
 
 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 

POLICY MEETING 


08 March 2016 

Members of the public are encouraged to attend Council Meetings from 
6:45pm. 

Council will consider confidential reports from 6:30pm and then re-open the 
Meeting to the Public at approximately 6:45pm. 

Please note Council Meetings are recorded for the purpose of verifying the 
accuracy of the minutes. Appropriate language by speakers should be used at all 
times. Opinions expressed or statements made by members of the public during 
the meeting are the opinions or statements of those individual persons and are not 
opinions or statements of Leichhardt Council; and under no circumstances are 
meetings to be recorded by a member of the gallery without Council's consent.  
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LEICHHARDT MUNICIPAL COUNCIL
 

POLICY MEETING OF COUNCIL 


NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT A POLICY MEETING OF THE LEICHHARDT 
MUNICIPAL COUNCIL WILL BE HELD IN THE COUNCIL CHAMBERS, LEICHHARDT 
TOWN HALL, 107 NORTON STREET, LEICHHARDT, ON  08 MARCH 2016 at 6:30 PM. 

Peter Head 
GENERAL MANAGER 

01 MARCH 2016 

BUSINESS : 

** 	 ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF COUNTRY 

I acknowledge the Gadigal and Wangal people of the Eora nation on whose 
country we are meeting today, and their elders past and present. 

** 	 APOLOGIES AND APPLICATIONS FOR LEAVE OF ABSENCE AND/OR 
CONDOLENCES 

** 	 DECLARATION OF PECUNIARY INTERESTS AND NON-PECUNIARY 
INTERESTS 

** CLOSED COUNCIL - CONSIDERATION OF CONFIDENTIAL REPORTS 
(MEETING CLOSED TO THE PUBLIC) 

** OPEN COUNCIL MEETING RESUMES  

** 	 PUBLIC INVITED TO ADDRESS MEETING ON AGENDA ITEMS  

The Mayor will remind the public to be respectful whilst speaking and that before 
speaking they must provide their full name and suburb of residence so that these 
details can be recorded in the minutes. 

VOLUME 1 

SECTION 1 - MAYORAL MINUTES 

SECTION 2 - HIGH PRIORITY ITEMS 3 

ITEM 2.1 PARRAMATTA ROAD / NORTON STREET CORRIDOR HERITAGE 
STUDY ................................................................................................... 4 

ITEM 2.2 COMMERCIAL AND RETAIL STUDY: NORTON STREET AND 
PARRAMATTA ROAD .......................................................................... 14 
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ITEM 2.3 PARRAMATTA ROAD AND NORTON STREET URBAN DESIGN 

STUDY LMC ...................................................................................... 114
 

ITEM 2.4 LEICHHARDT INDUSTRIAL PRECINCT PLANNING INTERIM 

REPORT ............................................................................................ 195
 

ITEM 2.5 LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT AMENDMENT PHASE 1 ...................... 317
 

VOLUME 2 

SECTION 3 – OTHER REPORTS 320 

ITEM 3.1 ANNANDALE CONSERVATION AREA EXTENSION ......................... 321
 
ITEM 3.2 LEICHHARDT ADAPTING TO URBAN HEAT ISLAND REPORT ....... 332
 
ITEM 3.3 SUMMARY OF RESOLUTIONS ......................................................... 458
 
ITEM 3.4 DRAFT LEICHHARDT HOUSING ACTION PLAN 2016 - 2025 ........... 494
 
ITEM 3.5 OCCASIONAL CARE ......................................................................... 593
 
ITEM 3.6 REPORT ON MEMORIAL PLANTINGS AND PLAQUES POLICY 


FOR ADOPTION ................................................................................ 602
 
ITEM 3.7 PROPOSED NETBALL COURT PROVISION- DARLEY ROAD 


ITEM 3.8 RESIDENT PARKING SCHEME PROPOSAL FOR BATTY STREET, 


ITEM 3.9 REFUGEE WELCOME CENTRE PROGRESS REPORT MARCH 


ITEM 3.10 SOCIAL AND AFFORDABLE HOUSING  - EXPRESSIONS OF 


ITEM 3.11 REQUEST BY COUNCILLOR JOBLING TO ATTEND MIXED USE 


LEICHHARDT .................................................................................... 618
 

ROZELLE ........................................................................................... 678
 

2016................................................................................................... 695
 

INTEREST AND HOUSING BONDS LMC .......................................... 716
 

DEVELOPMENT CONFERENCE ....................................................... 729
 
ITEM 3.12 FLOOR SPACE RATIO GATEWAY DETERMINATION ................. 739
 
ITEM 3.13 MORT BAY PARK PLAN OF MANAGEMENT-REVISED 


IMPLEMENTATION PRIORITIES ....................................................... 746
 

The General Manager to read out the recommendations made in Closed Council 

SECTION 4 – CLOSED COUNCIL 758
 

ITEM 4.1 LEGAL SERVICES REPORT ............................................................. 759
 
ITEM 4.2 LEICHHARDT OVAL NO. 1 - HIRING AGREEMENT TO WESTS
 

TIGERS .............................................................................................. 760
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ITEM 2.1 PARRAMATTA ROAD / NORTON STREET CORRIDOR 
HERITAGE STUDY 

Division Environment and Community Management 
Author Team Leader – Strategic Planning 
Meeting date 8 March 2016 Policy Meeting 

Strategic Plan Key Service 
Area 

Community well-being 
Accessibility 
Place where we live and work 
A sustainable environment 
Business in the community 
Sustainable services and assets 

SUMMARY AND ORGANISATIONAL IMPLICATIONS
 

Purpose of Report To seek endorsement of the Parramatta Road / 
Norton Street Heritage Study. 

Background  Council is undertaking a Strategic Sites, Centres 
and Corridors Project, which aims to develop a 
masterplan for land adjacent to Parramatta Road 
between Booth Street/Mallett Street and Elswick 
Street, as well as the core business section of 
Norton Street. The Council's Employment and 
Economic Development Plan Strategy 1.1 Action 
2.e for Parramatta Road is to "undertake a 
corridor heritage study to identify properties of 
high heritage value and those which may be 
altered or which can be retained." NBRS was 
appointed to undertake the heritage study for the 
Parramatta Road and Norton Street Corridor. 

The purpose of the study was to review the quality 
and significance of the buildings in the parts of 
Heritage Conservation Areas that overlap with the 
Strategic Sites, Centres and Corridors Parramatta 
Road and Norton Street Project area. The study 
was undertaken concurrently with urban design 
and economic studies for the Corridor as well as 
detailed industrial precinct planning work. 

This suite of studies will inform the land use future 
and built form outcomes for the Strategic Sites, 
Centres and Corridors Parramatta Road and 
Norton Street Project area.    

Current Status Council made a submission on the Draft 
Parramatta Road Urban Transformation Strategy 
in December 2015. UrbanGrowth NSW 
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subsequently advised Council officers that 
additional information could be sent to them up 
until mid-March 2016. 

Relationship to existing 
policy 

1. Local Environmental Plan 2013 : Stage 2 
Strategic Sites, Centres and Corridors strategy. 
2. Employment and Economic Development Plan. 

Financial and Resources 
Implications 

The Parramatta Road / Norton Street Heritage 
Study was funded from the $135,000 Council 
budget for Heritage Studies.  

This proposal is consistent with the recent s23A 
Guidelines issued by the OLG in relation to 
financial expenditure 

Recommendation That Council: 

1. Endorse the Parramatta Road / Norton Street 
Heritage Study as the basis for a review of 
heritage planning policies and controls in 
Leichhardt Local Environmental Plan 2013 and 
Leichhardt Development Control Plan 2013; 
and 

2. Forward a copy of the Parramatta Road / 
Norton Street Heritage Study to UrbanGrowth 
NSW for consideration in the preparation of 
the Parramatta Road Urban Transformation 
Strategy. 

Notifications Community and stakeholder engagement in the 
review of Leichhardt Local Environmental Plan 
2013 and Leichhardt Development Control Plan 
2013. 

Attachments To be circulated separately and placed on 
Councillors iPads and Council's website 
1. Thematic History Parramatta Road Corridor. 
2. Thematic History Norton Street Corridor. 
3. Heritage Assessment Parramatta Road. 
4. Heritage Assessment Norton Street. 
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Purpose of Report 

To seek endorsement of the Parramatta Road / Norton Street Heritage Study. 

Recommendation 

That Council: 

1. 	 Endorse the Parramatta Road / Norton Street Heritage Study; and 
2. 	 Forward a copy of the Parramatta Road / Norton Street Heritage Study to 

UrbanGrowth NSW for consideration in the preparation of the Parramatta 
Road Urban Transformation Strategy. 

Background 

Council is undertaking a Strategic Sites, Centres and Corridors Project, which aims 
to develop a masterplan for land adjacent to Parramatta Road between Booth 
Street/Mallett Street and Elswick Street, as well as the core business section of 
Norton Street. The Council's Employment and Economic Development Plan Strategy 
1.1 Action 2.e for Parramatta Road is to "undertake a corridor heritage study to 
identify properties of high heritage value and those which may be altered or which 
can be retained." NBRS was appointed to undertake the heritage study for the 
Parramatta Road and Norton Street Corridor. 

The purpose of the study was to review the quality and significance of the buildings 
in the parts of Heritage Conservation Areas that overlap with the Strategic Sites, 
Centres and Corridors Parramatta Road and Norton Street Project area. The study 
was undertaken concurrently with urban design and economic studies for the 
Corridor as well as detailed industrial precinct planning work.   

This suite of studies will inform the land use future and built form outcomes for the 
Strategic Sites, Centres and Corridors Parramatta Road and Norton Street Project 
area. 

Report 

History 

In July 2013 Council resolved (C320/13) to undertake Stage 1 of the Strategic Sites, 
Centres and Corridors Study as follows: 

"That Council encourage neighbouring Councils that border Parramatta Road to 
undertake a similar study. 
That a Strategic Sites, Centres and Corridors Study for Parramatta Road from 
Johnston Street to Mallet Street and Johnston’s Creek – the defined area to be 
subject to minor adjustments recommended by staff following further refinement 
of the study’s scope – be brought forward to be commenced as soon as 
possible, the scope of the study to include all matters flagged for consideration, 
specifically: 
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 Future employment and economic possibilities, including business 
incubators to facilitate small "start up" enterprises,  

 Housing opportunities, in particular aged housing, student housing and 
key worker housing; 

 Transport considerations, including public transport, cycleways and 
pedestrian linkages; 


 Public domain improvements;  

 Place making and activation of the public domain;  


And with reference to: 

 Councils flagged intention to develop Parramatta Road as a live music 
and entertainment precinct; 

 the regeneration of transport corridors and high street precincts;  
 the need to develop more detailed response to opportunities implied by 

the proposed West Connex corridor’ 

C341/14:
 
In October 2014, Council resolved to: 


‘Include consideration in the pending strategic sites and corridors study of 
identifying Norton Street as a location for increased density.  This should 
include an assessment of the benefits of focusing on residential, commercial, 
entertainment land uses on Norton Street to improve the viability of 
businesses and reduce impacts on the amenity of the non-main street 
residential dwellings.’ 

These resolutions led to the current Parramatta Road / Norton Street Strategic Sites, 
Centres and Corridors Project. 

In parallel to the Parramatta Road / Norton Street Strategic Sites, Centres and 
Corridors Project Council was already working on delivery of a series of key heritage 
studies to inform the future direction of heritage planning in the Leichhardt local 
government area and update the heritage data that underpins Council's planning 
instruments. 

