appendix 2 and 3 to this Planning Proposal.
The Urban Design Study provides a thorough and sound evidence base upon which to progress the Planning Proposal.
The study establishes a vision as to how the potential of the centre can be unlocked whilst delivering public benefits such
as new public open space and improved pedestrian connections.
Key recommendations directly relevant to the Planning Proposal include:


Fred Kelly Place (northern extension): The existing Fred Kelly Place could be extended to the north by
acquiring a privately owned plot of land currently occupied by the Westpac bank. Ultimately, the new town
square and the enlarged Fred Kelly Place could be connected via a raised pedestrian crossing, creating a
strong, distinctive and centrally located heart for the Five Dock centre.



B4 Mixed Use zone: The study recommends expanding the width of the centre by creating additional areas
zoned “Mixed Use” along West Street south of Henry Street and Kings Road and along Waterview Street south
of Second Avenue.



Building height: The study recommends that the centres height limit is increased. It is suggested that on larger
sites, additional height should be considered without adversely impacting on bulk, scale, privacy and
overshadowing.

Is the planning proposal the best means of achieving the objectives or intended outcomes, or is there a better
way?
Without an amendment to the planning controls in the LEP, the proposed Urban Design concept cannot be realised
despite it having significant merit. Also, it is unlikely that the significant public benefits can be delivered in the absence of
a whole of centre planning approach as is embodied in the Urban Design Study.

Section B - Relationship to strategic planning framework
Is the planning proposal consistent with the objectives and actions of the applicable regional or sub regional
strategy (including the Sydney Metropolitan Strategy and exhibited draft strategies)?
The Planning Proposal is consistent with the aims, objectives and provision of the Sydney Metropolitan Strategy 2036
which was released in December 2010. It is also consistent with the aims, objectives and provision of the draft Inner
West Subregional Strategy.
It is also consistent with the priorities identified in the draft Metropolitan Strategy for Sydney in that it will:


Ensure Local Plans demonstrate capacity and tested development feasibility for housing growth in centres;



Plan for additional capacity for retail in all centres where retail assessments demonstrate a need;



Recognise the well connected, highly accessible and walkable environments which contribute to the vitality of
the suburbs in this (Central) subregion;



Enable housing intensification throughout the subregion, particularly around established centres;



Build on the character of the subregion’s vibrant suburbs and capitalise on the high amenity;

Owner: Planning and Environment – Strategic Planning
Last revised: 09/10/2015
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3. Housing,

3.1 Residential Zones

The proposal meets the objectives of this direction

Infrastructure &

as it seeks to provide medium density residential

Urban

development and employment uses to satisfy

Development

existing and future housing needs. The site is in a

Y

location that can make efficient use of existing and
proposed infrastructure.
Environmental impacts of intensified development
will be managed through Council’s planning policy
framework as part of any subsequent development
assessment process.
3.3 Home Occupations

The Planning Proposal will not restrict the carrying

Y

out of low-impact small businesses in dwelling
houses as no change to the permissibility of home
occupations is proposed.
3.4 Integrating Land Use

The site is optimally located in terms of access to

& Transport

existing public transport – with bus services within

Y

close walking distance.
The Planning Proposal seeks to increase
opportunity for mixed use development, within
walking distance of existing and proposed public
transport.
It is expected that increased development intensity
in this area would result in increased viability and
patronage of public transport, reduced travel
demand and increased accessibility to housing,
jobs and services.
Accordingly, the Planning Proposal is likely to
reduce trip generation and distance travelled by car
and also support the efficient and viable use of
public transport services.
4. Hazard and

4.1 Acid Sulfate Soils

Risk

The centre is partly affected by Class 5 Acid Sulfate

Y

Soils. The Planning Proposal is not considered to
intensify the use of the land in the precinct to an
extent that would warrant an acid sulfate soils study
being undertaken.

5. Regional

5.1 Implementation of

The Planning Proposal is consistent with key

Planning

Regional Strategies

strategic directions including the Metropolitan

Y

Strategy, the draft Subregional Strategy and the
recently released draft Metropolitan Strategy for
Sydney.
6. Local Plan

6.1 Approval and Referral

The Planning Proposal does not include

Making

Requirements

concurrence, consultation or referral provisions or

Y

identify any developments as designated
development.
6.2 Reserving Land for

The Planning Proposal reserves land for local open

Public Purposes

space. No land has been reserved that requires

Y

the approval of another public authority.
6.3 Site Specific

Owner: Planning and Environment – Strategic Planning
Last revised: 09/10/2015
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Provisions

restrictive site specific control. The Planning
Proposal in fact introduces provisions (such as
increased height limits) in order to achieve better
development outcomes.

7. Metropolitan

7.1 Implementation of

The Planning Proposal is consistent with the aims,

Planning

Metropolitan Strategy

objectives and provisions of the Metropolitan

Y

Strategy and draft Metropolitan Strategy for
Sydney.

Section C: Environmental, social and economic impact.
Is there any likelihood that critical habitat or threatened species, populations or ecological communities, or their
habitats, will be adversely affected as a result of the proposal?
The Planning Proposal does not apply to land that has been identified as containing critical habitat or threatened species,
populations or ecological communities, or their habitats.

Are there any other likely environmental effects as a result of the planning proposal and how are they proposed to
be managed?
It is unlikely that the proposed amendments to Canada Bay LEP 2013 will result in development creating any significant
environmental impacts. As it is envisaged that future development will comprise contemporary commercial/mixed uses,
existing policies, regulations and standards are already in place to ensure environmental impacts are mitigated during
the construction phase.
Overshadowing
Modelling undertaken illustrates the overshadowing impact of the new building envelopes on the surrounding public
domain and adjoining areas. Factors influencing overshadowing and access to sunlight include street wall height, overall
building height, the size of public open spaces, built form separation, orientation and topography. The modelling
indicates that overshadowing impacts on the public domain and surrounding residential areas is limited. Reference
should be made to the Five Dock Urban Design Study final report and Part 2 of the Exhibition Outcomes Report for
further details.

Has the planning proposal adequately addressed any social and economic effects?
The Planning Proposal will provide an opportunity for the redevelopment of an important precinct within Canada Bay in a
commercially viable and environmentally sustainable manner. The key positive economic effects being that the Planning
Proposal will enable the rejuvenation of a tired centre which will generate employment opportunities, thus reinforcing Five
Dock as an important centre to service the local community.
The key social benefit that will result from the Planning Proposal is that it will facilitate the redevelopment of land within
the centre, while also facilitating improved outcomes for public spaces and streets.


New Town Square: Fred Kelly Place, together with an L shaped open space on the other side of Great North
Road near the post office, define the civic focal point of the town centre. Individually each space is too small to
cater for activities that want to occur in a town square, such as events and community gathering.
It is recommended that a new Town Square be created on Council owned land that would provide enough
space for a range of activities including events as well as public art, seating facilities, tree planting and
children’s play. The new Town Square will also function as an important catalyst that has the potential to
stimulate activity and investment. The square would also improve connections and access to the possible
redevelopment of the Waterview Street carpark site.

Owner: Planning and Environment – Strategic Planning
Last revised: 09/10/2015
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Fred Kelly Place (northern extension): The existing Fred Kelly Place could be extended to the north by acquiring
a privately owned plot of land currently occupied by the Westpac bank. Ultimately the New Town Square and
the enlarged Fred Kelly Place could be connected via a raised pedestrian crossing, creating a strong, distinctive
and centrally located heart for the Five Dock Centre.



Pedestrian network: Several pieces of land between Great North Road and Waterview Street are owned by the
City of Canada Bay. Together with the new town square, there is an opportunity to redevelop this entire area
with a permeable, fine grained network of public lanes and pedestrian links.



School link: It is possible to create a direct connection between Five Dock Primary School and Great North
Road, linking the school more closely with the town centre.



Quality new development: The existing development controls that regulate the shape of new development in
the centre require revision. A new building envelope is recommended that facilitates better amenity for
residents and improved architectural outcomes. The new envelope permits five (5) storeys or six (6) storeys for
large sites.



B4 Mixed Use zone: The Planning Proposal recommends expanding the width of the centre core by creating
additional areas zoned “Mixed Use” along West Street south of Henry Street, between Garfield Street and Kings
Road and along Waterview Street south of Second Avenue.

Section D: State and Commonwealth interests
Is there adequate public infrastructure for the planning proposal?
The centre is well serviced by public transport, which assists in reducing dependence on private car travel and pressures
on the local road network.
Essential services will be available for development facilitated by the Planning Proposal.

This includes road access,

utilities and waste removal.

What are the views of State and Commonwealth public authorities consulted in the gateway determination?
The Gateway determination will advise the full list of public authorities that will need to be consulted with as part of the
Planning Proposal process. It is requested that public authority consultation be undertaken concurrently with community
consultation.
It is proposed that the following authorities be consulted regarding the Proposal:


Office of Environment and Heritage;



Roads and Maritime Services;



Transport for NSW; and



Sydney Water.

Part 4 – Mapping
The following Local Environmental Plan maps are included in the Planning Proposal:


Land Zoning Map



Land Reservation Acquisition Map



Floor Space Ratio Map



Height of Buildings Map



Active Street frontages map

The maps are included as attachment 5.
Owner: Planning and Environment – Strategic Planning
Last revised: 09/10/2015
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Part 5 – Community Consultation
Public consultation took place in accordance with the Gateway determination made by the Minister for Planning, in
accordance with Sections 56 and 57 of the EP&A Act.

First Public exhibition of draft Planning documents
The draft planning documents were exhibited from 21 October 2014 to 17 November 2014. The exhibition period was
extended to 24 November 2014 to enable sufficient time for all interested persons to lodge a submission.
The exhibition included:
•

An advertisement placed in the Inner West Courier;

•

Information on Council’s webpage - http://www.canadabay.nsw.gov.au/pe-five-dock-town-centre.html

•

1500 letters to owners and occupiers in and around the centre, accompanied by a Fact Sheet providing a plain

•

336 email newsletters sent to people who had shown interest in the centre during the preparation of the Urban

English explanation of the draft plans.
Design Study.
•

Hard copies of the draft documents and associated information being placed at the Five Dock Library and the
Civic Centre in Drummoyne.

A total of 124 submissions were received during the exhibition period, including:


115 individual submissions;



Six (6) submissions from government agencies and utility providers;



Three (3) petitions with a total of 421 signatures – objecting to the proposed increase in building height.

The key issues raised in submissions relate to:
•

Height of buildings;

•

Rezoning of land;

•

Traffic;

•

Parking; and

•

Public transport.

Two reports were prepared that provide detailed summaries of matters raised in submissions.
•

Part 1 – Five Dock Town Centre Exhibition Outcomes Report.
This report provides responses to issues raised in relation to car parking, traffic, public transport, floor
space ratio, supermarkets, waste collection and wind impacts.

•

Part 2 – Urban Design responses, prepared by Studio GL.
This report specifically addresses Urban Design matters such as building height, rezoning and building
envelopes.

Second Public Exhibition of draft Planning documents
The draft planning documents were exhibited from 30 June 2015 to 31 July 2015.
The second exhibition included:

Owner: Planning and Environment – Strategic Planning
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Executive summary
This Outcomes Report has been prepared to summarise the outcome of the second exhibition of the draft planning
documents for the Five Dock Town Centre.
Consultation occurred with the Five Dock community in June and July 2014. 389 submissions were received in response
to the exhibition period.
This report summarises the matters raised in submissions, provides responses to the predominant issues raised and
makes recommendations. The report comprises two parts:
•

Part 1 – Five Dock Town Centre Exhibition Outcomes Report.
This report provides responses to issues raised in relation to car parking, traffic and public transport.