The above resolutions and the imminence of the Draft Parramatta Road 
Transformation Strategy (DPRUTS) rendered the Parramatta Road / Norton Street 
Heritage Study the priority heritage study. NBRS were appointed in September 2015 
to undertake this study. Initial work informed the development of Council's December 
2015 submission on the DPRUTS and the current urban design study for the 
Parramatta Road / Norton Street Corridor. 

Scope 

The scope of the Parramatta Road / Norton Street Heritage Study included the 
following elements: 

 A review of the quality and the significance of buildings in the Heritage 
Conservation Areas in the Parramatta Road / Norton Street Strategic Sites, 
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Centres and Corridors Project area. This review included identification of 
potential new heritage items, contributory items and properties with neutral or 
detracting qualities that could be suitable for re-development. 

   Identification of impediments to conservation of buildings in the Conservation 
Areas. 

 Description of categories of buildings, including shopfronts, and establish 
broad principles for future development controls.  

   A review of the significance of existing heritage items. 
 Preparation of updates for the statements of significance for those parts of 

the Conservation Areas that lie within the Parramatta Road / Norton Street 
Strategic Sites, Centres and Corridors Project area. 

 Development of draft heritage planning and controls for properties with 
heritage significance, including those that might be suitable for re
development. 

The above scope for the Heritage Assessment of the Conservation Areas did not 
require a full Assessment of non-conservation area localities in the Parramatta Road 
/ Norton Street Strategic Sites, Centres and Corridors Project area. The appointment 
of NBRS to carry out the Heritage Assessment of the relevant Conservation Areas 
did however present Council with an opportunity to have all the properties in the non-
conservation area localities of the Parramatta Road / Norton Street Strategic Sites, 
Centres and Corridors Project area surveyed for their historic and aesthetic 
significance. This survey was undertaken and data compiled for each property in 
these localities. The survey categorised properties as buildings of historic and 
aesthetic significance, or as neutral or detracting to the character of the area. 

This data will feed into Council's Review of the Leichhardt Development Control Plan 
(DCP) 2013 to help update Desired Future Character Objectives and Controls for the 
relevant Distinctive Neighbourhoods and future work on an extension of the 
Annandale Conservation Area (C1). A report on the latter possibility is also being 
presented to the 8 March 2016 Policy Council meeting. The data has also been used 
to inform Council's 2016 urban design studies of the Parramatta Road and Norton 
Street Corridor, including the Camperdown Industrial Precinct. 

Methodology 

NBRS chose to split the Heritage study into two parts to reflect the distinctive 
characters of Parramatta Road and Norton Street.  These two sub-studies are also 
each divided into two reports with separate Thematic Histories (Attachments 1 and 
2) and Heritage Assessments with recommended controls (Attachments 3 and 4) 
for Parramatta Road and Norton Street. 

Thematic Histories 

The purpose of the two Thematic Histories is to identify the heritage values of those 
parts of Heritage Conservation Areas that lie within the Parramatta Road / Norton 
Street Strategic Sites, Centres and Corridors Project area. The Histories then inform 
the preparation of the Heritage Assessments for the relevant parts of the 
Conservation Areas in the Project area. 
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The preparation of the Thematic Histories followed the guidelines set out in the NSW 
Heritage Office document History and Heritage - The Use of Historical Context in 
Heritage Assessment (1996). 

The Histories document the following aspects of each area's heritage: 

 Original land grants. 
 Subsequent subdivision and housing estates. 
 Commerce. 
 Roads and transportation.  
 Community and government. 

Heritage Assessments 

The Heritage Assessments are based on the Thematic Histories and a survey 
undertaken of lot frontages of all properties in the Parramatta Road / Norton Street 
Strategic Sites, Centres and Corridors Project area. Data sheets were prepared in 
tabulated format describing each property, documenting historic notes and providing 
a brief description of materials, construction dates, stylistic period, key stylistic 
elements, alterations, character. 

A digital image of the frontage of each property was provided together with ranking 
to identify its heritage significance. The data sheets also provided recommendations 
for each property on whether they should be retained, have potential for alterations, 
additions, or redevelopment and where significant facades and character should be 
retained and possibly reinstated. 

All the properties surveyed were then mapped in accordance with their identified 
heritage significance ranking. In the Conservation Areas these include: 

 Heritage items. 
 Contributory items (including potential Heritage items) - buildings which 

contribute substantially to character of a Heritage Conservation Area. 
 Neutral - buildings which have a neutral impact on character of the area. 
 Detracting - buildings which have an adverse impact on the character of the 

area. 
 Unknown - vacant sites and car parks. 

The category of Contributory item only applies in terms of how such a building 
contributes to the heritage character of a Local Environmental Plan Heritage 
Conservation Area. Consequently this category is inappropriate for the non-
conservation localities of the Parramatta Road / Norton Street Strategic Sites, 
Centres and Corridors Project area, such as the Camperdown industrial precinct. 
Accordingly the rankings for these localities are slightly different and include: 

 Heritage items. 
 Buildings of historic and aesthetic significance (including potential Heritage 

items) - buildings which contribute substantially to the character of the area. 
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 Neutral - buildings which have a neutral impact on the character of the area. 
 Detracting - buildings which have an adverse impact on the character of the 

area. 
 Unknown - vacant sites and car parks. 

The heritage assessment of the properties and the Project area was based on the 
methodology and guidelines set down by the NSW Heritage Office in the documents 
entitled Assessing Heritage Significance (2001), Conservation Areas (1996) and 
Planning and Heritage (1996). The NSW Heritage Office evaluation criteria are 
compatible with those in The Burra Charter. 

Consequently the Assessment studies are composed of the following key elements: 

 An assessment of the physical characteristics of the Parramatta Road and 
Norton Street parts of the Corridor Project area. 

 An analysis of the cultural heritage significance of the Parramatta Road and 
Norton Street parts of the Corridor Project area. 

 Statements of heritage significance for those parts of Conservation Areas 
that lie within the Corridor Project area.  

   Recommended conservation controls. 
 A description of the heritage significance of non-conservation localities in the 

Corridor Project area. 
 Data sheets for every property in the Corridor Project area (Appendix B in 

Attachments 3 and 4). 

Findings and Recommendations 

In summary the assessment of heritage significance provided updated statements of 
significance for the Conservation Areas within the Project area. These in turn provide 
general recommendations on how the Conservation Areas should be managed, 
protection of contributory items and the redevelopment or refurbishment of neutral 
and detracting properties within Conservation Areas. The recommendations also 
cover building materials, conservation of public domain features and particularly 
significant building types. The latter include significant shopfronts, pubs and hotels, 
public and community buildings, warehouses, workshops and factories that are more 
than 50 years old. 

The detailed findings and recommendations are set out in sections 3, 4 and 5 of both 
Assessments (Attachment 3 and 4), but key findings and recommendations are 
listed below. Some of these apply to the Conservation Areas in both the Parramatta 
Road and Norton Street sections of the Project area, while others are specific to only 
the Parramatta Road Conservation Area or only the Norton Street Conservation 
Areas. 

Key Findings and Recommendations - Parramatta Road Conservation Area  

	 The Parramatta Road Conservation Area (C2) Statement of Significance 
primary reason for why the Area is important is "The Parramatta Road 
corridor, a mix of commercial / retail, factory / warehouse and residential 
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development, has historical significance for its ability to demonstrate the 
changes in retail and commercial development along Sydney’s oldest and 
most important transport route." 

	 The Assessment also acknowledges that "The Parramatta Road Corridor 
has undergone many layers of change and alteration. Some of these 
changes have contributed to the heritage significance, but others are 
irreversible, have destroyed fabric, and confused the identified heritage 
values of the area." 

	 In terms of management of heritage values pre-1939 buildings should be 
retained, but buildings which do not contribute to the heritage significance 
of the area may be replaced with sympathetically designed infill. 

	 Warehouses and industrial buildings older than 50 years should be 
conserved. Alterations and additions to these buildings or their adaptive 
re-use should maintain the legibility of their historic uses. 

	 The following guidance on what should be avoided in future development 
is provided: 
Over-sized and unsympathetic signage on shopfronts;  
Upper levels that detract from the heritage character of the building 

facades and diminishes the quality of the streetscape;  
Amalgamation of allotments on re-development sites unless these will 

enhance the heritage values of the conservation area;  
Infill commercial / residential development that does not respect the 

heritage character of the conservation area. 

Key Findings and Recommendations - Norton Street Conservation Areas 

Most of the Norton Street Corridor south of Marion Street is not in a Conservation 
Area (see Appendix A maps in Attachment 4). The parts of the Norton Street 
Corridor that are in a Conservation Area include both sides of the street north of 
Marion Street, numbers 34 to 68 on the east side south of Marion Street, Leichhardt 
Public School and properties south of Dot Lane and Renwick Lane. 

 The Norton Street Conservation Areas statements of significance update 
primary reason for why the area is important is that "The Norton Street 
Corridor, a mix of commercial / retail, residential and civic development, has 
historical significance for its ability to demonstrate the changes in retail and 
commercial development along a major street and transport route in 
Leichhardt." 

	 The Assessment also acknowledges that "The Norton Street Corridor has 
undergone many layers of change and alteration. Some of these changes 
have contributed to the heritage significance, but others are irreversible, have 
destroyed fabric, and confused the identified heritage values of the area." 

	 In terms of management of heritage values pre-1939 buildings and structures 
should be retained, but buildings which do not contribute to the heritage 
significance of the area may be replaced with sympathetically designed infill.  

	 The following guidance on what should be avoided in future development is 
provided: 
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Amalgamation of allotments on re-development sites unless these will 
enhance the heritage values of the conservation area;  

Infill commercial / residential development that does not respect the 
heritage character of the conservation area; 

Demolition of any building shown on the 1888 map. Reinstatement of 
external form and materials of any of those buildings which have 
suffered unsympathetic change is encouraged where evidence of 
former form or materials can be verified;  

Additional architectural detail for which there is no evidence in the 
photographic record or on the building itself; 

Inappropriate fences such as high brick fences/walls; 
Second storey additions to an original single-storey building; 
Plastering and/or painting of original face brick walls;  
Removal of any plaster or decorative plaster to external walls. 

Recommendations - Significant Building Categories And Types In Both Parramatta 
Road And Norton Street Conservation Areas 

Broad generic recommendations are provided for contributory items and significant 
building types in sections 3 and 5 of both Assessments (Attachment 3 and 4). 
Specific heritage categorisation and management recommendations for each 
property in the Parramatta Road / Norton Street Strategic Sites, Centres and 
Corridors Project area Conservation Areas are also provided in the data sheets 
attached to each Assessment as Appendix B.  

Key generic recommendations for Conservation Area contributory items and 
significant building types are listed below:  

	 Contributory items should be retained unless replacement is justified and 
additions and alterations must not significantly alter the appearance of 
significant facades. 

	 Demolition of neutral buildings will be considered where the replacement 
building will not compromise the heritage significance of the heritage 
conservation area. 

	 Development on sites containing detracting buildings is to improve the 
contribution of the site to the character of the heritage conservation area. 

	 Where residential flat buildings have foyers or other significant interior 
features, including hallway detailing, panelling and significant staircases, that 
are designed to be visible from the street, these are to be retained. 

 Original building materials are to be retained on heritage items and buildings 
in heritage conservation areas. 

 Original public domain features such as early road surfaces, stone kerbs, 
sandstone steps and retaining walls are to be retained. 

	 Encourage the retention of original, early significant shopfronts and ensure 
the design of street frontages is not detrimental to the aesthetic quality of the 
street. 

	 Ensure that alterations, additions and change of use of pubs and hotels that 
are more than 50 years old retain significant fabric and building elements from 
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all periods of construction and provide for ongoing use primarily as pubs and 
hotels. 

 Ensure alterations, additions and change of use of current and former public 
and community buildings that are more than 50 years old: 

 are sympathetic to the existing fabric and design of the building and 
do not compromise its particular qualities from all periods of 
construction; 

 allow for and encourage, the ongoing public or community use for 
which the building was constructed; 

 retain significant fabric and building elements; and  
 retain significant internal features and spaces. 

Summary/Conclusions 

The attached Parramatta Road / Norton Street Heritage Study complements 
Council's urban design studies for the Parramatta Road / Norton Street Strategic 
Sites, Centres and Corridors Project area and Industrial Precincts. The two sets of 
studies should be seen as scales, with the Heritage Study recommendations on 
management of heritage values and controls balancing the urban design studies 
recommendations on how regeneration and redevelopment in the Project area can 
be facilitated and encouraged in appropriate locations. 

The Heritage Study and urban design studies will be used to review and develop 
Leichhardt Local Environmental Plan 2013 and Leichhardt Development Control 
Plan 2013 policies, objectives and controls for the Parramatta Road / Norton Street 
Corridor and to help shape UrbanGrowth NSW's development of the Draft 
Parramatta Road Urban Transformation Strategy. These studies will also be 
considerations in Council assessments of the individual merits of planning proposals 
and development applications in the Parramatta Road / Norton Street Corridor. 

UrbanGrowth NSW is aware that the Parramatta Road / Norton Street Heritage 
Study was being undertaken by Council and have indicated their willingness to 
consider the findings. They have however, advised Council officers that any further 
information, in addition to that provided during the exhibition period for the Draft 
Parramatta Road Urban Transformation Strategy, can only be accepted up until mid-
March 2016. 

It is recommended that the Heritage Study be endorsed as a basis for the review of 
the Leichhardt Local Environmental Plan 2013 and Leichhardt Development Control 
Plan 2013 and forwarded to UrbanGrowth NSW for consideration in the progression 
of the Parramatta Road Urban Transformation Strategy. 

Attachments (to be circulated separately and placed on Councillors iPads and 
Council's website)  

1. Thematic History Parramatta Road Corridor. 
2. Thematic History Norton Street Corridor. 
3. Heritage Assessment Parramatta Road. 
4. Heritage Assessment Norton Street. 
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ITEM 2.2 COMMERCIAL AND RETAIL STUDY: NORTON STREET AND 
PARRAMATTA ROAD 

Division Environment and Community Management 
Author Executive Strategic Planner 
Meeting date 8 March 2016 Policy Meeting 

Strategic Plan Key Service 
Area 

Community well-being 
Accessibility 
Place where we live and work 
A sustainable environment 
Business in the community 

SUMMARY AND ORGANISATIONAL IMPLICATIONS
 

Purpose of Report 

Background  

To seek endorsement of the Commercial and 
Retail Study: Norton Street and Parramatta Road. 
Council is undertaking a Strategic Sites, Centres 
and Corridors project which aims to develop a 
masterplan for land adjacent to Parramatta Road 
between Booth Street/Mallett Street and Elswick 
Street, as well as the southern half of Norton 
Street. 

This project flows from Council’s Employment and 
Economic Development Plan Strategy 1.1 Action 
2 which includes investigating increasing office 
floorspace, allowing modern development form 
and residential intensification in Norton Street and 
investigating the potential to extend retail and 
commercial activity and for strategic rezoning with 
mixed use built form typologies. SGS Economics 
and Planning was appointed to undertake these 
investigations through a retail and commercial 
study of the business zoned land within the 
Norton Street and Parramatta Road corridors. 

The purpose of the study was to determine the 
existing capacity and future demand for 
commercial and retail floorspace within the project 
area to ensure that the planning framework 
supports the appropriate provision. The study was 
undertaken concurrently with urban design and 
heritage studies for the corridors as well as 
detailed industrial precinct planning work.    

This suite of studies was pursued to inform the 
land use future and built form outcomes of the 
Strategic Sites, Centres and Corridors project 
area, however given the timing of the release of 
the Draft Parramatta Road Urban Transformation 
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Strategy by UrbanGrowth NSW in September 
2015, these studies have also served to inform 
Council’s position on the draft Strategy.    

Current Status Council made a submission on the Draft 
Parramatta Road Urban Transformation Strategy 
in December 2015. UrbanGrowth NSW 
subsequently advised Council officers that 
additional information could be accepted up until 
mid-March 2016. 

Relationship to existing 
policy 

The Strategic Sites, Centres and Corridors – 
Parramatta Road project is identified in the 
Employment and Economic Development Plan 
and incorporates actions of the Community and 
Cultural Plan, Integrated Transport Plan, 
Affordable Housing Strategy and a number of 
Council resolutions.  

Financial and Resources 
Implications 

The Commercial and Retail Study: Norton Street 
and Parramatta Road was funded from the 
$160,000 Council allocated to the Strategic Sites, 
Centres and Corridors – Parramatta Road project. 

This proposal is consistent with the recent s23A 
Guidelines issued by the OLG in relation to 
financial expenditure. 

Recommendation That Council: 
1. Endorse the Commercial and Retail Study: 

Norton Street and Parramatta Road as the 
basis for a review of land use planning 
policies and controls in Leichhardt Local 
Environmental Plan 2013 and Leichhardt 
Development Control Plan 2013; and 

2. Forward a copy of the Commercial and Retail 
Study: Norton Street and Parramatta Road to 
UrbanGrowth NSW for consideration in the 
preparation of the Parramatta Road Urban 
Transformation Strategy. 

Notifications Community and stakeholder engagement in the 
review of Leichhardt Local Environmental Plan 
2013 and Leichhardt Development Control Plan 
2013. 

Attachments Commercial and Retail Study: Norton Street and 
Parramatta Road 
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Purpose of Report 

To seek endorsement of the Commercial and Retail Study: Norton Street and 
Parramatta Road. 

Recommendation 

That Council: 

1. 	 Endorse the Commercial and Retail Study: Norton Street and Parramatta Road 
as the basis for a review of land use planning policies and controls in Leichhardt 
Local Environmental Plan 2013 and Leichhardt Development Control Plan 2013; 
and 

2. 	Forward a copy of the Commercial and Retail Study: Norton Street and 
Parramatta Road to UrbanGrowth NSW for consideration in the preparation of 
the Parramatta Road Urban Transformation Strategy. 

Background 

Council is currently undertaking a Strategic Sites, Centres and Corridors project 
which aims to develop a masterplan for land adjacent to Parramatta Road between 
Booth Street/Mallett Street and Elswick Street, as well as the southern half of Norton 
Street. 

This project flows from the Council's Employment and Economic Development Plan 
Strategy 1.1 Action 2 which includes investigating increasing office floorspace, 
allowing modern development form and residential intensification in Norton Street 
and investigating the potential to extend retail and commercial activity and for 
strategic re-zoning with mixed use built form typologies. SGS Economics and 
Planning was appointed to undertake these investigations through a retail and 
commercial study of the business zoned land within the Norton Street and 
Parramatta Road corridors. 

The purpose of the study was to determine the existing capacity and future demand 
for commercial and retail floorspace within the project area to ensure that the 
planning framework supports the appropriate provision. The study was undertaken 
concurrently with urban design and heritage studies for the corridors as well as 
detailed industrial precinct planning work.  The purpose of the later was to build on 
the findings and pursue the actions identified in the Leichhardt Industrial Lands 
Study, endorsed by Council in February 2015.  

This suite of studies was pursued to inform the land use future and built form 
outcomes of the Strategic Sites, Centres and Corridors project area, however given 
the timing of the release of the Draft Parramatta Road Urban Transformation 
Strategy by UrbanGrowth NSW in September 2015, these studies have also served 
to inform Council’s position on the draft Strategy.    
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Report 

History 

In July 2013 Council resolved (C320/13) to undertake Stage 1 of the Strategic Sites, 
Centres and Corridors Study as follows: 

That a Strategic Sites, Centres and Corridors Study for Parramatta Road from 
Johnston Street to Mallet Street and Johnston’s Creek – the defined area to be 
subject to minor adjustments recommended by staff following further refinement of 
the study’s scope – be brought forward to be commenced as soon as possible, the 
scope of the study to include all matters flagged for consideration, specifically:  
 Future employment and economic possibilities, including business incubators to 

facilitate small "start up" enterprises,  
 Housing opportunities, in particular aged housing, student housing and key 

worker housing; 
 Transport considerations, including public transport, cycleways and pedestrian 

linkages;  
 Public domain improvements;  
 Place making and activation of the public domain;  

And with reference to: 

	 Councils flagged intention to develop Parramatta Road as a live music and 
entertainment precinct; 

 the regeneration of transport corridors and high street precincts;  
 the need to develop more detailed response to opportunities implied by the 

proposed West Connex corridor 

In October 2014, Council resolved (C341/14) to: 

Include consideration in the pending strategic sites and corridors study of identifying 
Norton Street as a location for increased density.  This should include an 
assessment of the benefits of focusing on residential, commercial, entertainment 
land uses on Norton Street to improve the viability of businesses and reduce impacts 
on the amenity of the non-main street residential dwellings. 

These resolutions led to the current Parramatta Road/Norton Street Strategic Sites, 
Centres and Corridors Project and the appointment of SGS to undertake the 
Commercial and Retail Study for Norton Street and Parramatta Road. 

Study Methodology 

In summary, the study methodology for the commercial and retail study comprised: 

1. 	 Market analysis to identify the macro trends influencing high streets as well as 
local internal and external factors that have shaped the study area. It also 
included a review of demographic changes in the area over time. 
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2. 	 Supply-side floorspace analysis – a floorspace audit was undertaken for each of 
the retail and commercial centres within the Leichhardt LGA which identified the 
building types and the types of businesses operating within buildings. 

3. 	 Demand-side analysis – using the audited floorspace and identified expenditure 
patterns within the study area’s likely catchment, a retail model was prepared. 
This was used to determine the amount of retail floorspace required to satisfy the 
needs of the catchment and compared it with current provision. 

4. 	The development of recommendations which aim to improve the offer and 
position of Norton Street and the wider study area.  

Key findings of each of the steps are outlined in the following sections. 

Market analysis 

It was identified that a number of factors, both internal and external, have influenced 
the livelihood and character of the study area and contributed to its gradual decline. 

External factors 
	 As a result of the advent of online retailing over the past decade, Bricks and 

Mortar shopping is relying more on the idea of retail as an ‘experience’.  Norton 
Street and Parramatta Road have not retained the characteristics that once 
identified them and as such cannot compete with nearby high streets that have 
been more successful in this regard. 

	 The Italian influence has not been sustained along the once thriving Norton 
Street, nor has it been superseded by another identifiable characteristic.  This is 
the result of the decline in Leichhardt’s Italian community generally, the lack of 
continued investment in the Norton Street brand and the rise of Haberfield as a 
more authentic Italian experience. 

	 Coupled with the precinct’s declining Italian identity, Norton Street’s competitive 
offer has weakened in the face of growing competition from other centres with 
strong cultural identities. As Norton Street has declined, nearby centres such as 
King Street in Newtown and New Canterbury Road in Petersham have 
established themselves as destination high streets.  Additionally, the Sydney 
CBD has reinvented itself as a food and entertainment destination in the past ten 
years. 

	 Permanent clearways and the erection of safety fencing along Parramatta Road 
have restricted access to shops, resulting in their decline. 