•

Part 2 – Urban Design responses, prepared by Studio GL.
This report specifically addresses Urban Design matters such as building height, rezoning and building
envelopes.

Draft planning documents
The draft documents prepared for the Five Dock Town Centre include:
Planning Proposal
This Planning Proposal seeks to amend the Canada Bay LEP 2013, providing the objectives and intended outcomes of
the proposed changes to planning controls in the Five Dock town Centre. The following key changes were proposed:
•

the rezoning of certain land adjoining the centre to B4 Mixed Use to facilitate a broad range of commercial and
residential uses;

•

the identification of land for acquisition as public open space;

•

the delivery of a pedestrian connection between Five Dock Public School and the Town Centre by permitting an
increase from 2 storeys to 4 storeys where land is amalgamated and the new pedestrian connection provided.

Maps were prepared to accompany the Planning Proposal and illustrate the extent of the proposed zoning, height of
building, floor space ratio, land reservation acquisition and active street frontages.
Canada Bay Development Control Plan
Part 7 of the Canada Bay Development Control Plan (DCP) has been amended to include new provisions for the Five
Dock Town Centre. This DCP provides additional guidance for new development and includes the following key design
considerations:
•

Building envelopes, including maximum number of storeys and building setbacks.

•

Streetscape and public domain objectives to deliver good building design.

•

A framework to ensure pedestrian and vehicular connections.

•

Controls to ensure a high level of pedestrian amenity is achieved.

Canada Bay Development Contributions Plan
The Canada Bay Development Contributions Plan has also been amended. This Plan requires developers to contribute
towards the provision of public infrastructure in the Five Dock Town Centre.

Owner: Strategic Planning
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Exhibition
The draft documents were publicly exhibited from 30 June 2015 to 31 July 2015.
Individual letters were sent to the area surrounding the town centre and public Authorities and adjoining councils were
also notified of the exhibition.
389 submissions were received.
The key issues raised in submissions relate to:
•

Height of buildings;

•

Rezoning of land;

•

Traffic;

•

Parking; and

•

Public transport.

Key changes
The Council’s assessment of issues raised in submissions, and the recommended changes to controls for the town
centre, are detailed in this Outcomes Report (Part 1) and the Outcomes Report prepared by Studio GL (Part 2).
The recommended changes to the exhibited documents comprise:
•

Reduction in the maximum building height from eight (8) storeys to six (6) storeys.

•

Removal of the commercial floor space bonus to ensure a consistent building height controls across the centre.

•

Amending parking requirements to align with requirements of Roads and Maritime Services Guide to Traffic
Generating Developments.

Owner: Strategic Planning
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Introduction
The Five Dock Town Centre Urban Design Study was prepared to identify actions that would enhance the vitality of the
centre into the future. The Study established building envelope controls as well as significant opportunities to improve
the public domain. These initiatives will support redevelopment in the centre and provide greater certainty for
development proponents, Council and the local community. The recommendations of the Study sought to strike an
appropriate balance between incentivising development and securing precinct infrastructure within acceptable amenity
and environmental impacts. The Study was adopted by Council at its meeting of 24 June 2014.
A Planning Proposal, Development Control Plan and Development Contributions Plan were prepared to implement the
recommendations of the Study and were exhibited in October and November 2014. The primary issues raised during the
exhibition of the draft Plans related to the height of buildings and impacts arising from future development such as traffic.
There was particular concern that the proposed increase of building height to 8 storeys would change the character of
Five Dock and lead to unacceptable impacts.
At a meeting on 2 June 2015 Council resolved to make the following changes to the draft Plans:


The number of sites that were identified for 8 storey buildings were reduced.



The land acquisition affectionation was removed from certain land on East and West Street.



A new control was created that permits additional floor area where commercial uses comprises more than 50%
of the floor space on certain sites.



A 4.5 metre landscaped setback is now required for future development on the northern side of Kings Road.

The amended draft Plans were exhibited from 30 June 2015 to 31 July 2015.
This Outcomes Report considers issues raised in the submissions received following the second exhibition of the draft
planning documents.

Owner: Strategic Planning
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Consultation summary
Community consultation
Council engaged in an extensive program of consultation throughout the design and development of the draft planning
documents. The consultation process is summarised below.

Consultation undertaken as part of the preparation of the Urban Design Study
A variety of engagement activities were carried out to ensure a broad range of stakeholders and the wider community
were provided with the opportunity to contribute to the process. Engagement activities included:
•

Postcards distributed widely to local area;

•

Letters to property owners;

•

Advertising placed in local publications;

•

Email newsletter;

•

Posters in local shop fronts;

•

Drop-in sessions in Fred Kelly Place;

•

Use of an online Collaborative Map;

•

Community and stakeholder workshops; and

•

Meetings with key groups such as the Chamber of Commerce.

Full details of the outcome of the community engagement process undertaken is provided in the Urban Design Study
Background Report.
The Urban Design Study was also exhibited from 1 December 2013 to 31 January 2014 and involved the following
community engagement activities:
•

direct letters to landowners affected by rezoning and land acquisition,

•

letters to land owners in and around the Five Dock Town Centre;

•

e-newsletter to all interested persons who contributed to the Study;

•

a community meeting to present the recommendations of the Study to residents and other interested

•

the Study and Background Report placed on the City of Canada Bay website.

stakeholders. The presentation was attended by approximately 70 residents and business owners; and

Council received thirty one (31) submissions to the exhibition of the Study. These submissions were considered at a
meeting on 24 June 2014, where Council resolved to prepare draft planning documents for further consultation.

First exhibition of draft planning documents
The draft planning documents were exhibited from 21 October 2014 to 17 November 2014. The exhibition period was
extended to 24 November 2014 to enable sufficient time for all interested persons to lodge a submission.
The exhibition included:
•

An advertisement placed in the Inner West Courier;

•

Information on Council’s webpage - http://www.canadabay.nsw.gov.au/pe-five-dock-town-centre.html

•

1500 letters to owners and occupiers in and around the centre, accompanied by a Fact Sheet providing a plain
English explanation of the draft Plans.
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•

336 email newsletters sent to people who had shown interest in the centre during the preparation of the Urban
Design Study.

•

Hard copies of the draft documents and associated information being placed at the Five Dock Library and the
Civic Centre in Drummoyne.

A total of 124 submissions were received during the first exhibition period, including:


115 individual submissions;



Six (6) submissions were made by government agencies and utility providers including, Transport for NSW
Education & Communities, Sydney Water, Burwood Council, the Office of Environment and Heritage and Family
and Community Services.



Three (3) petitions – all three petitions objected to the proposed increase in building height:
◦

354 signatures;

◦

100 signatures;

◦

7 signatures.

Second exhibition of draft planning documents
The draft planning documents were exhibited from 30 June 2015 to 31 July 2015.
The exhibition included:
•

An advertisement placed in the Inner West Courier;

•

Information on Council’s webpage - http://www.canadabay.nsw.gov.au/pe-five-dock-town-centre.html

•

Letters to owners and occupiers in and around the centre, accompanied by a Fact Sheet in both Italian and
English.

•

Hard copies of the draft documents and associated information being placed at the Five Dock Library and the
Civic Centre in Drummoyne.

•

Four “drop-in” sessions at Five Dock Library to provide members of the community with information about the
Planning Proposal.

A total of 389 submissions were received during the second exhibition period, including:


385 individual submissions,



Four (4) submissions were made by government agencies and utility providers including, Transport for NSW,
Roads and Maritime Services, Sydney Water and Ashfield Council.
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Issues raised in submissions
The issues raised most frequently in the submissions were:
•

Building Height;

•

Zoning;

•

Parking;

•

Traffic;

•

Site specific matters; and

•

Other miscellaneous matters.

Consideration of issues in relation to Building Height, zoning and site specific matters is included in Part 2 of the
Exhibition Outcomes Report. Issues in relation to traffic, parking and other miscellaneous matters are considered below.

Traffic
Issues raised
A common concern raised was the impact on traffic flow on Great North Road with emphasis on congestion during
weekends and peak hour. Concerns were also raised about constraints within the regional road network.

Response
An “Assessment of Traffic and Parking Implications” was prepared by Transport and Traffic Planning Associates to
describe the existing road network and traffic conditions and assess the potential traffic implications of the increased
number of dwellings under the proposal compared to that under the existing DCP and LEP provisions.
It is expected that the envisaged uplift in dwellings in the town centre would result in a net additional traffic of some 40
vehicle trips per hour (vtph) during peak periods over the currently approved development controls. These additional
movements are equivalent to some 1 vehicle trip every 1 to 2 minutes during the peak hour.
Traffic modelling undertaken indicates that traffic activities associated with the proposed additional dwellings would only
result in relatively minor delays and the existing operation levels of service of key intersections are largely unchanged.
The report prepared by Transport and Traffic Planning Associates concludes that:


there will be no adverse traffic implications in the surrounding road network;



the available transport services will readily service the town centre’s envisaged demand;



the envisaged improvement schemes to cycle and pedestrian facilities will activate further demand for nonmotorised transport modes;



the current DCP’s parking requirement for visitors in residential buildings may be updated to reflect a more
contemporary planning policy.

It is worth noting that the above traffic assessment was undertaken on the assumption that building heights would be
increased to eight (8) storeys and floor space ratio increased to 3.0:1. It is now recommended that both building heights
and floor space ratio be reduced. This reduction in density should lessen envisaged traffic generate further.
Roads and Maritime reviewed the Traffic Study and raises no objection to the proposed changes to planning provisions
in the Town Centre.
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Public transport
Issues raised
A number of submissions were received arguing that Five Dock is not well serviced by public transport services and for
this reason the proposed increases in density were not appropriate.

Response
Public transport services operating in close proximity to the Five Dock Town Centre include:




the extensive and interconnecting bus services along Great North Road, which comprise:
Destination

Service

CBD

439, 438, 502, L38, L39

Hurstville/Rockdale

490, 491, 492

Drummoyne

492 (northbound on Great North Road)

Mortlake/Abbotsford

415, 438, 439, 460, L39 (northbound on Great North Road)

the 461 arterial trunk route service along Parramatta Road (some 800 metres south of the site) connecting
Burwood and the CBD.



Ashfield and Burwood railway stations located to the south which can be accessed by the connecting bus
services.

The existing public transport in the town centre provides high frequency services generally with a waiting time of 5-8
minutes in peak periods. The convenient connection with nearby rail stations provides improved connectivity to major
employment centres. The existing bus stops in the town centre are located strategically within easy walking distance
from land identified for increased densities and the Parramatta Road service is some 800 metres to the south. Although
there is a high level of private vehicle use within the locality, it is anticipated that the proposed residential developments’
proximity to transport services will encourage positive uptake of these services.
Transport for NSW provided the following comments in relation to bus services:
Sydney’s Bus Future is the NSW Government’s long term plan to redesign Sydney’s long term bus network to
meet customer needs now and into the future. Sydney’s Bus Future outlines a Rapid and Suburban network
with a defined level of service to provide a level of consistency for customers.
Five Dock is located on an identified Suburban bus route from Burwood to Chatswood with bus priority planned
to be targeted at key pinch points to speed up services and ensure reliability. There are also a number of
important local bus routes operating through Five Dock including route 438.
The combination of transport availability and retail/business services available are considered to make the Five Dock
town centre a suitable location to accommodate additional housing.
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Car Parking
Issues raised
•

There is insufficient public parking in the area.

•

Have alternatives to the car park on Kings Road been considered?

•

Development Control Plan car parking requirements for apartments are too high.

•

Implementation of a resident parking scheme.

•

The DCP should accommodate bicycle parking and car share within residential buildings.

Response
Resident and Visitor Parking for new development
Car parking is a complex issue as matching the expectations of individuals and businesses with a greater shift towards
public transport is a challenge. It is a particular issue in town centre environments where opportunities to increase car
parking are limited and can be prohibitively expensive.
In general terms, new development is required to provide on-site car parking for residents and visitors in accordance with
the Canada Bay Development Control Plan. The report prepared by Transport and Traffic Planning Associates
discussed the issue of parking and provided the following comment:
Whilst the envisaged development will be able to provide the required parking for residents, it is apparent that
the requirement for visitor’s parking under the current Development Control Plan (1 space per 2 dwellings) is
largely excessive to that recommended by Roads and Maritime Services Guidelines for Traffic Generating
Developments. The Guidelines recommend a rate of 1 visitor space per 5 to 7 dwellings under the high density
development category while other urban centres similar to that envisaged by Five Dock also have lower
requirements for visitors. This is reflected in the following comparable examples:
Visitor Parking
Rockdale LGA

1 space per 5 dwellings

Ashfield LGA

1 space per 4-5 dwellings

Marrickville LGA

1 space per 10 dwellings

Leichhardt LGA

1 space per 11 dwellings

It is widely understood that reliance on private motor vehicle usage reduced in line with increased availability of
viable transport services and limited supply of car parking. Based on the above, it is recommended that the
current DCP’s visitor parking requirement be reviewed to reflect a more contemporary planning policy in light of
encouraging the uptake of the already available transport services.
Roads and Maritime Services also made the following comment on visitor parking rates:
To minimise traffic impacts on the surrounding roads, amendments should be made to Canada Bay Council’s
DCP for visitor parking for residential development. The current rate for multi dwelling and residential flat
buildings is 1 space per 2 dwellings. This should be amended to Roads and Maritime’s Guide to Traffic
Generating Developments rate of 1 space per 5-7 dwellings for high density residential development.
Alternatively, a site specific clause could be inserted into the Canada Bay LEP (2013) ensuring that the above
mentioned revised parking rates are applied to the Five Dock Town Centre.
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Bicycle Use
Issue raised
A submission was received from BayBUG that provided comment on the Five Dock Town Centre Urban Design Study,
the revitalisation works on Great North Road and the existing bicycle parking controls in the Canada Bay DCP. Key
matters raised in the submission include:
•

The Five Dock Town Centre Urban Design Study aims to promote cycling to/from the centre however there are
few tangible expressions of this in the report.

•

To improve access for cyclists who might want to get to and use the town centre through improvement to the
bicycle parking provisions in the Canada Bay DCP:

Response
30 km/h limit in the Town Centre – A reduction to the speed limit on Great North Road is outside the scope of the
Planning Proposal.
Notwithstanding, a 40km/h speed limit is traditionally applied to high pedestrian locations such as CBD environments and
suburban shopping strips. The introduction of a 40km/h speed limit also requires the agreement of Roads and Maritime
Services and may be pursued by Council in Five Dock in the future.
Reduction in car parking in new development - As discussed earlier in this report, it is proposed to amend the car parking
requirements of the Canada Bay Development Control Plan to align with the requirements of Roads and Maritime
Services.
Requirement for good sight lines for cyclists and pedestrians - Public Domain Plans prepared for the Five Dock Town
Centre have been prepared with regard to retaining sight lines for pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles.
Improvements to Canada Bay Development Control Plan - The following suggestions were made to improve the bicycle
parking provisions of the Canada Bay DCP:
(a) All residential car spaces should be required to include at least one wall mounted bike rack.
(b) “Open to all” bike storage locations required for larger residential buildings should be secure cages.
(c) Cycle parking provided for visitors to residential locations should be undercover and near the access point to
stairs/lifts.
(d) Cycle parking provided for visitors to retail and public (e.g. library) locations should be undercover and near the
entrance to the location.
The Canada Bay DCP requires a bicycle parking storage facility to be provided for every dwelling in developments with
three or more dwellings. The DCP states that bicycle storage facilities may be provided as fully enclosed individual
lockers or as locked compounds depending on the type of development and practicality of access to the facility.
A broad review is currently being undertaken of the Canada Bay DCP. The review provides an opportunity to investigate
changes to the bicycle parking and storage provisions of the document.
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Waste collection
Issue raised
Concern was raised that waste collection should be improved so that new developments do not rely on wheelie bins as
these are an unsightly and inefficient way to collect waste.

Response
Waste provisions are included within the Development Control Plan and will continue to apply to the Five Dock Town
Centre. In multi-unit residential development containing 20 or more dwellings a bulk garbage and recycling collection
service is required. Council supplies 660 ltr bulk recycling and garbage bins. Provision must be made for waste
collection vehicles to enter and service all bins on site. Bins cannot be presented on the pedestrian footway for
servicing.

Wind
Issue raised
Concern was raised that tall buildings on Great North Road would create wind impacts.

Response
Down drafts from buildings or accelerated winds from tunnelling between buildings can negatively affect pedestrian-level
comfort. In general, the taller the building, the stronger the potential for wind effects at the base and the greater need for
mitigation measures.
The use of upper level setbacks is a particularly useful strategy to dissipate down drafts. The proposed building
envelopes in the draft Development Control Plan all include setbacks above the third or fourth floor which would assist to
address wind impacts.
Predicting the influence of tall buildings on local wind flow patterns and street level conditions is best considered when a
specific development is proposed.

Comments by government agencies & utility providers
Council notified Transport for NSW, Roads and Maritime Services, NSW Health, NSW Department of Housing,
Education and Communities and the Heritage Branch about the exhibition of the draft planning documents. Ashfield and
Burwood Council and the local member, John Sidoti MP were also notified. Public Utilities notified included Energy
Australia and Sydney Water.
Submission from government agencies and utility providers are considered below.

Transport for NSW
Issue raised
The key issues for Transport for NSW are as follows:
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TfNSW suggests adding language that will encourage end of trip facilities which allow developers to exclude
end of trip facilities from their floor space calculation.



It is suggested that transport management requirements be added to the DCP, such as requirements for Travel
Access Guides.



Access to State Roads (Great North Road/Lyons Road) is strictly discouraged and would require approval from
RMS.



Any proposal regarding the location or relocation of bus stops and bus zones should be coordinated with
TfNSW and RMS.



The proposed modification (closure) of the Great North Road/Lyons Road slip lane is not supported.

Response
End of trip facilities - Council is supportive of promoting active transport such as walking and cycling. Excluding end of
trip facilities from Gross Floor Area calculations is considered to be relevant to localities with high levels of employment
such as business parks and CBD environments. Where the majority of new developments in Five Dock will comprise a
high percentage of residential to commercial floor space, it is not considered necessary to implement a requirement for
end of trip facilities.
Travel Access Guides – Opportunity to include requirements for Travel Access Guides will be considered further during
the review of the Canada Bay Development Control Plan. In this regard, the following control is being considered for
inclusion in a revised DCP for Canada Bay:
A Transport Access Guide and a strategy for the future availability of the Guide to residents, employees and visitors of a
development is to be prepared for all developments except:
(a) individual dwelling houses and dual occupancies;
(b) residential flat buildings of less than 25 units;
(c) individual businesses and services in existing shopping strips and retail centres;
(d) developments having a floor area of less than 1,000sqm GFA; and
(e) businesses employing less than 10 staff.
Access to State Roads – The RMS requirement that vehicular access to land be from roads other than Great North Road
is supported and achieves Council’s objective of making Great North Road attractive to pedestrians and retail premises.
Bus stops – The draft planning controls do not envisage the relocation of bus stops. Should works in the public domain
propose works to a bus stop, discussions will be held with relevant public agencies.
Great North Road/Lyons Road slip lane – The preliminary plans for the upgrade to the northern end of Great North Road
included the closure of the existing slip to enable the delivery of a new Gateway entry park. Following liaison with RMS,
this proposal has been abandoned and the slip way is to remain available to traffic.

Roads and Maritime Services (RMS)
Issue Raised
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Roads and Maritime has reviewed the Traffic Study prepared in support of the planning proposal and notes the results of
Council’s dwelling capacity analysis which estimates an additional development uplift in the Town Centre of 139
dwellings. Roads and Maritime raises no objection to the proposed changes in planning provisions for the Town Centre.
The following comments were made on the draft DCP:


Should the identified laneway/links be opened to traffic, a local Traffic Management Plan will be required to
demonstrate the impacts on the surrounding road network.



RMS’s current access management practice is that no new access is to be permitted to any classified road if an
alternative access is available via the local road network.



Careful consideration should be given to the selection and placement of any landscaping, furnishings and other
structures adjacent to roads and driveways.



Any new outdoor dining proposals adjacent to classified roads will require Roads and Maritime concurrence
under section 125(3) of the Roads Act, 1993, and shall be in accordance with Road’s and Maritime’s
requirements.



Awnings/hoardings overhanging the road reserve of classified roads require the concurrence of Roads and
Maritime under Section 138 of the Roads Act, 1993.



Future development will be required to adhere to noise criteria under Clause 102(3) of State Environmental
Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007 through setbacks, site and architectural treatments.



The Planning Proposal and draft DCP should support to the greatest extent possible, the aims and objectives of
NSW 2021, NSW Long Term Transport Master Plan and supporting modal plans; Sydney’s Cycling Future,
Sydney’s Walking Future, and Sydney’s Bus Future.



The visitor parking rates in the Canada Bay DCP should be reduced to align with the RMS’s Guide to Traffic
Generating Development.



Council should be satisfied that appropriate funding mechanisms are in place for infrastructure improvements.

Response
Laneway links – The majority of new laneway links in Five Dock have been identified for pedestrian/cycle use only.
Should the proposed laneway between First and Second Avenue be delivered, the necessary documentation in the form
of a local Traffic Management Plan will be prepared.
RMS access management practice - The RMS requirement that vehicular access to land be from roads other than Great
North Road is supported and achieves Council’s objective of making Great North Road attractive to pedestrians and
retail premises.
Landscaping – Public Domain Plans are currently being prepared by Council to improve the northern end of Great North
Road. Liaison has occurred with RMS and relevant public agencies to ensure the plans are consistent with public
agency and utility requirements.
Outdoor dining – Council will assess outdoor dining in accordance with local policy and in accordance with RMS
requirements.
Awnings/hoardings – Should awnings or hoardings be proposed, concurrence will be obtained from RMS.
Noise – Development Applications are assessed against the noise criteria contained within SEPP (Infrastructure) to
ensure acceptable impacts upon new residents.
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Visitor Parking rates – As discussed earlier in this report, it is intended to reduce the visitor parking rates in the Canada
Bay DCP to align with the requirements of RMS.
Funding Mechanisms – Amendments to the Canada Bay Development Contributions Plan were exhibited concurrently
with the Planning Proposal and DCP to ensure that contributions can assist to fund works in the Five Dock Town Centre.

Sydney Water

Issue raised
Sydney Water has no objection to the changes to planning controls in the Canada Bay Local Environmental Plan 2013
for the Five Dock Town Centre.
Sydney Water drinking water and waste water assets located in the Five Dock Town Centre have sufficient capacity to
service the area.
Further information will be required at the Section 73 application phase in accordance with the Water Supply Code of
Australia and the Sewerage Code of Australia.