	 Since the 2000s, Sydney has seen a number of live music venues close down. 
This has been due to a number of factors including competition from other uses 
to generate revenue, in particular poker machines and live sports screens; 
increased operational costs for smaller venues; increased complexity around 
noise and patron management; and inner city festivals increasingly taking the 
place of established venues.  

Internal factors 
	 The development of The Forum simultaneously created an over-supply of 

restaurants in the precinct and shifted activity away from Norton Street and into 
the middle of the block, contributing to the demise of the high street.  While new 
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restaurants initially thrived, when they began to fail, Norton Street had already 
lost the energy it once had. 

	 The development of Norton Plaza shifted the retail focus away from the high 
street and into a self-contained shopping centre.  The introduction of a large 
supermarket, coupled with basement parking and other specialty stores, reduced 
the need for shoppers to venture out onto Norton Street. 

	 Norton Street (particularly the southern end) has no cohesive public realm and a 
patchwork of built form. This contributes to a feeling of neglect and suggests a 
lack of investment over time, thus deterring potential retailers. 

	 There is a lack of consistent identity. The distinct sub-precincts of the study area 
should complement each other and attract activity from one to another. 

	 As people are said to attract people, vacancies also attract vacancies. The high 
vacancy rates in Norton Street signify to potential retail tenants that the area is 
not trading well and deters investment. A lack of activity and retail options also 
deter customers. 

Supply-side assessment 

A floorspace audit categorised and quantified the amount of retail and commercial 
floorspace in each of Leichhardt’s centres by land use type and industry. This 
process identified several trends in floorspace use within the LGA: 
	 The study area encompasses a large proportion of the Leichhardt LGA’s gross 

business zoned floorspace, in excess of 194,000sqm, or 40.9% of the total. 
	 In all of the major local centres, hospitality (restaurants/cafes/pubs/bars) is the 

dominant industry type in terms of floorspace. 
	 Different retail precincts have different roles, different built forms and are 

different sizes. As a consequence, the observed rates of vacancy vary. Given 
that the centres are all local in nature and the surrounding demographic is 
relatively similar, this variation is wide, ranging from zero to almost 16%. 

	 The study area has the highest observed vacancy rate, with almost 15.8% 
(23,521sqm) of the net lettable area being vacant. 

	 The centre that competes with Norton Street most directly – Leichhardt 
Marketplace – has an observed vacancy rate of less than half of Norton Street 
(7%). 

Demand-side assessment 

The study defined a trade area, or catchment (Figure 1), for the study area to 
understand the magnitude of expenditure demand and growth most likely to impact 
on the centres within the study area. Retail modelling and a population-driven 
commercial floorspace assessment identified a number of trends within the retail and 
commercial catchment. 
	 There is sustained demand for a range of store types in the study area with 

demand for total retail floorspace forecast to grow by 61% between 2015 and 
2031. Supermarkets and specialty stores focusing on household goods are 
forecast to see the highest growth in demand.   

	 It is forecast that by 2031, current retail floorspace provision is likely to be 
insufficient to meet demand. Under a base case population growth, there is 
forecast to be up to 45,750sqm additional floorspace required. With the 
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population growth anticipated under the Draft Parramatta Road Urban 
Transformation Strategy, this could increase to 62,000sqm. 

	 Demand for restaurants, bars and cafes will grow by 61% to 2031 in the study 
area, almost double the rate of demand for the rest of the study catchment 
(32%). Cafes tend to serve a predominantly local population more so than 
restaurants and bars, which are more likely to be destinations. If Norton Street is 
to retain its restaurant identity, it needs to provide a clear and consistent offering. 

	 There is a significant but diminishing surplus of hospitality floorspace. The 
catchment currently has an oversupply of hospitality floorspace (9,300sqm). It is 
forecast that by 2031, this surplus will have reduced to 953sqm. The study area 
has the highest amount of hospitality floorspace (69% of the catchment’s 
33,000sqm) and therefore much of the forecast surplus. 

	 There is additional demand for food retail and other specialist retail in the study 
area of approximately 5,000sqm and 9,000sqm respectively.  This demand is 
forecast to increase by 2031. This provides an opportunity to build Norton 
Street’s retail identity while satisfying demand. 

	 Although the catchment already has supermarket provision in Norton Plaza and 
Leichhardt Marketplace, supply is currently finely balanced with demand. A 
growth in demand by 60% to 2031 will create a deficit in supermarket floorspace. 
There is an opportunity to develop additional supermarket floorspace within 
Norton Street to consolidate its retail primacy and meet this demand. 

	 Due to there being no department stores within the catchment, a significant 
proportion of this demand is met by the large number of smaller speciality stores.  

	 Despite the higher than average income levels of the area, expenditure on food 
in the retail catchment is 25% lower than the Sydney average. Expenditure on 
restaurants and cafes as well as personal goods and services however is higher 
than the average. 

	 There is a slight deficit in the amount of floorspace currently supporting local 
commercial uses. Although some of this office floorspace is likely to be met in 
other types of buildings (such as residential or retail), this shortage is expected 
to increase because demand for this type of floorspace is largely driven by the 
size of the local population. By 2031, the deficit is forecast to be between 
2,100sqm and 2,700sqm. 

Policy Council Meeting 08 March 2016 	 ITEM 2.2 



 

    

 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  

Page 21 

Figure 1: Norton Street/Parramatta Road Trade Area 

Findings and Recommendations 

Observations 
Following the analysis of macro trends and the land use audit and retail model, a 
number of observations were made regarding the study area: 
 Norton Plaza is both an attractor and detractor 
 Decline in visitation has been experienced 
 There is an over-supply of hospitality floorspace 
 The precinct is comprised of sub-precincts 
 The study area is not attracting investment 
 Norton Street lacks a ‘centre’ 
 The study area has high vacancy rates 

Policy Council Meeting 08 March 2016 ITEM 2.2 



 

    

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 
  

 

 

 

 

Page 22 

Reasons 
The current retail and commercial status of the study area is likely due to a 
confluence of many factors as identified in Figure 2 below. 

Figure 2: Reasons for the current retail and commercial status of the study area 

Commercial 
and retail 
landscape 

• Change in 
consumer 
preferences 

• Oversupply of 
restaurant 
floorspace 

Physical 
characterstics 

• Lack of 
consistency in
built and 
urban form 

• Lack of 
investment 

Accessibility 

• Clearways on 
Parramatta 
Road 

• Lack of public 
transport
options 

• Provision of 
underground 
car park at 
Norton Street 

Cultural 
characteristics 

• Decline in 
Italian identity 

• Trading on 
identity
without 
investing in
the underlying 
structure 

• Failure of The 
Forum 

• Dislocation of 
civic facilities 
from Norton 
Street 

Increased 
competition 

• Growth of 
competitive 
centres 

• Leichhardt 
Marketplace
refurbishment 

Strategies and Actions 
The study includes recommendations to improve the offer and position of Norton 
Street and the wider study area (see Table 1 below). In order to define these more 
clearly and help guide Council’s approach, they have been categorised under the 
three horizons model. 

Horizon 1 initiatives consolidate the current economic performance, Horizon 2 
measures will tap organic diversification opportunities to enhance this performance, 
but Horizon 3 strategies are required to ultimately transform the study area. It is 
identified that councils must simultaneously maintain a focus on all three horizons. 

The recommendations focus strongly on Norton Street as it was identified as having 
the most opportunity for improvement. 

Table 1: Strategies and actions of the commercial and retail study 
First Horizon 
Strategy 1: Develop better understanding of local issues and opportunities 
Action 1.1 Discuss needs with existing tenants 
Action 1.2 Identify development potential in key sites 
Action 1.3 Recognise and define sub-precincts 
Strategy 2: Develop a management and investment strategy 
Action 2.1 Promotion of Norton Street 
Action 2.2 Identify second generation of uses 
Strategy 3: Review barriers to investment 
Action 3.1 Review of existing FSR controls 
Action 3.2 Accommodate change of use applications from hospitality uses 
Strategy 4: Inter-jurisdictional collaboration to address Parramatta Road 
Action 4.1 Involve Marrickville Council in decision-making along Parramatta 
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Road 
Second Horizon 
Strategy 5: Improve character of Norton Street 
Action 5.1 Streetscape improvements 
Action 5.2 Update traffic and parking management strategies 
Action 5.3 Unify existing Norton Street sub-precincts 
Action 5.4 Use speciality stores to promote Norton Street 
Strategy 6: Improve investment potential 
Action 6.1 Develop an urban design and ‘program of use’ framework for Norton 

Street 
Action 6.2 Encourage extended trading hours 
Strategy 7: Re-activate Norton Street 
Action 7.1 Creation of a retail and community ‘heart’ of Norton Street 
Action 7.2 Relocate community facilities closer to Norton Street from The 

Forum 
Action 7.3 Redevelopment of key site(s) along Norton Street 
Action 7.4 Encourage redevelopment of The Forum 
Action 7.5 Allow for additional retail and commercial floorspace to meet future 

demand 
Action 7.6 Understand the likely retail demand from outside of the local 

catchment 
Third Horizon 
Strategy 8: Increase residential population 
Action 8.1 Rezone some of Parramatta Road’s commercial and retail 

floorspace to mixed-use (B4) 
Action 8.2 Allow increased residential development along the southern end of 

Norton Street 
Strategy 9: Increase pedestrian activity and amenity 
Action 9.1 Activation and through connection of laneways running parallel to 

Parramatta Road 
Strategy 10: Incentivise development that contributes to improvements along 
Norton Street 
Action 10.1 Encourage development through incentives 

Report validity 

SGS have indicated that the recommendations of the study would remain valid for 
approximately two years, however the potential change facing Leichhardt and the 
surrounding areas over the coming years makes population and therefore retail 
forecasting less certain. 

Relationship with the Draft Parramatta Road Urban Transformation Strategy 

The table below includes relevant recommendations from Council’s submission to 
UrbanGrowth NSW on the Draft Parramatta Road Urban Transformation Strategy 
(DPRUTS) and commentary from the completed commercial and retail study which 
clarifies and reinforces Council’s positions.  
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Table 2: Relationship with the DPRUTS 

Issue Initial Council recommendation Study findings 

The mixed use zone (B4) and related 
active frontages in the Taverners Hill 
Precinct translate as a retail high 
street 

15. Council does not support the potential 
increases in retail and commercial 
floorpsace in Taverners Hill Precinct as 
part of the proposed Mixed Use zone 
as it will potentially affect the trading 
performance of other centres and 
should be avoided.  Council will provide 
UrbanGrowth NSW with its Parramatta 
Road and Norton Street Retail and 
Commercial study as the basis for 
discussions in this relation to this 
matter.   

16. Council recommends that any land use 
change to a mixed-use zone in the 
Taverners Hill precinct should make 
provision for only minimal retail 
floorspace to protect other centres in 
the area 

The commercial and retail study supports 
Council’s stance. It identifies that 
Leichhardt Marketplace competes 
directly with Norton Street for retail 
custom and that introducing further 
competition through facilitation of 
additional retail away from Norton Street, 
such as in the Taverners Hill Precinct, 
may thwart efforts to reactivate the 
corridor (the primary focus of the 
strategies and actions of the study) and 
be detrimental to other nearby centres.   