Response
Noted.

Ashfield Council
Issue raised
The Five Dock Town Centre is a place which is distant from the Ashfield LGA boundary, being approximately 400 metres
away as measured to the town centre’s closest southern side, and is in an area separated by Parramatta Road from
Ashfield. Given this distance the proposal does not raise any concern. Visual impacts from any of the future resulting
273 high (8 storey equivalent) buildings on the nominated sites might likely have a low or acceptable (due to distance)
visual impact on residential areas in the Ashfield LGA to the south.

Response
Noted.

Owner: Strategic Planning
Last revised: 9 October 2015

Page 16 of 17

803

Document Information
Job title

Five Dock Town Centre - Exh bition Outcomes Report

Client

City of Canada Bay

Job number

1305

Report title

Exh bition Outcomes

File name

151009_Five Dock-ExhibitionOutcomes.indd

This document takes into account the particular instructions and requirements of our client.
It is not intended for and should not be relied upon by any third party and no responsibility is
undertaken to any third party

Studio GL Pty Ltd
PO Box 823
Broadway NSW 2007

Contact: Diana Grifﬁths
Email: info@

806

864
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Part 7

Mixed use areas and neighbourhood centres

7.7.2 FIVE DOCK TOWN CENTRE PUBLIC SPACE

Public open space

Controls

Objectives

C4.

Provide a network of new laneways in the
block bounded by First Avenue, Second
Avenue, Waterview Street and Great North
Road, Five Dock.

O2. To ensure areas of open space have access
to adequate sunlight especially in mid-winter
between 12-2pm.

C5.

Provide a new laneway between East
Street and West Street along the alignment
of Lancelot Street.

O3. To ensure new areas of open space are of a
sufﬁcient size to accommodate a wide variety of
activities.

C6.

All laneways are to be a minimum of six (6)
metres wide.

O1. To increase the amount of open space in
the centre and to provide more areas for the
community to meet, gather and relax.

Controls
C1.

Provide a new Gateway Park on the corner
of Lyons Road and Great North Road
(identiﬁed as Public Open Space A in
Figure 8 Public Domain).

C2.

Widen Fred Kelly Place to the north
(identiﬁed as Public Open Space B in
Figure 8 Public Domain).

C3.

Provide a new town square on the eastern
side of Great North Road opposite Fred
Kelly Place (identiﬁed as Public Open
Space C in Figure 8 Public Domain).

Pedestrian connections
Objectives
O9. To improve east west access, making it easier
and more attractive to cycle and walk through the
centre.
O10. To create new access routes that support
pedestrian activity along Great North Road.

Controls
C7.

Provide a new mid-block link between
Great North Road and East Street within
the hatched area identiﬁed in Figure 7
Access Network and Hierarchy.

C8.

O4. To improve east west access and connectivity,
making it easier and more attractive to cycle and
walk through the centre.

Provide a new mid-block link between
Garﬁeld Street and Kings Road within the
hatched area identiﬁed in Figure 7 Access
Network and Hierarchy.

C9.

O5. To attract people to the new town square and
create a pleasant safe environment around the
square.

Widen the existing pedestrian link to the
east of Great North Road opposite Garﬁeld
Street.

C10.

All pedestrian links are to be a minimum of
four (4) metres wide.

O6. To facilitate car parking exits and entries for
buildings fronting Great North Road.

C11.

All links are to be activated by retail, civic
and/or commercial uses.

C12.

All links are to be naturally lit and
ventilated, and well-lit after hours.

C13.

All links are to be publicly accessible
between at least 6am and 8pm daily,
however 24-hour public access is
preferred.

C14.

All links are to follow Safer-by-Design (or
CPTED) principles (i.e. clear lines of sight).

New laneways
Objectives

O7. To provide the opportunity to service businesses
on Great North Road and limit service vehicle
movements along residential streets, e.g. along
Waterview Street.
O8. To improve existing and create new connections
between the Five Dock Public School (West
Street) and Great North Road.
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7.7.2 FIVE DOCK TOWN CENTRE BUILT FORM
The built form controls shape the form of new
development in the centre, establishing the location,
height and shape of new buildings. The controls also
consider visual privacy, sunlight access to adjoining
properties, usability of private open spaces and
pedestrian scale and amenity along the street.

Landscaping and setbacks

Objectives

O20. To create appropriate landscaping for private and
common open space areas.

O11. To encourage investment in the town centre and
create attractive places to live, shop and recreate.
O12. To ensure adequate sunlight is available for all
buildings, streets and public open spaces.
O13. To promote opportunities for catalyst and
landmark developments in appropriate locations.
O14. To ensure the ground ﬂoor levels along key
streets are appropriate for retail uses and that
ground level uses in the remaining streets are
adaptable over time to a wide range of uses.
O15. To ensure the urban grain, built form and palette
of materials used in the design of new buildings
respond to the “ﬁne grain” character of the
surrounding area.
O16. To minimise the visual impact of above ground
car parking and encourage car parking that is
adaptable to other uses in the future.

Objectives
O19. To ensure that the amenity of residents, workers
and visitors to the centre is enhanced by high
quality landscaping.

O21. To soften and screen the interface between
buildings in the centre and adjoining residential
areas.
O22. To increase building separation along East Street
between Henry Street and Lyons Road West.
O23. To encourage the landscape character of West
Street to continue past new development and up
to Garﬁeld Street.

Controls
C16.

Landscape setbacks are to be in
accordance with Figure 9 Primary
Setbacks.

C17.

A landscape plan prepared by a qualiﬁed
Landscape Architect is to be submitted with
the development application that shows;
levels adjacent to the public domain;
planting schedules; and type and detail
of paving, fencing and other details of
external areas.

C18.

The area within the minimum landscape
setback is to be a deep soil zone, i.e.
where there are no structures below.

C19.

For residential apartment development
common open space is to be provided that
occupies a minimum of 25% of the site
area and has a minimum dimension of 3m.
The common open space may be located
on an elevated garden (i.e. above car
parking) or on roof tops provided the area
provides for the recreational and amenity
needs of residents.

C20.

Landscaping is to give preference to
species with low water needs, including
native plant species and select and
position trees and shrubs to control sun
and winds and provide privacy.

O17. To enhance the existing streetscape and ensure
appropriate development scale and interface near
heritage buildings and residential areas.

High-quality residential development
Objectives
O18. To position the Five Dock Town Centre as an
attractive place to live.

Controls
C15.

Recommendations within the SEPP 65
(State Environmental Planning Policy
No 65 - Design Quality of Residential
Apartment Development) and the
accompanying Apartment Design Guide
are adopted by this DCP for apartment
developments.
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Building setbacks

Active frontages

For the purpose of this section of the DCP, the primary
building setback is the setback between the public
domain/street boundary and the building alignment, and
the secondary building setback is the additional setback
above the street wall height.

Active frontages and uses contribute to visual and
physical activity in the centre and include community
and civic facilities, recreation and leisure facilities and
shops, restaurants and cafes.

Objectives
Objectives
O24. To allow redevelopment and gradual transition to
higher densities while at the same time respecting
heritage buildings and the 'village character' of the
centre.
O25. To locate balconies and terraces along streets
and laneways where they can provide passive
surveillance (and increased safety) of streets and
public open spaces.
O26. To reduce potential negative impacts of
development such as overshadowing of streets
and public open spaces.

O28. To promote activity and interest along key streets
in the centre, in particular along Great North Road
O29. To enhance the commercial viability and function
of the centre and compliment current retail,
commercial, entertainment and community uses.
O30. To enhance safety and security in the centre.

Controls
C24.

Provide ground level active uses where
indicated on Figure 9 Primary Setbacks.

C25.

Residential entries and foyers are
permitted along active street frontages but
are not to dominate or compromise the
commercial viability of the street.

C26.

Where required, active uses must be at
least 10m deep.

C27.

A continuous awning is to be provided
where indicated on Figure 9 Primary
Setbacks, and meet the requirements of
C5 - C11 of Section 7.2 of the DCP.

C28.

Vehicle access points are not permitted
along active street frontages. Where
rear or side access is not possible,
development without parking will be
considered.

O27. To minimise negative impacts of development
on existing development in the town centre and
surrounding the town centre.

Controls
C21.

Building setbacks are to be in accordance
with Figure 9 Primary Setbacks, Figure 10
Secondary Setbacks, Figure 12 Maximum
Street Wall Heights, Figure 13 Typical
Street Frontage Section and Figure 15
Maximum Building Height Zones; and any
additional controls set out below.

C22.

Any additional ﬂoors above four storeys
have a minimum setback of 6m unless
otherwise shown in Figure 10 Secondary
Setbacks.

C23.

Where possible along 6m wide laneways
increase setbacks above 2 storeys and/or
increase ground level setbacks to improve
pedestrian amenity.
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Ground ﬂoor residential

Controls

Objectives

C33.

O31. To ensure residential dwellings on the ground
level have a high level of amenity and create a
positive interface with the street.

Provide new or improved connections as
identiﬁed in Figure 8 Public Domain.

C34.

Where development may create an isolated
site, the applicant is required to demonstrate
negotiations with property owners to include
the site commenced early, well prior to the
lodgement of the development application.
Written evidence of negotiations is to be
provided, including reasonable offers based
on independent valuation and that take into
account expenses likely to be incurred.

C35.

Where development may create an isolated
site, the applicant must demonstrate with a
schematic design that the isolated site can
be redeveloped under the current planning
controls. This must demonstrate the likely
impacts between the development and
the isolated site such as solar access,
separation distances and privacy.

C36.

Site amalgamation should seek to minimise
the number of driveway crossings provided
to the street.

Controls
C29.

Ground ﬂoor residential is permitted
where an active frontage is not required.

C30.

The ﬂoor to ﬂoor height of ground level
residential is to meet the requirements of
the “Adaptable” category of Table 1.

C31.

Ground ﬂoor private open space on the
street frontage is to be designed as a
private terrace a minimum of 0.4m and
a maximum of 1.0m above the adjacent
public domain level.

C32.

Dwellings on the ground ﬂoor facing the
street are to have individual entries from
the street.

Site amalgamation and isolated sites
Site amalgamations will result in a more efﬁcient built
form. This is particularly true of corner sites which could
be integrated with adjoining land to both maximise
development potential and also provide enhanced
amenity for building occupants and for users of public,
communal and private open space.

Objectives
O32. To encourage site consolidation of allotments for
development in order to promote the efﬁcient use
of land.

Fine grain frontages
Objectives
O37. To ensure development of existing small and/or
narrow lots prevalent in the centre can still occur.
O38. To ensure a diversity of retail shop size.
O39. To encourage narrow frontage, ﬁne grain retail in
the centre.

Controls
C37.

On narrow sites less than 12m wide
alternative methods to address car parking
including car share, off site provision and/or
exemptions are encouraged.

C38.

Developments are to create retail frontages
of less than 8m in width or be designed so
that larger frontages can be divided into
smaller units in the future.

C39.

Reinforce the ﬁne grain of the centre by
creating smaller shop fronts or by providing
articulation so that the ﬂexibility exists to
create narrower shops (5-7m) in the future.

O33. To avoid development that may create isolated
sites.
O34. To support more efﬁcient car parking and
servicing and reduced number of driveways.
O35. To support the provision of new and/or improved
public spaces as identiﬁed in Figure 8 Public
Domain.
O36. To avoid the creation of isolated sites that may
be incapable of being developed in a manner that
responds to the site’s context and characteristics
and that maintains a satisfactory level of amenity.
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Build to alignment
Objectives

C43.