Leichhardt Precinct: The spread of 
mixed use may encourage retail and 
commercial uses away from Norton 
Street 

23. Council recommends that the Structure 
Plan should be amended to keep 
frontages along Balmain Road and 
Renwick Street as residential. This will 
help to reinforce Norton Street’s role as 
Leichhardt’s main retail strip. There 
may be some opportunity to expand 
mixed use into the laneway that runs 
south of the Forum, however this 

The SGS report which accompanied 
Council’s submission on the draft 
Strategy suggested that the delineation 
of mixed use from Renwick Street to 
Balmain Road may encourage retail and 
commercial to locate on these streets, 
thus diluting the opportunity to re
establish Norton Street as the area’s high 
street. 
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should remain close to Norton Street 
Action 7.5 of the commercial and retail 
study is to allow for additional retail and 
commercial floorspace to meet future 
demand. It states that new mixed-use 
development with a significant residential 
component should provide retail 
floorspace at ground floor and new, local-
serving commercial floorspace to 
accommodate future demand.  

Notwithstanding, the study qualifies that, 
given the existing surplus in the study 
area, this floorspace should be delivered 
in the medium-to-long term, only once 
supply and demand are in balance. If 
introduced earlier, it may exacerbate 
vacancy rates and further erode Norton 
Street’s retail character. Provision of this 
floorspace is to be focussed on Norton 
Street. 

The action warns against new residential 
development being self-contained with 
regards to retail floorspace, that is, it 
provides a sufficient range of retail 
functions to accommodate the majority of 
the retail needs of new residents. 
Conversely, it suggests that drawing 
activity from these developments into 
Norton Street should be a priority. It is 

Policy Council Meeting 08 March 2016 ITEM 2.2 



 

    

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 
 

 

Page 26 

noted that retail floorspace associated 
with any development along Parramatta 
Road should be no larger than 
neighbourhood retail so that its 
catchment does not overlap with Norton 
Street and that there is no gravity shift 
away from the high street.  

Leichhardt Precinct: Increased 
residential may lead to a loss of retail 
and commercial floorspace 

25. Council notes that it is finalising a Retail 
and Commercial Study for Parramatta 
Road and Norton Street (south of 
Marion St) and an Urban Design Study. 
Council does not support residential 
development that will result in a net 
loss of existing retail or commercial 
floorspace. In some areas, additional 
retail floorspace may be appropriate 
within new developments.  

Action 8.1 of the study states that 
although there is currently a surplus of 
retail floorspace, future demand 
necessitates that this be retained. Any 
residential development (in the study 
area) should not result in a net loss of 
retail or commercial floorspace. 

Consistent with this position, the study 
reveals that with demand growing 
alongside population, current retail 
floorspace provision is likely to be 
insufficient to meet demand by 2031. 
This deficiency is forecast to be between 
45,750sqm and 62,000sqm.  

Leichhardt Precinct: Residential 
should be confined to the south of 
Marion Street 

27. Council notes that its Retail and 
Commercial Study, Urban Design 
Study and SGS/Architectus review of 
the DPRUTS all suggest that new 
residential development should only be 
concentrated to the south of Marion 

Action 8.2 of the study is to allow 
increased residential development along 
the southern end of Norton Street. It 
states that carefully-located shop-top 
residential development along certain 
sections of Norton Street will help to 
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Street and along Parramatta Road, with 
an orientation to the north.  This is to 
maintain a commercial and retail focus 
in the heart of the Norton Street 
precinct. It will also encourage 
pedestrian footfall from new residential 
development up to Norton Plaza. This 
will facilitate activation along its length. 
Any residential along Norton Street 
should only be shop-top or behind the 
high street frontages. 

consolidate retail activity between The 
Forum and Marion Street, however this 
must not result in a net loss of retail or 
commercial floorspace (Action 8.1). 

As with Action 8.1, this would increase 
the residential population within Norton 
Street’s walking catchment and better 
support retail. 

In relation to any residential development 
north of Marion Street, Action 8.2 states 
that it should not further separate the two 
identified sub-precincts, should provide 
active ground floor uses and must not 
disrupt the strip’s consistent retail 
frontage. 
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Summary/Conclusions 

The Commercial and Retail Study: Norton Street and Parramatta Road fed into the 
preparation of Council's urban design study for the business zoned land within the 
Parramatta Road/Norton Street Strategic Sites, Centres and Corridors project area.  

The commercial and retail study and urban design study will be used to review and 
develop Leichhardt Local Environmental Plan 2013 and Leichhardt Development 
Control Plan 2013 policies, objectives and controls for the Parramatta Road/Norton 
Street Corridor and to help shape UrbanGrowth NSW's development of the 
Parramatta Road Urban Transformation Strategy. These studies will also be 
considerations in Council assessments of the individual merits of planning proposals 
and development applications in the Parramatta Road/Norton Street corridor. 

UrbanGrowth NSW is aware that the Commercial and Retail Study: Norton Street 
and Parramatta Road was being undertaken by Council and have indicated their 
willingness to consider the findings. They have however, advised Council officers 
that any further information, in addition to that provided during the exhibition period 
for the Draft Parramatta Road Urban Transformation Strategy, can only be accepted 
up until mid-March 2016. 

It is recommended that the Commercial and Retail Study be endorsed as a basis for 
the review of the Leichhardt Local Environmental Plan 2013 and Leichhardt 
Development Control Plan 2013 and forwarded to UrbanGrowth NSW for 
consideration in the progression of the Parramatta Road Urban Transformation 
Strategy. 

Next Steps 

Subject to the endorsement of the Commercial and Retail Study: Norton Street and 
Parramatta Road the following steps will be taken to progress Council’s approach to 
the planning for the corridors: 

	 Confirmation of final planning objectives and principles through community and 
stakeholder engagement. 

 Report community engagement outcomes to Council. 
 Application of Council endorsed objectives and principles to the review of 

Leichhardt Local Environmental Plan 2013 and Leichhardt Development Control 
Plan 2013. 

	 Preparation of draft Leichhardt Local Environmental Plan 2013 and Leichhardt 
Development Control Plan 2013 amendments and presentation of these to 
Council for endorsement to submit a draft LEP amendment planning proposal for 
Gateway Determination. 

	 Report Gateway Determination to Council and subject to Gateway approval 
proceed to public exhibition of Planning Proposal and associated DCP Draft 
Amendments. 

	 Report to Council on public exhibition and proceed to publication for the LEP and 
DCP amendments. 

Attachment 
Commercial and Retail Study: Norton Street and Parramatta Road 
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ITEM 2.3 PARRAMATTA ROAD AND NORTON STREET URBAN 
DESIGN STUDY 

Division Environment and Community Management 
Author Executive Strategic Planner 
Meeting date 8 March 2016 Policy Meeting 

Strategic Plan Key Service 
Area 

Community well-being 
Accessibility 
Place where we live and work 
A sustainable environment 
Business in the community 

SUMMARY AND ORGANISATIONAL IMPLICATIONS
 

Purpose of Report 

Background  

To seek endorsement of the Parramatta Road 
and Norton Study Urban Design Study. 
The Parramatta Road and Norton Street Urban 
Design Study was commissioned as part of 
Council’s Strategic Sites, Centres and Corridors – 
Parramatta Road project. At its meeting of 23 July 
2013, Council resolved to undertake the Strategic 
Sites, Centres and Corridors – Parramatta Road 
project. 

On 28 October 2014, Council resolved to extend 
the project area to include Norton Street. 

These resolutions led to the current Parramatta 
Road/Norton Street Strategic Sites, Centres and 
Corridors project. The approach to the project, 
endorsed by Council at its meeting of 10 February 
2015, was envisaged as follows: 

Phase 1 – Information collection and analysis 
Phase 2 – Objectives and guiding principles 
Phase 3 – Structure plan and supporting 
documentation  
Phase 4 – Scenario development and feasibility 
testing 

While Phase 1 was well underway with the 
Industrial Lands Study completed and the 
subsequent phase of industrial precinct planning 
commenced, the remainder of the phases have 
largely been undertaken simultaneously in 
response to the release of the Draft Parramatta 
Road Urban Transformation Strategy (DPRUTS) 
by UrbanGrowth NSW and the need for Council to 
establish its own position on the redevelopment of 
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the corridor and adjacent precincts. 

The purpose of the urban design study was to 
establish the desired future character for the 
Parramatta Road and Norton Street corridors and 
inform the future land use planning framework to 
achieve viable development of appropriate 
massing, scale and grain. The study was 
undertaken concurrently with commercial/retail 
and design and heritage studies for the corridors 
as well as detailed industrial precinct planning 
work. 

Current Status Council made a submission on the Draft 
Parramatta Road Urban Transformation Strategy 
in December 2015. UrbanGrowth NSW 
subsequently advised Council officers that 
additional information could be accepted up until 
mid-March 2016. 

Relationship to existing 
policy 

The Strategic Sites, Centres and Corridors – 
Parramatta Road project is identified in the 
Employment and Economic Development Plan 
and incorporates actions of the Community and 
Cultural Plan, Integrated Transport Plan, 
Affordable Housing Strategy and a number of 
Council resolutions. 

Financial and Resources 
Implications 

The Parramatta Road and Norton Study Urban 
Design Study was funded from the $160,000 
Council allocated to the Strategic Sites, Centres 
and Corridors – Parramatta Road project. 

This proposal is consistent with the recent s23A 
Guidelines issued by the OLG in relation to 
financial expenditure. 

Recommendation That Council: 
1. Endorse the Parramatta Road and Norton 

Study Urban Design Study as the basis for a 
review of land use planning policies and 
controls in Leichhardt Local Environmental 
Plan 2013 and Leichhardt Development 
Control Plan 2013; and 

2. Forward a copy of the Parramatta Road and 
Norton Study Urban Design Study to 
UrbanGrowth NSW for consideration in the 
preparation of the Parramatta Road Urban 
Transformation Strategy. 

Notifications Community and stakeholder engagement in the 
review of Leichhardt Local Environmental Plan 
2013 and Leichhardt Development Control Plan 
2013. 
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1.Parramatta Road and Norton Street Urban 
Design Study 

Attachments 
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Purpose of Report 

To seek endorsement of the Parramatta Road and Norton Study Urban Design 
Study. 

Recommendation 

That Council: 

1. 	 Endorse the Parramatta Road and Norton Study Urban Design Study as the 
basis for a review of land use planning policies and controls in Leichhardt Local 
Environmental Plan 2013 and Leichhardt Development Control Plan 2013; and 

2. 	 Forward a copy of the Parramatta Road and Norton Study Urban Design Study 
to UrbanGrowth NSW for consideration in the preparation of the Parramatta 
Road Urban Transformation Strategy. 

Background 

The Parramatta Road and Norton Street Urban Design Study was commissioned as 
part of Council’s Strategic Sites, Centres and Corridors – Parramatta Road project. 
At its meeting of 23 July 2013, Council resolved to undertake the Strategic Sites, 
Centres and Corridors – Parramatta Road project: 

That a Strategic Sites, Centres and Corridors study for Parramatta Rd from Johnston 
St to Mallet St and Johnston’s Creek (see Fig. 1 in report) - the defined area to be 
subject to minor adjustments recommended by staff following further refinement of 
the study’s scope - be brought forward to be commenced as soon as possible, the 
scope of the study to include all matters flagged for consideration, specifically: 
 Future employment and economic possibilities, including business incubators to 

facilitate small ‘start up’ enterprises; 
 Housing opportunities, in particular aged housing, student housing and key 

worker housing; 
 Transport considerations, including public transport, cycleways and pedestrian 

linkages; 
 Public domain improvements; 
 Place-making and activation of the public domain; 

And with reference to: 

 Council’s flagged intention to develop Parramatta Road as a live music and 


entertainment precinct; 
 The regeneration of transport corridors and high street precincts; 
 The need to develop a more detailed response to opportunities implied by the 

proposed West Connex Corridor. 