Development is to be consistent with the
minimum and maximum ﬂoor to ﬂoor and
ﬂoor to ceiling heights for the speciﬁed
uses within the centre shown in Table 1
Minimum Floor Heights.

C44.

For development sites to the north of Fred
Kelly Place and the new town square
the maximum building height is to be in
accordance with Fig. 5 Secondary Setbacks
and Fig. 10 Maximum Building Height
Zones; and no incursions (including plant,
balcony rails etc.) are to be permitted.

C45.

The ﬁnished ﬂoor level of the ground ﬂoor
above the footpath level in the public
domain, is to be no greater than 1.0
metre for residential uses; and is to be
no greater than 0.35 metre for retail and
commercial uses.

C46.

Where active uses are speciﬁed on the
ground ﬂoor as identiﬁed in Fig. 4 Primary
Setbacks, the minimum ﬂoor to ceiling
height is to comply with the category of
“Retail - restaurant /cafe” in Table 1.

C47.

Where active uses are not speciﬁed
on the ground ﬂoor (see Fig. 4 Primary
Setbacks), the minimum ﬂoor to ﬂoor
height is to comply with the category of
“Retail - general" in Table 1.

C48.

Building heights are to conform with
Table 2 Maximum Building and Street Wall
Heights, which shows the relationship
between the height of building in storeys
and the height of the building in metres.

C49.

New buildings are to have a scale that is
visually compatible with adjacent buildings
and heritage items. This may require the
height of new development to be lower
than the maximum height permitted.

C50.

The upper-most level is to be designed
to reduce the visual bulk and scale of the
building. Options to achieve this include
increased setbacks and/or the use of dark
colours and roof elements that create
deep shadows.

O40. To encourage a consistent street alignment and
street wall height along key streets in the centre.
O41. To ensure corner buildings, located where two
streets meet, provide a continuous street edge
and front both streets.
O42. To ensure new buildings provide a well-deﬁned,
active edge to areas of public open space.

Controls
C40.

C41.

Building setbacks are to be in accordance
with Figure 9 Primary Setbacks, Figure 12
Maximum Street Wall Heights and Figure
14 Typical Street Frontage Section; and
any additional controls set out below.
The nil setback applies only to the ﬁrst
four storeys of development, unless
otherwise indicated in Figure 10
Secondary Setbacks.

Building heights
Objective
O43. To ensure adequate sunlight is available for all
buildings, streets and public open spaces.
O44. To ensure the ground ﬂoor levels along key
streets in the centre are appropriate for retail uses
and that ground levels in the remaining streets are
adaptable over time to a wide range of uses.
O45. To encourage redevelopment while at the same
time respecting heritage buildings and the “village
character” of the centre.

Controls
C42.

Building heights are to be in accordance
with Fig. 4 Primary Setbacks, Fig. 5
Secondary Setbacks, Fig. 6 Built form
Sections, Fig. 7 Maximum Street Wall
Heights, Fig. 9 Typical Street Frontage
Section and Fig. 10 Maximum Building
Height Zones; and any additional controls
set out below.
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Facades
Objectives
O46. Buildings are to provide facade articulation
and variation to reduce visual bulk and create
shadows and texture along the facade. This can
include variations in window and/or balcony size
and treatment, a design with a well-deﬁned base,
middle and top, the use of horizontal and/or
vertical elements and variations in setback.

Controls
C51.

Balconies are to support a balance
of solid and void treatment in the
composition of the facade. A facade which
is dominated by a repetitive balcony
design is to be avoided.

C52.

External walls are to include variations
in colour and the types of materials used
in order to articulate different parts of a
building facade and reduce the overall
bulk and scale.

C53.

External walls are to be constructed of
high quality and durable materials and
ﬁnishes with ‘self-cleaning’ attributes such
as face brickwork, rendered brickwork,
stone, concrete and glass. Materials and
ﬁnishes with high maintenance costs,
and those susceptible to degradation or
corrosion are to be avoided.

Example of balconies with a balance of solid and void in the
facade composition and treatment
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Heritage
Objective
O47. To protect buildings and spaces of heritage
signiﬁcance.
O48. To ensure that new development on the same
site as or adjacent to a heritage item responds
sensitively to its heritage signiﬁcance.

Controls
C54.

New buildings on the same site as or
adjoining a heritage item will need to
consider the impact on heritage when
determining:
• the appropriate alignment and street
frontage heights;
• setbacks above street frontage heights;
• appropriate materials and ﬁnishes
selection;
• the design and articulation of the
facade; and

The composition of the facade of the new building on the right
considers the adjoining a heritage item on the left.

• appropriate side and rear setbacks.
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2. Administration
2.1 Name of the Plan
This contributions plan is the City of Canada Bay s94 Development Contributions Plan 2013.

2.2 Land to which this plan applies
This plan applies to land identified within the Canada Bay Local Government Area as shown on Map 1 (shown in green,
which excludes Rhodes West and the Strathfield Triangle).

Map 1

2.3 Development to which this Plan applies
Development to which this plan applies includes:


Attached dwellings;



Dual occupancies;



Dwelling houses;



Multi-dwelling housing;



Residential flat buildings;



Secondary dwellings;



Semi-detached dwellings; and



Shop top housing.

These types of development are defined in the Canada Bay Local Environmental Plan 2013.

2.4 Purpose of the plan
The purpose of this plan is to:
a.

enable Council to levy a contribution under the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A
Act), to fund the proposed infrastructure works when granting consent to the carrying out of development on
land to which this plan applies;

b.

provide an administrative framework under which specific public facilities strategies may be implemented
and coordinated;

c.

ensure that adequate public facilities are provided for as part of any new development;

d.

authorise the council to impose conditions under section 94 of the EP&A Act when granting consent to
development of land to which this plan applies;
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e.

provide a comprehensive strategy for the assessment, collection, expenditure accounting and review of
development contributions on an equitable basis;

f.

ensure that the existing community is not burdened by the provision of public amenities and public services
required as a result of future development;

g.

provide a flexible pool of developer contribution funds which will be able to deliver, in a timely manner, the
highest priority infrastructure generated by the anticipated development; and

h.

facilitate proper financial management and accountability for the expenditure of contributions received.

2.5 What plan does this contributions plan repeal?
This plan repeals the following s94 Plans:
•

Concord Area s94 Contributions Plan;

•

Drummoyne Area s94 Contributions Plan; and

•

Drummoyne and Five Dock s94 Contributions Plan – Car Parking in Business Centres

2.6 Relationship with other contributions plans
The following contribution plans remain unaffected by this plan:
•

Strathfield Triangle Section 94 Contributions Plan;

•

Rhodes West Contributions Framework;

•

City of Canada Bay s94A Levy Contributions Plan.

Council has the discretion to apply either the City of Canada Bay s94A Levy Contributions Plan or the City of Canada
Bay Development Contributions Plan applicable to the site upon which development approval is sought. Contributions
for other types of residential accommodation not included in this plan e.g. boarding houses, group homes and residential
care facilities would be levied under the s94A Levy Contributions Plan.

2.7 Commencement of the plan
This Development Contributions Plan has been prepared pursuant to the provisions of s94 of the EP&A Act and Part 4 of
the EP&A Regulation and takes effect from the date on which public notice was published, pursuant to clause 31(4) of
the EP&A Regulation.

2.8 Calculating a section 94 contribution under the Plan
Contributions rates per resident and per dwelling type are shown in Table 2: Section 94 Monetary Contribution Rates of
this Plan.
The total section 94 contribution levied for any individual development is the sum of the contributions shown in Table 2,
less any allowance for existing developments, if applicable. The section 94 contribution rates in these tables reflect the
rates at the date that the Plan commenced.
These rates are regularly adjusted for inflation in accordance with the provisions of clause 2.10 of this Plan. Applicants
should inquire at the Council for information on the latest contributions rates.

2.9 Section 94 credits for existing development
Development contributions are only payable on the net increase in population and any credits for existing development
are based on the 2011 occupancy rates included in Table 2.

2.10 Indexation of contributions required by a condition imposed under this Plan
The purpose of this clause is to ensure that the monetary contributions at the time of payment reflect the indexed cost of
the provision of facilities included in this Plan.
A contribution required by a condition of development consent imposed in accordance with this Plan may require
indexation between the date of the grant and the consent and the date on which the contribution is made as follows.
The total contribution at the time of payment is determined by the following formula:
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$CC X CPIP
CPIC
CPIP is the most recent quarterly level of Consumer Price Index (All Groups Index) for Sydney as published by the
Australian Statistician at the time of the payment of the contribution.
CPIC is the Consumer Price Index (All Groups Index) for Sydney as published by the Australian Statistician which applied
at the time of the issue of the development consent.
The contribution payable will not be less than the contribution specified on the development consent.

2.11 Timing of payment of monetary contributions required under this Plan
Council‟s policy in relation to the timing of payments of monetary contributions required under this Plan is as follows:
•

Development involving subdivision – prior to the release of the first subdivision certificate (linen plan) or strata
certificate

•

Other development that requires a construction certificate – prior to the release of the construction certificate

•

Other development not requiring the issuing of a construction certificate – prior to the issuing of the first
occupation certificate or commencement of the use, whichever comes first

2.12 Obligation of accredited certifiers
In accordance with section 94EC of the EP&A Act and clause 146 of the EP&A Regulation, a certifying authority must not
issue a construction certificate for building work or subdivision work under a development consent unless it has verified
that each condition requiring the payment of monetary contributions had been satisfied.
In relation to an application made to an accredited certifier for a complying development certificate:
•

the accredited certifier must, if a complying development certificate is issued, impose a condition requiring a
section 94 contribution, if such a contribution is authorised by this Plan; and

•

any such condition may only be a monetary contribution required under this Plan; and

•

the amount of the monetary contribution that the accredited certifier must impose in respect of the development
is the amount determined in accordance with this Plan.

In particular, the certifier must ensure that the applicant provides a receipt(s) confirming that contributions have been fully
paid and that copies of such receipts must be included with copies of the certified plans provided to the council in
accordance with clause 142(2) of the EP&A Regulation. Failure to follow this procedure may render such a certificate
invalid.
The exceptions to the requirements are where a works in kind, material public benefit, dedication of land or deferred
payment arrangements have been agreed by Council. In such cases, Council will issue a letter confirming that an
alternative payment method has been agreed with the applicant.

2.13 Deferred/periodic payments
Council may accept the deferred or periodic payment of a contribution if the applicant or any other person entitled to act
upon the relevant consent satisfies the Council that:
a.

compliance with the provisions relating to when contributions are payable is considered unreasonable or
unnecessary in the circumstances of the case;

b.

where the applicant intends to make a contribution by way of a planning agreement, works-in-kind or land
dedication in lieu of a cash contribution and Council and the applicant have a legally binding agreement for
the provision of the works or land dedication; and

c.

deferment of payment or allowing periodic payments does not prejudice the timing or the manner of the
provision of the public facility or service for which the contribution was required as outlined in the Capital
Works Program.
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The decision to accept a deferred or periodic payment is at the sole discretion of Council.
All requests to Council for deferred or periodic payments should be formulated in writing based on consultation with
Council and forwarded to Council prior to the determination of a development application by Council.
Council may, if it decides to accept a deferred or periodic payment of a contribution, require the applicant to provide a
bank guarantee by an Australian Bank for the contribution or the outstanding balance on condition that:
a.