On 28 October 2014, Council resolved to extend the project area to include Norton 
Street: 
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8. 	Include consideration in the pending strategic sites and corridors study of 
identifying Norton Street as a location for increased density. This should include 
an assessment of the benefits of focusing on residential, commercial, 
entertainment land uses on Norton Street to improve the viability of businesses 
and reduce impacts on the amenity of non main street residential dwellings. 

These resolutions led to the current Parramatta Road/Norton Street Strategic Sites, 
Centres and Corridors project. The approach to the project, endorsed by Council at 
its meeting of 10 February 2015, was envisaged as follows: 

Phase 1 – Information collection and analysis 
Phase 2 – Objectives and guiding principles 
Phase 3 – Structure plan and supporting documentation  
Phase 4 – Scenario development and feasibility testing 

While Phase 1 was well underway with the Industrial Lands Study completed and the 
subsequent phase of industrial precinct planning commenced, the remainder of the 
phases have largely been undertaken simultaneously in response to the release of 
the Draft Parramatta Road Urban Transformation Strategy (DPRUTS) by 
UrbanGrowth NSW and the need for Council to establish its own position on the 
redevelopment of the corridor and adjacent precincts. 

The purpose of the urban design study was to establish the desired future character 
for the Parramatta Road and Norton Street corridors and inform the future land use 
planning framework to achieve viable development of appropriate massing, scale 
and grain. The study was undertaken concurrently with commercial/retail and design 
and heritage studies for the corridors as well as detailed industrial precinct planning 
work. 

Report 

The Draft Parramatta Road Urban Transformation Strategy was released by 
UrbanGrowth NSW immediately prior to the engagement of consultants for the 
Parramatta Road and Norton Street Urban Design Study, and as such the brief for 
the study morphed into two components: 

1. 	 Urban form analysis and development of urban design objectives and 
guidelines for the Parramatta Road and Norton Street corridors; and  

2. 	 Assessment of the draft Parramatta Road Urban Transformation Strategy (draft 
Strategy) with regard to the Taverners Hill, Leichhardt and Camperdown 
Precincts. 

The Camperdown industrial precinct was not considered under the subject urban 
design study as it has been examined as part of the industrial precinct planning 
urban design work. 

Architectus, an urban design, architecture and planning practice, was engaged to 
undertake the urban design study. Due to the timeframe, resourcing and scale of the 
project, Architectus subsequently engaged architectural firm CHROFI, with Council’s 
approval, to assist with the delivery of the study.  
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Methodology 

The methodology applied to the study was as follows: 

1. 	Consolidated analysis and identification of strengths, weaknesses, 
opportunities and constraints within the existing urban form; 

2. 	 Draft objectives and guiding principles within the themes of Built Form, 
Movement and Public Domain; 

3. 	 Identification of appropriate built form outcomes; 
4. 	 Where mixed residential/commercial development outcomes are deemed 

appropriate, provide principles for responding to aircraft and road noise for 
residential development. 

Urban design characteristics 

The following characteristics of the Norton Street and Parramatta Road corridors 
were identified. 

Norton Street Parramatta Road 
Fine grain built form on western side of Generally consistent two-storey fine grain 
Norton Street (adapted terrace and shop built form (shop houses) on both sides of 
houses) and larger format commercial Parramatta Road, and larger warehouse-
and retail premises on the eastern side of style commercial and retail premises and 
Norton Street (south of Marion Street). several heritage pubs – typically these 

are on larger, corner lots. 

A cluster of civic buildings around the 
intersection of Norton Street and Marion 
Street, situated on the local topographic 
high-point (the ‘civic’ precinct). 

Transition from retail and commercial 
premises fronting Parramatta Road to 
lower density individual residential 
dwellings to the north. 

Long, north-south blocks with some east- Some isolated examples of recent mixed 
west informal pedestrian connections on use development (4-5 storeys) with 
private land. residential units above retail/commercial 

ground floor. 

Some detracting built form, particularly 
between Marion Street and Parramatta 
Road. 

Long, east-west blocks, 60-190m in 
length. 

Generally consistent fine-grain built form Some detracting built form, particularly 
(shop houses) north of Marlborough those that lack street activation (e.g. 
Street. surface car parks) or with large, blank 

walls. 
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Urban design principles 

The analysis of the study area led to the development of the following urban design 
principles: 

Built form 
	 Built form should manage potential interface between different land uses on site 

and at the ‘edges’ of the precincts – to the R1 General Residential areas. 
Consider a form that mediates between Parramatta Road and single level 
dwellings one block behind. 

	 Encourage built form that maintains fine grain and is not reliant on lot 
amalgamation. Provide for 1, 2 and 3 lot amalgamation options. 

	 Encourage ground level commercial. Allow for flexible commercial/residential 
uses on the second storey. Residential uses above. 

	 Encourage two levels (garage with studio or two level dwelling) – 
North/residential side of laneway. 

	 Create a defined laneway edge. Building form could start back from the 
laneway but the street edge should be held by garage door or some built form 
element. 

	 Built form should facilitate lot permeability while managing access and security. 
	 Built form should adequately mediate noise to apartments that face Parramatta 

Road while ensuring ability to achieve cross ventilation as per SEPP 65. 
	 Built form should respond intelligently to level changes by facilitating entries to 

different land uses at different levels. 
	 A four storey, 15m street wall should be encouraged to provide an appropriate 

built form scale to Parramatta Road while keeping the existing character of the 
contributory façades prevalent on Parramatta Road and Norton Street. 

	 Upper levels (level 5 and 6) should be setback from the street wall – a 6-8m 
setback above a 4 storey street wall to reduce apparent building bulk and scale. 

	 Allow a maximum of three levels to laneway – Parramatta Road side. Setback 
levels above three storeys a minimum of 10m. 

	 Car parking should be in a basement level or levels to encourage the most 
efficient use of the site. 

	 Sites under 17m in width that require multiple basement car park levels should 
be amalgamated to improve floorspace efficiency and to allow for minimum car 
park space and aisle dimensions. 

	 Alterations and additions to buildings with heritage value in Conservation Areas 
should adhere to the controls in Council’s adopted heritage studies for 
Parramatta Road and Norton Street. 

	 Ground and first floor floor-plates should be as flexible as possible to ensure 
buildings can respond to changes to market demand over time. Floor-plates on 
the second storey above ground level should be designed with a 3.6m floor to 
ceiling height to allow either commercial or residential uses. This ceiling height 
also works better with the historic two storey shop house façades. 

	 Allow additional height where new development creates public development 
e.g. desired mid-block connections. 

	 Norton Street built form scale to be 3-4 storeys generally. 6 storeys permissible 
for special sites that provide public benefit and Norton Street East sites (south 
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of Marion Street) where lot sizes are generally larger, existing built form quality 
is lower, and lots can more readily be amalgamated. 

Streets and laneways 
 Streets and laneways should facilitate the functionality of retail and commercial 

uses, including accommodating large vehicles where possible. 
 Streets and laneways should be activated throughout the day and evening to 

increase the perceived and actual safety and vibrancy of the precincts. 
 Streets and laneways should provide amenity for pedestrians to encourage 

patronage to local businesses. 

Public domain 
	 Pedestrian connectivity to retail and key community assets should be facilitated 

through improved site permeability and pedestrian links. 
	 Opportunities for new or improved public spaces to support the amenity of 

Parramatta Road and Norton Street and additional demand driven by increased 
capacity should be identified. 

	 In the winter solstice, allow sunlight to southern footpath of Parramatta Road 
(typically a maximum of six storeys will achieve this with setbacks to the upper 
levels). 

Indicative capacity estimate 

Based on the urban design principles and built form site testing, achievable FSRs 
were applied to opportunity sites within the study area. The outcome of this capacity 
estimate is a nett increase of 150,000m2 GFA. Assuming 10-15% retail/employment 
floorspace and 85-90% residential, this provides a total additional capacity of 15,000
22,500m2 retail/commercial (or 300-450 jobs based on 1 job per 50m2) and 127,500
135,000m2 residential (or 1,275-1,350 additional dwellings based on 1 dwelling per 
100m2). 

In comparison, the DPRUTS forecasts that the Leichhardt Precinct will 
accommodate 1,222 dwellings by 2050. The study has identified that there is 
considerable scope within the frame areas which was not explored under the 
DPRUTS. 

The study also identifies that there is the potential capacity for 300-450 additional 
jobs (based on 1 job/50m2) within the study area, while the DPRUTS anticipates that 
jobs within the Leichhardt Precinct will decrease from 2,904 currently to 1,626 in 
2050. 

Relationship with the Draft Parramatta Road Urban Transformation Strategy 

The table below includes relevant recommendations from Council’s submission to 
UrbanGrowth NSW on the Draft Parramatta Road Urban Transformation Strategy 
(DPRUTS) and findings of the urban design study which clarifies and reinforces 
Council’s positions.  
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Issue Initial Council recommendation Study findings 
Leichhardt Precinct 
Building Heights – 
Parramatta Road 
The DPRUTS recommends 
heights of 4 storeys for sites 
on Parramatta Road. 

61. Council notes that all properties fronting 
Parramatta Road in the Leichhardt 
Precinct are within a Heritage 
Conservation Area. The built form 
controls for this precinct must be 
informed by detailed site testing, showing 
how contributory buildings can be 
adaptively reused and how additional 
density can be acceptable from a 
heritage perspective. Council has 
recently completed a comprehensive 
review of the heritage status of the 
Parramatta Road and Norton Street 
corridors as it relates to the Leichhardt 
Precinct. Council will be using this work 
to inform its Urban Design Study for this 
Precinct. Council requests that its 
studies be used to inform further 
iterations of the DPRUTS. 

62. Council recommends that additional 
testing is undertaken to establish: 
 A built form typology that allows for 

the retention of the front element of 
contributory buildings and retention of 
the existing street wall and fine grain 
character. 

 Maximum height and FSR controls 
for different lot sizes. 

 If lot amalgamation is required to 
achieve a feasible mixed use 

The draft study identifies a maximum height of 6 
storeys and FSR of 3:1 for sites on Parramatta 
Road, both within the Leichhardt Precinct and 
adjoining frame areas. Notwithstanding, it is 
acknowledged that contributory buildings and 
sites adjacent to heritage items may not be able 
to accommodate all of this additional height and 
scale. The scope for change to heritage items 
would be considered on merit. For the purpose 
of estimating additional capacity within the 
corridor, no change has been assumed on 
heritage items. 

The study identifies ‘Special Sites’, both within 
and adjacent to the corridor where additional 
height and FSR may be considered where a 
public benefit is provided. 

The study recommends a four storey, 15m street 
wall to Parramatta Road to provide an 
appropriate built form scale to the corridor. 
Before arriving at this recommendation, the 
study explored development forms that 
positioned all additional development behind the 
existing development on Parramatta Road. This 
approach was not deemed appropriate as it 
would increase the visibility of development 
when viewed from within the corridor and thus its 
apparent bulk and scale. 

A four storey wall height will not be appropriate 

Policy Council Meeting 08 March 2016            ITEM 2.3 



 

   

 
 

 

 

 

 

  
 

 
 

 
  

 

 

 

Page 123 

development.  

Council is currently testing built form options 
and will provide detailed feedback to 
UrbanGrowth NSW in 2016. 

for the entire corridor, for example the location of 
any additional development on sites containing 
or adjacent to contributory buildings and heritage 
items will need to respond to the significance of 
the buildings. 

To establish an appropriate scale of built form 
and transition to adjoining residential 
development, a maximum of three storeys is 
recommended adjacent to laneways to the rear 
of Parramatta Road properties. 

Leichhardt Precinct: New 
Public Domain 
The DPRUTS does not identify 
any new public open space in 
the Leichhardt part of the 
precinct. 

63. Council recommends that streets parallel 
to Parramatta Road, may be the location 
for new civic space achieved through a 
setback to development. In these 
locations, where the traffic noise is 
significantly less than on Parramatta 
Road, places to meet and dwell could be 
created without unreasonable impacts on 
the development potential of those sites. 
These spaces could also provide a 
sequence of interesting spaces to 
activate the link between residential 
areas and Norton Street and contribute to 
Council’s objectives in relation to a 
reduction in the Heat Island effect. 

64. Council recommends that the DPRUTS 
public domain plan be amended to 
include additional spaces once Council’s 
Urban Design study is completed and 

The report identifies potential locations for public 
plazas along the Norton Street corridor and 
recommends that the side streets along the 
length of the Parramatta Road corridor provide 
opportunity to create public domain amenity with 
widened footpaths and street planting. 
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provided to UrbanGrowth NSW in 2016. 

Building Height – Remainder 
of the Precinct 
The draft DPRUTS 
recommends heights between 
6-8 storeys for the majority of 
the precinct. 

65. Council does not support the 6-8 storeys 
as proposed in the DPRUTS in the 
Leichhardt Precinct. Council notes that is 
undertaking additional testing to identify 
the most appropriate: 
 built form typology for sites on 

Parramatta Road and other streets 
(street wall heights and setbacks, 
side setback strategy etc.) 

 maximum height and FSR controls 
for different lot sizes. 

 detailed built form controls to protect 
heritage and shopfronts in some 
areas, and a fine grain built form in all 
areas. 

 street wall heights for all important 
pedestrian and cycle corridors. 

 ways to achieve residential amenity 
on Parramatta Road through building 
design. 

Council is currently testing built form options 
and will provide detailed future provisions to 
UrbanGrowth NSW in 2016. 

The urban design study recommends heights of 
3-4 storeys and FSR of 1.9:1 for the majority of 
the Norton Street corridor. On the eastern side of 
Norton Street, south of Marion Street, some sites 
with capacity for 6 storeys and FSR of 3:1 are 
identified. 

While there are some sites, predominantly north 
of Marion Street, where no scope for change has 
been identified, there are a number of ‘Special 
Sites’ within the Leichhardt Precinct where 
additional height and scale may be appropriate 
in return for public benefit, such as through-site 
links, public plazas and affordable housing. 

While within or on the periphery of Council’s 
study area, yet outside the DPRUTS Leichhardt 
Precinct, built form outcomes for three 
UnitingCare sites (17 Marion St, 168 Norton St 
and 1-3 and 5 Wetherill St) have been prepared 
by consultants engaged by Council which show 
heights of up to four and five storeys on the 
subject sites.        

Leichhardt Precinct: Active 
Street Frontages 
The DPRUTS recommends 
active frontages on Parramatta 

66. Council supports the requirement for 
development on Parramatta Road to 
have non-residential uses at ground level 
and multiple entries. However, Council 

The urban design study identifies active street 
frontages to Parramatta Road and Norton Street 
for the extent of the study area. This includes 
encouraging the activation of rear laneways 
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Road and Norton Street notes that Parramatta Road will not have 
the same main street character as other 
streets - primarily because of the narrow 
footpaths, busy traffic and traffic noise 
and that Norton Street should be the 
primary focus for retail activity and public 
domain upgrades in this precinct. 

parallel to Parramatta Road and the side streets, 
which provide opportunity for spaces which offer 
enhanced amenity, including green relief. 

Notwithstanding, the commercial and retail study 
recommends that addressing the high vacancy 
rates within Norton Street through reactivation 
and improvement of its character must be 
prioritised ahead of the provision of additional 
retail floorspace. Then as demand grows, this 
could extend along side streets with direct links 
to Norton Street. 

Facilitating additional floorspace prematurely 
would result in an oversupply of floorspace and 
thwart efforts to reactivate and improve the retail 
offer of Norton Street. 

The commercial and retail study also notes that 
retail floorspace associated with any 
development along Parramatta Road should be 
no larger than neighbourhood retail in size so 
that its catchment does not overlap with Norton 
Street and there is no gravity shift away from 
Norton Street. 
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Summary/Conclusions 

In conjunction with the Commercial and Retail Study: Norton Street and Parramatta 
Road, the urban design study will be used to review and develop Leichhardt Local 
Environmental Plan 2013 and Leichhardt Development Control Plan 2013 policies, 
objectives and controls for the Parramatta Road/Norton Street corridor and to help 
shape UrbanGrowth NSW's development of the Parramatta Road Urban 
Transformation Strategy. These studies will also be considerations in Council 
assessments of the individual merits of planning proposals and development 
applications in the Parramatta Road/Norton Street corridor. 

UrbanGrowth NSW is aware that the Parramatta Road and Norton Study Urban 
Design Study was being undertaken by Council and have indicated their willingness 
to consider the findings. They have however, advised Council officers that any 
further information, in addition to that provided during the exhibition period for the 
Draft Parramatta Road Urban Transformation Strategy, can only be accepted up until 
mid-March 2016. 

It is recommended that the urban design study be endorsed as a basis for the review 
of the Leichhardt Local Environmental Plan 2013 and Leichhardt Development 
Control Plan 2013 and forwarded to UrbanGrowth NSW for consideration in the 
progression of the Parramatta Road Urban Transformation Strategy. 

Next Steps 

Subject to the endorsement of the Parramatta Road and Norton Study Urban Design 
Study the following steps will be taken to progress Council’s approach to the 
planning for the corridors: 

	 Confirmation of final planning objectives and principles through community and 
stakeholder engagement. 

 Report community engagement outcomes to Council. 
 Application of Council endorsed objectives and principles to the review of 

Leichhardt Local Environmental Plan 2013 and Leichhardt Development Control 
Plan 2013. 

	 Preparation of draft Leichhardt Local Environmental Plan 2013 and Leichhardt 
Development Control Plan 2013 amendments and presentation of these to 
Council for endorsement to submit a draft LEP amendment planning proposal for 
Gateway Determination. 

	 Report Gateway Determination to Council and subject to Gateway approval 
proceed to public exhibition of Planning Proposal and associated DCP Draft 
Amendments. 

	 Report to Council on public exhibition and proceed to publication for the LEP and 
DCP amendments. 

Attachment 

Parramatta Road and Norton Street Urban Design Study 
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ITEM 2.4 LEICHHARDT INDUSTRIAL PRECINCT PLANNING INTERIM 
REPORT 

Division Environment and Community Management 
Author Team Leader Strategic Planning 
Meeting date 8 March 2016 Policy Meeting 

Strategic Plan Key Service 
Area 

Community well-being 
Accessibility 
Place where we live and work 
A sustainable environment 
Business in the community 

SUMMARY AND ORGANISATIONAL IMPLICATIONS
 

Purpose of Report 

Background  

To inform Council of the findings of the Leichhardt 
Industrial Precinct Planning interim report and to 
seek endorsement of the Industrial Precinct 
Planning interim report as the basis for completion 
of the Industrial Precinct Planning Project. 
At the Policy Meeting of 10 February 2015, 
Council considered a report on the Strategic 
Sites, Centres and Corridors – Parramatta Road 
project and the Leichhardt Industrial Lands Study. 
Council subsequently resolved (in part) to 
endorse the Leichhardt Industrial Lands Study 
and forward a copy to UrbanGrowth NSW as part 
of its submission on the Draft Parramatta Road 
Urban Renewal Strategy (C04/15P). 

The Industrial Lands Study concluded that in light 
of future population and employment growth in the 
LGA, Leichhardt would see a deficit in industrial 
floorspace of between 7,500sqm and 55,000sqm 
by 2036. 

In accordance with actions of the Industrial Lands 
Study, Council engaged SGS Economics & 
Planning to undertake a subsequent phase of 
industrial precinct planning. 

In addition, Architectus were engaged to provide 
urban design input into the process for specific 
precincts, Camperdown, Tebbutt 
Street/Parramatta Road and Moore Street South, 
selected for their significance, size and industrial 
profile mix. This work would inform the 
development of appropriate and feasible urban 
form outcomes for the precincts. 

Subject to Council endorsement of the interim 
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SGS Industrial Precinct Planning report 
Architectus will complete the associated urban 
design work to make final recommendations for 
built form controls and outputs as part of the 
overall Final Industrial Precinct Planning Project. 

The commencement of the industrial precinct 
planning work in September 2015, coincided with 
the release of the Draft Parramatta Road Urban 
Transformation Strategy by UrbanGrowth NSW.  

Council’s submission on the draft Strategy in 
December 2015 advised that the findings of the 
industrial precinct planning would be provided in 
2016. UrbanGrowth NSW subsequently advised 
Council officers that additional information could 
be accepted only up until mid-March 2016. 

Given the complex nature of the industrial precinct 
planning, the coordination required between the 
two consultant firms (SGS and Architectus) and 
the multiple other studies they have been 
simultaneously undertaking for Council, 
completion of the work by Council's March Policy 
meeting was not possible. 

Notwithstanding, to enable Council to present a 
more informed position to UrbanGrowth NSW, 
SGS have prepared an interim report. It is 
envisaged that a final report will be presented to 
Council for endorsement in May 2016. The final 
report will include recommendations for the 
planning of all the industrial precincts in the 
Leichhardt local government area and for the 
review of the Leichhardt Local Environmental Plan 
2013 and Leichhardt Development Control Plan 
2013. 

Current Status Council made a submission on the Draft 
Parramatta Road Urban Transformation Strategy 
in December 2015. UrbanGrowth NSW 
subsequently advised Council officers that 
additional information could be accepted up until 
mid-March 2016. 

Relationship to existing 
policy 

The Strategic Sites, Centres and Corridors – 
Parramatta Road project is identified in the 
Employment and Economic Development Plan 
and incorporates actions of the Community and 
Cultural Plan, Integrated Transport Plan, 
Affordable Housing Strategy and a number of 
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Council resolutions. 
Financial and Resources 
Implications 

The Industrial Precinct Planning work is being 
funded from the $160,000 Council allocated to the 
Strategic Sites, Centres and Corridors – 
Parramatta Road project. 

This proposal is consistent with the recent s23A 
Guidelines issued by the OLG in relation to 
financial expenditure. 

Recommendation That Council: 
1. Endorse the approach of the Industrial 

Precinct Planning interim report as the basis 
for the completion of the Industrial Precinct 
Planning Project for the Leichhardt local 
government area; and 

2. Forward a copy of the Industrial Precinct 
Planning interim report to UrbanGrowth NSW 
for consideration in the preparation of the 
Parramatta Road Urban Transformation 
Strategy. 

Notifications Community and stakeholder engagement in the 
review of Leichhardt Local Environmental Plan 
2013 and Leichhardt Development Control Plan 
2013. 

Attachments 1. SGS Interim Report Leichhardt Industrial 
 Precinct Planning. 
2. Architectus Interim Indicative Structure Plans 

and Urban Form Illustrations. 
3. Save Lewisham Group Strategy 
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Purpose of Report 

To inform Council of the findings of the Leichhardt Industrial Precinct Planning 
interim report and to seek endorsement of the Industrial Precinct Planning interim 
report as the basis for completion of the Industrial Precinct Planning Project. 

Recommendation 

That Council: 

1. 	 Endorse the approach of the Industrial Precinct Planning interim report as the 
basis for the completion of the Industrial Precinct Planning Project for the 
Leichhardt local government area; and 

2. 	 Forward a copy of the Industrial Precinct Planning interim report to UrbanGrowth 
NSW for consideration in the preparation of the Parramatta Road Urban 
Transformation Strategy. 