The bank guarantee –
i.

Requires the bank to pay the guaranteed amount unconditionally to Council where it so demands in
writing not earlier than 6 months (or a term otherwise determined by Council) from provision of the
guarantee or completion of the development or stage of the development to which the contribution or
part relates;

ii.

Prohibits the bank from having recourse to the applicant or other person entitled to act upon the consent
or having regard to any appeal, dispute, controversy, issue or other matter relating to the consent or the
carrying out of development in accordance with the consent, before paying the guaranteed amount;

iii. Provides that the bank‟s obligations are discharged when either the payment is made to Council
according to the terms of the bank guarantee, the related consent lapses or if Council otherwise notifies
the bank in writing that the bank guarantee is no longer required; and
b.

The applicant pays interest to Council at the commercial interest rate on the total contribution required under
this Plan on and from the date when the contribution would have been payable in accordance with this Plan.

2.14 Works in kind and the dedication of land
Council may accept an offer by an applicant to provide works in kind as full or partial payment of a contribution or the
provision of a material public benefit in lieu of payment of a contribution.
Council may accept such alternatives in the following circumstances:
a.

the value of the works to be undertaken is at least equal to the value of the contribution that would otherwise
be required under this plan; and

b.
c.

the standard of the works is to Council's full satisfaction; and
the provision of the material public benefit will not prejudice the timing or the manner of the provision of
public facilities included in the works program.

The value of the works to be substituted must be provided by the applicant at the time of the request and must be
independently certified by a Quantity Surveyor who is registered with the Australian Institute of Quantity Surveyors.
Council will require the applicant to enter into a written agreement for the provision of the works.
Acceptance of any such alternative is at the sole discretion of the Council. Council may review the valuation of works or
land to be dedicated, and may seek the services of an independent person to verify their value. In these cases, all costs
and expenses borne by the Council in determining the value of the works or land will be paid for by the applicant.

2.15 Monitoring and review
The Contributions Plan will be reviewed regularly to ensure:
•

It remains financially sustainable;

•

It continues to address the priority infrastructure needs generated by new development;

•

It can plan for and source complementary revenue streams in order to deliver the portion of the works schedule
not met via development contributions;

•

That the public infrastructure will be delivered in a reasonable time; and

•

That contribution rates remain reasonable over time

Contributions will be adjusted in accordance with the consumer price index (CPI).
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2.16 Allowances for contributions paid
New works proposed replace works proposed under the existing Plans. Contributions levied under Plans repealed by this
Plan have been carried forward (including collected and approved funds) and will be applied toward providing high
priority works identified in this Plan.

2.17 Pooling of contributions
To provide a strategy for the orderly delivery of the infrastructure and maintain current levels of service provision, this
Plan authorises monetary development contributions paid for purposes within this Plan to be pooled and applied
(progressively or otherwise) to works outlined in the works schedule, provided in Parts 4, 5 & 6 of the Plan.

2.18 Savings and transitional arrangements
A development application which has been submitted prior to the adoption of this plan but not determined shall be
determined in accordance with the provision of the plan which applied at the date of determination of the application.

2.19 Administration
A Contributions Register will be maintained for this plan in accordance with the Environmental Planning & Assessment
Act Regulation 2000, and may be inspected upon request. This Register will include:
•

details of each consent for which contributions have been received;

•

the date any contribution was received and its nature and extent; and

•

amounts spent in accordance with the Plan.

At the end of each financial year, Council will make an annual statement available in respect of this Plan. This statement
will include:
•

the opening and closing balances of money held by Council for the accounting period;

•

the total amounts received by way of monetary contributions for the Plan, and

•

the total amounts spent in accordance with the Plan.
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3. Plan justification
3.1 Past population growth and demographics
The population of the City of Canada Bay was relatively stable in the early 1990s and then increased from 54,000 in
1996 to over 65,000 in 2006. This growth was largely due to the redevelopment of previous industrial sites into
residential developments, particularly high density housing such as Breakfast Point and Rhodes. Whilst there is now
limited opportunity for conversion of industrial sites in the mid to longer term there will be greater intensification of
housing around rail stations in Concord West, North Strathfield and Strathfield as well as other centres such as
Drummoyne and Five Dock. The increasing proportion of medium and high density dwellings will impact on the
availability of private open space and lead to increased demand for public open space for active and passive recreation.

3.2 Expected growth under the Plan
As shown in Table 1 expected growth to 2031 under this Plan (which specifically excludes development in the Strathfield
Triangle and Rhodes West ) has been estimated to include an additional 7,995 persons (9.9% increase) in 4,479
dwellings (13.7% increase). The remainder of the growth, which is substantial and not included in this Plan, will occur in
the Strathfield Triangle and Rhodes West.

3.3 Need for the preparation of a contributions plan
The Development Contributions Plans that this Plan replaces were developed before the former Council areas of
Drummoyne and Concord were amalgamated in 2000. The Plans are in urgent need of updating to reflect the legislation
and importantly to ensure that contribution rates enable facilities to be provided for new residents, maintain existing
levels of service provision and are consistently applied across the City of Canada Bay.
Major studies undertaken by Council together with adopted Plans of Management and information provided by council
officers have provided the research base upon which the Development Contributions Plan has been developed. These
major studies include:
•

City of Canada Bay Community Facilities Resourcing Strategy, Cred Community Planning, 2011;

•

Recreation Facilities Strategy, @Leisure Planners, 2013;

•

Cultural Plan and Public Art Strategy, Marla Guppy and Associates, 2007

•

City of Canada Bay draft Cultural Facilities Report, 2013;

•

Lets Play: providing outdoor playground facilities for families in the City of Canada Bay, City of Canada Bay
2008;

•

Five Dock Leisure Centre – Development Feasibility and Masterplan, (2009) SGL Group in association with
Stephenson Turner Architects; and

•

Open Space and Recreation Needs Analysis, City of Canada Bay 2008

•

Five Dock Town Centre Urban Design Study (2013) ARUP, HillPDA, Studio GL

3.4 Rationale for determining contributions
The proposed rationale uses the estimated population growth from 2013 to 2031 of 9.9% to determine the base
percentage contribution rate for proposed works. As the estimated costs of works included under the Plan are likely to
far exceed the capped contribution rate per dwelling, current (2011 Census) occupancy rates of 1.44 (bed sitters - one
bedroom), 2.05 (two bedrooms) and 2.99 (three or more bedrooms) per dwelling have been used to determine the
contribution rates. Using the $20,000 cap and the three bedroom occupancy rate of 2.99 the per person contribution rate
is $6,689 per person. In this regard, an additional lot assumes the maximum occupancy rate of 2.99 and development
contribution of $20,000. Further, using the occupancy rates per bedroom the contributions for bedsitters, one, two and
three bedroom dwellings are shown below.
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4. Recreation Infrastructure
4.1 Open Space and Recreation
The projected growth of population and dwellings will generate additional demand for open space and recreation facilities
as well as upgrading of existing facilities to meet additional demand. Council currently provides an estimated 218.35ha
of open space at a current (2013) rate of 2.6ha per 1,000 population. If Council were to maintain this level of provision
for the projected increase in population to 2031 in the Development Contributions Plan area an additional 20.8 ha would
6

be required at an estimated cost of well over $400 million (based on a conservative land cost estimate of $2,000 per
2

m ). Theoretically this equates to over $150,000 per three bedroom dwelling for land acquisition only to maintain current
levels of provision which far exceeds the $20,000 capped contribution for all types of infrastructure.
Due to the unlikelihood of Council being able to purchase additional land, development contributions are better spent on
upgrading, rationalising and increasing the capacity of existing facilities to better cater for the additional population as
identified in the Recreation Facilities Strategy 2013, Let’s Play: providing outdoor playgrounds for families in the City of
Canada Bay 2008 and Plans of Management developed for individual parks and reserves.

4.2 Existing Facilities
The Recreation Facilities Strategy 2013 identified that there are 46 main recreation activities provided in over 70 parks
and reserves in the City of Canada Bay. The main active public recreation activities currently catered for within the Plan
area include:
•

1 athletics field;

•

8 badminton courts;

•

3 AFL fields;

•

4 baseball pitches;

•

2 basketball courts;

•

17 outdoor cricket pitches;

•

2 indoor gyms;

•

2 golf courses;

•

1 gymnastics area;

•

1 hockey field;

•

9 lawn bowls;

•

2 indoor and 16 outdoor netball courts;

•

1 rugby league field;

•

5 rugby union fields;

•

2 indoor soccer fields;

•

14 outdoor soccer fields;

•

2 swimming pools;

•

26 tennis courts; and

•

5 touch football fields.

The quantity of open space however has not increased with population growth. Based on the 2008 Open Space and
Recreation Needs Analysis the rate of open space provision at that time was 3.32ha per 1,000 population. With no
significant additions to the 218.35ha of open space since then, the rate of open space provision has dropped to 2.6ha
per 1,000 population based on 2013 population estimates. This has, and will, place greater pressure on existing open
space areas and facilities with strategies to increase the carrying capacity of existing facilities (e.g. use of synthetic
pitches and lighting) being preferable to embarking on an even more expensive land acquisition program.

6

The average per sq m price for land in the Plan area between Jan 2012-June 2013 based on RP Data statistics was $2,820. For the
purposes of this plan a more conservative figure of $2,000 per sq m has been assumed.
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4.3 Demand for Additional and Upgraded Facilities
Following a detailed analysis of existing and future demand and supply as well as the carrying capacity of existing open
space and recreation facilities the Recreation Facilities Strategy 2013 concluded that to meet demand the following
additional facilities would be required:
•

A multi-purpose indoor facility to cater for indoor basketball/ netball/ futsal/badminton;

•

Expansion of the capacity for athletics;

•

Two cricket fields (shared with AFL);

•

One synthetic hockey pitch;

•

Ten sealed outdoor netball courts;

•

Two-three rugby fields;

•

Eight - ten outdoor soccer fields;

•

One indoor program swimming pool;

•

Four outdoor tennis courts;

•

Two additional gym/fitness facilities;

•

Additional capacity for gymnastics; and

•

Some provision for water-based uses such as rowing, canoeing and dragon boating.

In relation to playgrounds the Let’s Play: providing outdoor playgrounds for families in the City of Canada Bay 2008
provided the strategic direction for the future provision and management of playgrounds. Works have been completed
on a number of the playgrounds however installation and upgrade of equipment is required in the following parks:
•

Allison Park;

•

Battersea Park;

•

Chiswick Park;

•

Coralie Park;

•

Edwards Park;

•

Five Dock Early Childhood Centre;

•

Five Dock Park;

•

Fred Kelly Place;

•

Halliday Reserve;

•

Majors Bay Reserve;

•

Maple Close;

•

Neild Park;

•

Rothwell Park;

•

Russell Park;

4.4 Development Nexus and Works Priority
Current and existing open space and facilities are placed under increasing pressure as the population expands and the
nature of dwelling types (i.e. higher density living) increases. Council has limited resources and many competing
demands and it is fair to say that investment in the quantity and quality of open space and recreation facilities has not
kept pace with demand.
As already noted Council does not have the ability to purchase large tracts of land but as highlighted in both the
Recreation Facilities Strategy, 2013 and Let’s Play: providing outdoor playgrounds for families in the City of Canada Bay,
2008, there is ample opportunity to upgrade and embellish existing recreation facilities to provide additional capacity to
meet the demands of future residents. To ensure that development contributions funding makes a real difference to
open space and recreation provision it is proposed that allowance be made for those facilities identified as high priority
to be fully funded from development contributions and supplemented where possible from other sources e.g. grants and
Voluntary Planning Agreements funding. In this way facilities will actually be built rather than waiting years for funds to
accumulate without any guarantee of completion. The priorities themselves were derived from criteria associated with
stated recreation objectives, practicalities of implementation and objectives from Council‟s Futures Plan 20.
Owner: Strategic Planning
Last revised: 18/06/2015
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5. Community and Cultural Facilities
Council identified the need to review its community facilities to „support socially, economically and environmentally
sustainable growth into the future‟ (CRED 2011). The Community Facilities Resourcing Strategy (CRED 2011) was
finalised in 2011 and it identified the current and future (to 2031) community facility needs, recommended future capital
and operational directions and identified strategies to meet the future needs of the community. In addition to this report,
the Cultural Plan and Public Art Strategy adopted by Council in 2007 and the draft City of Canada Bay Cultural Facilities
Report 2013 provided future directions for the decisions and resourcing of cultural infrastructure in Canada Bay. These
documents together with demographic forecasts provide the basis for determining what additional and upgraded
community and cultural facilities will be needed for the additional population to 2031.

5.1 Existing Facilities
Council currently owns or has under its care and control 37 community facilities which include:
•

Three aged and disability services e.g. Concord Senior Citizens Centre;

•

Ten community halls (e.g. Drummoyne Civic Hall) ;

•

Ten early childhood education and care facilities (Abbotsford Long Day Care Centre);

•

Three baby health services (e.g. Chiswick Early Childhood Centre);

•

Three function centres;

•

Two libraries;

•

One neighbourhood community centre (Drummoyne Community Centre); and

•

One indoor leisure centre (Five Dock Leisure Centre)

5.2 Demand for Additional and Upgraded Community Facilities
The CRED Community Facilities Resourcing Strategy 2011 concluded that there were many deficiencies in the current
provision of community facilities. There was no multi-purpose district community centre or a youth centre, most of
Council‟s community venues were unstaffed community halls, were single purpose facilities which are expensive to
maintain, are not co-located with other services and did not provide space for delivery of programs for young people. In
relation to Council operated facilities the main identified needs (CRED 2011, p. 10) were as follows:
•

More strategically located facilities within activity hubs near commercial, retail and other community activity;

•

Need to rationalise Council‟s single purpose facilities and co-locate within activity hubs;

•

Provision of a range of spaces for older people;

•

More education and care places and family support programs and services;

•

Programs and services for young people close to public transport;

•

Increasing demand for indoor recreation facilities; and

•

Community centres to build connections between new and existing community members.

In addition the Cultural Plan 2008-2013 and the draft Cultural Facilities Report 2013 identified in the Plan area the need
for:
•

Purpose built infrastructure in key sites e.g. Cabarita Park Conservatory;

•

Community activity hubs to centralise cultural interaction in Concord/Strathfield, Five Dock and Drummoyne;

•

Cultural Programs in existing facilities;

•

Strategic partnerships for cultural facilities; and

•

Art revitalisation and adaptive reuse of vacant properties.

5.3 Development Nexus and Priority Work Schedule
2

The total floor space for Council provided community facilities, is estimated to be 13,414m² or 162m per 1,000
population (CRED 2011 p 69-100). With the new population of 7,995 this equates to an additional demand for 1,295 m

2

in order to maintain the current level of provision. Assuming that any new facilities will be built on existing land owned or
managed by Council only building costs of new facilities could be attributed to the „new‟ population. Based on current

Owner: Strategic Planning
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9. Works Schedule Maps
Map 1

Owner: Strategic Planning
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Map 5
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COUNCIL MEETING
AGENDA

Council Chambers
Canada Bay Civic Centre
1a Marlborough Street
Drummoyne

Tuesday, 20 October 2015
Commencing at 6.00 pm
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Dear Councillor,

An ordinary meeting of the Council will be held in the Council Chambers, Canada
Bay Civic Centre, Drummoyne, on Tuesday, 20 October 2015 at 6.00pm.
AGENDA
1.

Welcome to Country

2.

Apologies

3.

Disclosures of Pecuniary and Non-Pecuniary Interest

4.

Confirmation of Minutes
 Council Meeting – 6 October 2015

5.

Public Forum

6.

General Manager’s Reports

7.

Notices of Motion

Gary Sawyer
General Manager

20 October 2015
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ITEM-2

POST EXHIBITION: PLANNING PROPOSAL, DRAFT
DEVELOPMENT CONTROL PLAN AND DRAFT
DEVELOPMENT CONTRIBUTIONS PLAN FOR THE
FIVE DOCK TOWN CENTRE

Department

Planning and Environment

Author Initials: MF
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Revised planning controls for the Five Dock Town Centre were publicly exhibited
in June and July 2015.
Following the exhibition period, 389 submissions were received. The primary
issue raised in submissions related to the proposed eight (8) storey height limit
and the impact of this height on the public and private domain.
An Exhibition Outcomes Report has been prepared and concludes that a
maximum height of five (5) storeys should be imposed, with the ability to
construct to six (6) storeys on certain large sites over 1,000sqm (as identified on
the page 30 of the Exhibition Outcomes Report and page 30 of the draft
Development Control Plan) with a Floor Space Ratio of 2.5:1 across the centre.
It is recommended that the Planning Proposal, draft Development Control Plan
and draft Development Contributions Plan be adopted subject to amendments
outlined in this report and submitted to the Department of Planning and
Environment for finalisation.
STRATEGIC CONNECTION
This report supports FuturesPlan20 Outcome area:
We will enhance our local shopping centres, community spaces and residential
streets and the infrastructure required to service them.
The report also relates to the Canada Bay Local Planning Strategy, the Canada
Bay Local Environmental Plan 2013, the Canada Bay Development Control Plan,
the Five Dock Town Centre Strategy and the Five Dock Town Centre Urban
Design Study.
REPORT
In 2013, the Five Dock Town Centre Urban Design Study was developed by
Council. It identified a strategy for the future development of the Town Centre
including new pedestrian links and public open spaces. The study also
recommended expanding the Town Centre to the east and west, increasing the
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height of buildings to 5 and possibly 6 storeys in certain locations and maintaining
the Floor Space Ratio (FSR) control of 2.5:1.
Following adoption of the study in June 2014, Council prepared a Planning
Proposal, a draft Development Control Plan (DCP), revised Local Environmental
Plan (LEP) maps and a Development Contributions Plan for the centre. The
Planning Proposal allowed up to 8 storeys in height and an increase in the FSR to
3.0:1 on sites over 1,500sqm. The Planning Proposal was submitted to the NSW
Department of Planning and Environment for Gateway Approval and publicly
exhibited at the end of 2014.
A significant number of responses to the exhibition of this Planning Proposal were
not in favour of the increased height. At its meeting of 2 June 2015, Council
resolved to revise the Planning Proposal to reduce the extent of the centre where
increased height (8 storeys) and Floor Space Ratio (3.0:1) would be permitted on
sites over 1,000sqm.
The revised Planning Proposal, revised Development Control Plan (DCP), revised
Local Environmental Plan (LEP) and a Development Contributions Plan were
exhibited between 30 June and 31 July 2015.
Public Exhibition and Consultation
The draft documents were publicly exhibited from 30 June 2015 to 31 July 2015.
A total of 389 submissions were received during the second exhibition period,
including 385 individual submissions and 4 submissions from government
agencies and utility providers.
An Exhibition Outcomes Report has been prepared that summarises the matters
raised in submissions and provides responses to the predominant issues raised.
Part 1 of the Report addresses traffic, public transport, car parking, bicycle use,
waste collection and wind impacts. Part 2 of the Report was prepared by Studio
GL and addresses Urban Design matters such as building height, site specific
matters and rezoning. A copy of the reports are provided as Attachments 1 and 2.
Building height
The vast majority of submissions commented that they did not support increasing
the building height from 4 storeys to 8 storeys (94% of submissions).
The existing built form in the Five Dock Town Centre is generally 2 to 3 storeys
high. However, some new development at the northern end of the centre is 5 to 6
storeys and the tallest building is the Pendium apartment building on Garfield
Street that is 7 storeys (a 5 storey street wall with 2 additional levels set back
above the street wall height).
The Five Dock Town Centre Urban Design Study recommended a 4 storey street
wall height with a 5th and occasional 6th floor set back from the street. The new
street wall height of 4 storeys was within 1-2 storeys of the existing 2 and 3 storey
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buildings and was designed to be in proportion to the width of Great North Road
and surrounding streets.
The revised Planning Proposal permitted buildings up to 8 storeys on certain sites
over 1,000sqm in size. This height limit represented a departure to the adopted
Urban Design Study and was included to encourage the amalgamation of land.
Concerns were raised about the impacts of the maximum 8 storey height limit on
overshadowing and the likelihood of loss of sunlight to nearby residential
dwellings, along streets and in public spaces. There were also concerns raised
about the impact of the additional height and density on traffic, wind impacts and
loss of privacy. Overall there was a general concern that excessive development
and especially the 8 storey height limit would have a detrimental impact on the
village atmosphere of the centre.
Community feedback during the preparation of the Five Dock Urban Design
Study and the exhibition of both Planning Proposals has been consistent. The
community value the look and feel of Five Dock and the village character. Whilst
most recognise that change is inevitable and desirable, there is significant concern
that a substantial change in scale to tall buildings over 5 storeys in height could
impact the character of the place.
Given the high level of community concern, the strong and desirable local
character, the close proximity of the centre to low rise residential areas and the
limitation of relying on Development Control Plan provisions to minimise
impacts, it is recommended that Council adopt a maximum height of 5 storeys,
with 6 storeys permitted on certain sites over 1,000sqm (as identified on the
Height of Building Map and Figure 15 of the draft Development Control Plan).
This recommendation is consistent with the Five Dock Town Centre Urban
Design Study that was adopted by Council in June 2014. The remainder of the
centre would have access to lower height limits based on the following
considerations:





land with an interface with low rise residential development;
land with a fine grain subdivision pattern;
land that is likely to give rise to overshadowing impacts on the public and
private domain;
land that would have a detrimental impact upon adjacent or adjoining
heritage items.

With the above principles in mind the draft Height of Building Map under the
Canada Bay LEP has been amended to more closely align with the height map
contained within the draft DCP. This change ensures that the LEP and DCP are
consistent.
A map illustrating the maximum recommended building height is shown on page
30 of the Exhibition Outcomes report (Attachment 2) and page 30 of the draft
Development Control Plan (Attachment 4).
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Floor Space Ratio
The main planning controls used to determine the desired built form in the Five
Dock Town Centre are zoning, building height and floor space ratio. Building
height and floor space ratio are intrinsically linked so without a significant
increase in height, the maximum floor space ratio for the centre is recommended
to remain at 2.5:1.
The exhibited Planning Proposal included a base floor space ratio of 2.5:1 and a
bonus floor space ratio of up to 3.0:1 for certain land over 1,000sqm that was
identified for potential eight (8) storey development.
Testing of building envelopes undertaken during the preparation of the Five Dock
Town Centre Urban Design Study combined with a review of approved
development applications found that development could be constructed to 5 or 6
storeys, whilst continuing to comply with a floor space ratio of 2.5:1.
Financial viability testing has also been undertaken by Hill PDA which revealed
that it is feasible to develop land within the Five Dock Town Centre with a floor
space ratio of 2.5:1. This is reinforced by various consents granted and
constructed in recent years.
It is therefore recommended that a floor space ratio of 2.5:1 be applied in the Five
Dock Town Centre.
Car Parking requirements for residential flat buildings
The car parking requirements for residential flat buildings in the Canada Bay
Development Control Plan were identified by Council’s urban designer, traffic
consultant and the Roads and Maritime Services as being excessive.
The Canada Bay Local Planning Strategy contains the following action in relation
to car parking:
Action T15 Review car parking requirements
Consider accessibility related maximum car parking requirements for new
development, based on accessibility to public transport.
The Canada Bay Development Control Plan requires a high amount of both
resident and visitor parking to be provided for shop top housing and residential
flat buildings in B4 Mixed Use zones. The current parking requirements are
notably higher than the requirements of the Roads and Maritime Service and other
local government areas.
The new Apartment Design Guide under State Environmental Planning Policy 65
(Design Quality of Residential Apartment Development) includes a requirement
that land within 400 metres of land zoned B4 Mixed Use must adopt the car
parking requirements set out in the Guide to Traffic Generating Developments or
the car parking requirement prescribed by Council, whichever is less.
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Council’s DCP cannot be inconsistent with SEPP 65 and it is recommended that
the car parking control for residential flat buildings and shop top housing in the
B4 Mixed Use zone be amended to reflect the requirements of the Roads and
Maritime Services contained in the publication, A Guide to Traffic Generating
Development as follows:
Existing (minimum)

Proposed (maximum)

1 bedroom apartments

1 space

0.6 spaces

2 bedroom apartments

1.5 spaces

0.9 spaces

3 bedroom apartments

2 spaces

1.4 spaces

0.5 spaces per dwelling

1 space per 5 apartments

Visitors

Site specific matters
Submissions were received in relation to individual sites and areas within the Five
Dock Town Centre. Part 2 of the Exhibition Outcomes Report provides a
response to the matters raised and a summary of the recommendations in relation
to these sites is provided below.
189-93 and 195 Great North Road - Two submissions were received requesting
that the bonus building height of eight (8) storeys be possible on their land.
The subject properties were not identified as being appropriate for eight (8) storey
buildings in the exhibited Planning Proposal due to existing heritage constraints.
Notwithstanding the request for additional height, this report recommends that the
maximum height throughout the Five Dock Town Centre be limited to six (6)
storeys.
89 Great North Road – Concerns were raised with the variable height limit being
proposed across the centre, with only sites over 1,000sqm with a 20 metre
frontage being permitted to be developed to 3.0:1 and eight (8) storeys.
The purpose of the bonus floor space ratio and height was to encourage the
amalgamation of land and to facilitate development of large sites, where impacts
could be more readily addressed by good design. In response to Urban Design
advice and feedback received following the exhibition of the draft plans, this
Report recommends a maximum height of five (5) storeys (with a 6 storey bonus)
and a uniform floor space ratio of 2.5:1.
165-169 Great North Road – A submission was received that argues that the
proposed maximum height limit (5 storeys) unnecessarily constrains development
potential of this site. The submission illustrates that an 8 storey building could be
provided on the land without significantly overshadowing Fred Kelly Place. In
order to achieve this outcome, the proposed eight (8) storey building envelope
would be located very close to the St Alban’s Church complex.
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Council’s Heritage Advisor has reviewed the submission and development
concept and is of the view that an eight (8) storey building on this site would
adversely affect the character of the locality which currently forms the setting of
the heritage item.
As discussed above, this Report recommends a maximum height of five (5)
storeys (with a 6 storey bonus on certain sites) be applied to land within the town
centre and there is therefore limited justification for increasing building height on
this land.
Land between Second Avenue and Barnstaple Road –Submissions were received
in relation to the zoning and development controls proposed for the land between
Barnstaple Road and Second Avenue.
Two submissions proposed a substantial expansion to the B4 Mixed Use zone to
include land on the western side of Waterview Street, between Barnstaple Road
and Second Avenue. This area was not identified for rezoning in the Five Dock
Town Centre Urban Design Study or the exhibited Planning Proposal.
Part of the western side of Waterview Street (between First and Second Avenue)
is proposed to be rezoned to facilitate a significant public benefit, including a new
town square, mid-block pedestrian connections and the delivery of a new
laneway. Furthermore, the rezoning of land on Waterview Street between First
and Second Avenue reinforces and widens the town centre around its “central
core”.
The part of Waterview Street between Barnstaple Road and Second Avenue is
further away from the “core” of the centre and there are no significant public
benefits arising from its rezoning. The expansion of the B4 Mixed Use zone to
land between Barnstaple Road and Second Avenue is not supported.
67-71 Ramsay Road – The submission focussed on an inconsistency between the
maximum height permissible on the site under the Planning Proposal (17.0m) and
the height map in the draft DCP that illustrated a maximum of four (4) storeys.
To ensure the LEP and DCP are consistent, the draft DCP has been amended to
illustrate a four (4) storey street wall and an upper level setback to the 5th floor on
the site.
59 Great North Road – raised concerns with the proposed building envelope in
the draft DCP.
The maximum height for this site under the Planning Proposal is 17.0 metres
which would permit a five (5) storey building. The DCP envisages a four (4)
storey street wall with the 5th storey set back to reduce bulk and scale and
minimise overshadowing.
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Conclusion
Key issues raised in submissions during the exhibition period related to the height
of buildings, traffic and the amenity of residents in the locality. In response to
issues raised, it is recommended that the maximum height of buildings be set at
five storeys (or six storeys on certain sites over 1,000sqm) with a floor space ratio
of 2.5:1. This amendment will result in a number of consequential reductions to
key impacts identified by the community associated with the exhibited proposal.
The amended Planning Proposal and associated documents continue to provide
improved planning controls which will support redevelopment in the centre and
provide greater certainty for development proponents, Council and the
community.
This report recommends that Council endorse the Planning Proposal for
finalisation and making as a Local Environmental Plan and approve the draft
Development Control Plan and draft Development Contribution Plans.
RECOMMENDATION
1. THAT Council note the matters raised in response to the public exhibition
of the Planning Proposal, draft Development Control Plan and draft
Development Contributions Plan for the Five Dock Town Centre.
2. THAT Council approve the Planning Proposal for the Five Town Centre
as shown at Attachment 3, to be made as a Local Environmental Plan
under section 59 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979.
3. THAT Council approve the Canada Bay Development Control Plan (Part
7), shown at Attachment 4, specifying the date of the publication of the
subject Local Environmental Plan as the date the approved Development
Control Plan comes into effect, in accordance with Clause 21 of the
Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000.
4. THAT Council approve the Canada Bay Development Contributions Plan,
shown at Attachment 5, specifying the Plan comes into effect on the date
that public notice of its approval is given in a local newspaper, in
accordance with Clause 31 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment
Regulation 2000.
5. THAT the car parking controls for residential flat buildings and shop top
housing in the B4 Mixed Use zone as contained in the Canada Bay
Development Control Plan be amended to align with the metropolitan subregional centre parking requirements of the Roads and Maritime Services
publication, A Guide to Traffic Generating Developments.
6. THAT authority be granted to the General Manager to make any minor
changes to the Planning Proposal, draft Development Control Plan or draft
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Development Contributions Plan to correct drafting errors prior to
finalisation of the Local Environmental Plan.
7. THAT submitters be notified of Council’s resolution.

Attachments:
1. Exhibition Outcome Report - Part 1
2. Exhibition Outcome Report - Part 2
3. Planning Proposal Five Dock Town Centre & Maps
4. Draft Development Control Plan (Part 7)
5. Draft Development Contributions Plan
Note: Attachments will be circulated separately from the agenda. A copy of all
attachments will be available for viewing on Council’s website and at the Canada
Bay Civic Centre, Drummoyne.
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MEETING OF COUNCIL
Held in the Council Chambers
Canada Bay Civic Centre
1a Marlborough Street, Drummoyne
on Tuesday, 20 October 2015, commencing at 6.00pm.

MINUTES
Present:

Cr Tsirekas (Mayor)
Cr McCaffrey (Deputy Mayor)
Cr Ahmed
Cr Cestar
Cr Fasanella
Cr Kenzler
Cr Megna
Cr Tyrrell

In attendance:

Mr Gary Sawyer (General Manager)
Mr B Cook
Mr J Osland
Mr T McNamara
Ms L Miscamble
Ms M Ferguson
Mr M Wohlfiel
Ms S Anderson-Day
Mrs D Foster
Mrs J Steen
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A prayer was given by Rev Matt Stedman from St Bedes Anglican Church
Drummoyne.
WELCOME TO COUNTRY
The City of Canada Bay acknowledges the Wangal clan, one of the 29 tribes of
the Eora nation and the traditional custodians of this land.
The City’s Council pays respect to Elders past and present and extends this
respect to all Aboriginal people living in or visiting the City of Canada Bay.
APOLOGIES
Cr O’Connell
DECLARATIONS OF PECUNIARY INTEREST
Item 2 - Cr Megna Item 2 – owns property in Great North Road, Five Dock
Item 2 - Cr Tony Fasanella – owns property in East Street, Five Dock
DECLARATIONS OF NON-PECUNIARY INTEREST
Nil
CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES
Council Meeting – 6 October 2015
RESOLVED
M- 4749
(Crs Kenzler/Tyrrell)
THAT the minutes of the Council Meeting of 6 October 2015 be confirmed.
____________________

Page 3 of the Minutes of the Council Meeting of City of Canada Bay Council held on 20 October
2015.
Mayor

General Manager
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ITEM-1

PRESENTATION OF FINANCIAL REPORTS FOR
2014-2015

RESOLVED
M- 4750
(Crs Kenzler/Megna)
THAT Council receive and note the Auditors presentation and report.

ITEM-2

POST EXHIBITION: PLANNING PROPOSAL, DRAFT
DEVELOPMENT CONTROL PLAN AND DRAFT
DEVELOPMENT CONTRIBUTIONS PLAN FOR THE
FIVE DOCK TOWN CENTRE

At 6.15pm Councillors Fasanella and Megna both declared a pecuniary interest in
this matter and left the Meeting.
The following people addressed the Council regarding Item 2:Deborah Helmrich, resident
Wendy Howlett, resident
Alan Noor, resident
Haris Milicevic, resident
Gary Prince, resident
Geoff Clark, resident
Helena Miller, MG Planning Pty Ltd
Sean Durkin, resident
Antony Palamara, resident
Glen Haron, resident and business owner
Joe DiGiacomo, resident and President Chamber of Commerce
M- 4751
RESOLVED
(Crs McCaffrey/Ahmed)
THAT this item be deferred pending the preparation of an addendum report
setting out in tabular format the advantages and disadvantages of the alternative
max height options presented in the Consultant’s Exhibition Outcomes Report.
(FOR:
(AGAINST:

Crs Ahmed, Cestar, Kenzler, McCaffrey, Tsirekas)
Crs Tyrrell)

Page 4 of the Minutes of the Council Meeting of City of Canada Bay Council held on 20 October
2015.
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M- 4760
RESOLVED
(Crs Fasanella/Tyrrell)
THAT the Council revert back to Open Session.
At 7.32pm the Council in Closed Session returned to Open Session.
RESOLVED
M- 4761
(Crs McCaffrey/Tyrrell)
THAT the item discussed in Closed Session be endorsed.

THE MEETING CLOSED AT 7.33PM.

CHAIRMAN

Page 8 of the Minutes of the Council Meeting of City of Canada Bay Council held on 20 October
2015.
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