Background 

At the Policy Meeting of 10 February 2015, Council considered a report on the 
Strategic Sites, Centres and Corridors – Parramatta Road project and the Leichhardt 
Industrial Lands Study. Council subsequently resolved (in part) to endorse the 
Leichhardt Industrial Lands Study and forward a copy to UrbanGrowth NSW as part 
of its submission on the Draft Parramatta Road Urban Renewal Strategy (C04/15P). 

The Industrial Lands Study concluded that in light of future population and 
employment growth in the LGA, Leichhardt would see a deficit in industrial 
floorspace of between 7,500sqm and 55,000sqm by 2036.  

In accordance with actions of the Industrial Lands Study, Council engaged SGS 
Economics and Planning to undertake a Stage 2 of the industrial precinct planning. 

In addition, Architectus (Architects and Urban Designers) were engaged to provide 
urban design input into the process for specific precincts. Camperdown, Tebbutt 
Street / Parramatta Road and Moore Street South were selected for their 
significance, size and industrial profile mix. Subject to Council endorsement of the 
interim SGS Industrial Precinct Planning report Architectus will complete the 
associated urban design work to make final recommendations for built form controls 
and outputs. 

The commencement of the industrial precinct planning work in September 2015, 
coincided with the release of the Draft Parramatta Road Urban Transformation 
Strategy by UrbanGrowth NSW. Council’s submission on the draft Strategy in 
December 2015 advised that the findings of the industrial precinct planning would be 
provided in 2016. UrbanGrowth NSW subsequently advised Council officers that 
additional information could be accepted only up until mid-March 2016.   
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Given the complex nature of the industrial precinct planning, the coordination 
required between the two consultant firms (SGS and Architectus) and the multiple 
other studies they have been simultaneously undertaking for Council, completion of 
the work by Council's March Policy meeting was not possible. 

Notwithstanding, to enable Council to present a more informed position to 
UrbanGrowth NSW, SGS have prepared an interim report.  It is envisaged that a 
final report will be presented to Council for endorsement in May 2016. The final 
report will include recommendations for the planning of all the industrial precincts in 
the Leichhardt local government area and for the review of the Leichhardt Local 
Environmental Plan 2013 and Leichhardt Development Control Plan 2013. 

Report 

The report identifies the industry trends and drivers as well as industrial land 
provision and anticipated population growth and major development in the Central 
Sydney subregion, before making the following observations: 

	 Inner city industrial precincts are evolving. As larger floorplate industries move 
out, they are being replaced by emerging industries such as higher value urban 
manufacturing as well as creative industries that require large floorspace but 
are not classified as ‘traditional’ industrial uses.  

	 Maintaining the status quo either side of Parramatta Road will not be sufficient. 
Simply protecting industrial land with current floorspace provision will not meet 
future demand. 

	 Many traditional industries are moving westward. Across Sydney, the 
competition for land coupled with the need for some industries to operate on 
large lots with few encumbrances has meant that some industries have moved 
out of inner city precincts. The large industrial land releases of western Sydney 
are more attractive to some of these uses. 

	 Industries that remain do so for a reason. Many businesses that remain in 
inner-city precincts do so as they have strong links to surrounding business 
networks and are important parts of the supply chain. They may support the 
operations of a nearby centre, rely on infrastructure to operate or act as a 
subregional distribution point for goods and services that cannot locate away 
from their market. 

	 Industrial land is being rezoned, but not necessarily to residential. Although 
demand for new housing places significant pressure on inner city industrial 
lands, the need for other commercial uses to operate in areas other than 
commercial cores is driving rezoning away from industrial uses. These tend to 
be towards B5 (Business Development), B6 (Enterprise Corridor) or B7 
(Business Park). 

	 A growing population needs local services. Future population growth, coupled 
with major urban renewal projects, will place pressure on remaining industrial 
lands to turn over to higher value land uses whilst simultaneously increasing 
demand for population-serving industries. 

A review of trends and influences affecting inner city industrial lands as well as 
analysis of the LGA’s industrial precincts identified four key issues that impact on 
these precincts: 
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1. 	 There is a shortage of industrial land at a subregional level. The nature of inner-
city industrial lands and the patterns of urban growth limit the ability for these 
precincts to expand. This constrains the ability of inner-city industrial lands to 
meet the future demand for industrial uses. 

2. 	 There is a shortage of local services within Leichhardt. These are services that 
are traditionally found within local industrial estates, are necessarily located to 
service a local community and could not operate if forced to move away from 
this market. 

3. 	 There is a need to provide sufficient floorspace and appropriate built form 
configurations to support emerging uses. Inner city industrial estates must 
retain a degree of agility to facilitate the transition from ‘traditional’ functions 
and to accommodate a range of evolving industries and businesses which 
require industrial precinct characteristics to operate.  

4. 	 Industrial precincts are under threat from other uses. Competition for inner city 
land is placing pressure on industrial precincts to turn over to ‘higher value’ 
uses. While residential development is a persistent threat, industrial lands also 
face a threat from other employment uses that compete for larger floorplates 
and locations but aren’t necessarily defined as ‘industrial’. 

The driving force behind the industrial precinct planning process is the need to 
increase the provision of industrial floorspace so as to reduce or eliminate the 
forecast industrial floorspace deficit. The interim report examines how feasible it is to 
provide this additional floorspace. 

Following analysis of the urban structure and built form of the selected precincts, 
Camperdown, Tebbutt Street/Parramatta Road and Moore Street South, Architectus 
developed principles and subsequently built form options for sites within these 
precincts. Built form options were prepared and feasibility analysis undertaken for 
three sites of varying sizes (small, medium and large) in each of the three precincts. 
Using the initial design options prepared by Architectus as a basis, SGS undertook a 
‘goal seeking’ exercise to determine how the floorspace quantum needed to change 
in each scenario to achieve a financially viable development outcome. Architectus 
subsequently made revisions to the built form options before further feasibility testing 
by SGS. The purpose was not to identify the exact quantum of floorspace required 
to feasibly develop, but to identify patterns that could inform policy 
recommendations. 

The testing process uses three land use scenarios to test what land use and built 
forms could  feasibly deliver an increase in industrial floorspace: 
1. 	 industrial only – additional industrial floorspace for industrial uses only 
2. 	 industrial + commercial – includes some commercial floorspace as a higher 

value land use lever to increase feasibility 
3. 	 industrial + commercial + residential – includes all three land uses as a means 

of further increasing the likelihood of feasibility. 

Application of this sequential testing is important because the introduction of 
alternative land uses to industrial precincts increases the risk of land use conflict and 
potential fragmentation. Notwithstanding, it is recognised that because of the 
relatively low value of industrial floorspace (compared with other uses such as 
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commercial or residential) it is unlikely that an increase in industrial floorspace alone 
could deliver a feasible return. 

Feasibility findings 
The feasibility testing process identified several headline findings: 

	 Industrial development alone will not provide additional industrial
floorspace. The cost of development in all instances was above the revenues 
generated by industrial floorspace rents. This is because even though 
development costs are low relative to those of more complicated (or taller) 
buildings, industrial uses are rarely high-value and therefore cannot afford high 
rents. This is exacerbated when land acquisition costs are factored in.  

	 The addition of commercial floorspace can return a feasible result. Adding 
commercial floorspace to the floorspace mix of buildings increases 
development costs and requires taller buildings, however the higher rent per 
square metre can, in some instances, enable a development to cross the 
feasibility threshold. However, this tends to require a significant amount of 
commercial floorspace which is likely to exceed market demand and could 
result in an unfavourable urban design outcome. 

	 Residential is the easiest way to generate additional industrial floorspace. 
Residential returns the highest land values on a per square metre basis and it 
is therefore the most efficient at returning a feasible result. It also does not 
necessarily require a significant proportion of total Gross Floor Area (GFA). In 
most cases, the introduction of residential floorspace resulted is a feasible 
outcome for development. 

	 Lot size does not appear to matter. In the scenarios and sites tested, there 
does not appear to be a pattern where lot size provides a better or worse 
feasibility result. 

Multi-Criteria Analysis 
To inform recommendations for the future planning of Leichhardt’s industrial 
precincts, SGS prepared a Multi-Criteria Analysis (MCA) framework through which 
the different development options were assessed. This framework brings together 
the findings of feasibility modelling, urban design assessment and policy/strategy 
assessment. The purpose of the MCA is to determine which option most 
appropriately addresses the LGA’s forecast industrial floorspace supply deficit and 
protects the industrial precincts. 

The MCA tests each option against the following criteria:  
 Feasibility ratio  
 Total floor space demand 
 Depth within the likely target market segment  
 Impact on the role and function of the precinct  
 Impact on the surrounding precinct and broader economy  
 Urban design considerations 

Each criteria was given a positive, negative or neutral score to determine whether, 
on balance, the tested land use mix is of benefit to the LGA.  

Policy Council Meeting 08 March 2016 	 ITEM 2.4 



 

     

 

 
  

   

 
  

  
 

 

  

 

 
 

   
 
 

  
  

 

  
 

 

 
 

  
 

 
 

  

  
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
  

  
 

 

 
  

 
 

 

  
  

 

  
 

 
   

 
 
 

   
 

  
 

 

   
 

Page 202 

Each option was then assessed against the primary objectives of protecting existing 
industrial land and providing additional industrial floorspace. The outcomes from this 
analysis are summarised in the SGS table below: 

Options Positives Negatives 
Industrial only  Increase in industrial floorspace 

within the precinct supports 
existing industrial function. 

 Additional industrial floorspace will 
provide support for the local 
population and businesses served 
by the industrial tenants. 

 Additional floorspace is likely to 
increase the volume of traffic and 
impact on the local road network.  

 For the development of additional 
floorspace to be feasible, the rent per 
square metre has to increase. 
Increased rents will put pressure on 
the more traditional existing industrial 
businesses. 

Industrial and  Increasing commercial floorspace  Potential for cannibalisation of other 
commercial  will provide an opportunity for a 

range of different commercial 
types including creative, health 
services and CBD fringe office 
space. 

 Supplying commercial floorspace 
will reduce the commercial 
floorspace deficit (88,283 sqm) for 
the LGA. 

 The demand for commercial 
floorspace is aligned with 
population and employment 
growth. 

 Commercial floorspace is less 
conflicting with industrial activity 
especially where precincts already 
have a mix of commercial and 
industrial activity (e.g. 
Camperdown)  

 There is the potential to attract 
new tenants to the Camperdown 
precinct given proximity to Sydney 
University and RPA.  

commercial centres e.g. Norton 
Street. 

 Likely to give rise to increased parking 
and accessibility problems.  

 High increase in commercial rents. 
 The introduction of commercial 

floorspace has the potential to change 
the industrial sense of address in the 
precincts – jeopardising the continued 
operation of industrial business as 
well as the attraction of new industrial 
activity. 

 Feasible development requires 
significant commercial floorspace 
which will fundamentally reshape the 
precinct.  

Industrial,  Introducing residential floorspace  Integrating three land use types on 
commercial and will contribute to the overall supply one site will be likely to generate land 
residential  of housing 

 There is market demand for 
residential floorspace in the LGA. 
There is an opportunity to provide 
affordable housing and housing for 
key workers in these precincts. 

 Council can benefit from Section 
94 contributions and add value to 
the surrounding area.  

use conflicts. 
 Introducing residential land uses will 

create long term implications as 
residential is a competing land use 
and potentially dominate the site and 
push industrial uses out of the 
precinct.  

 Pressure on social infrastructure and 
local services with an increasing 
residential and business population.  

 If residential is developed in the core 
of a site, it will be especially harmful 
to the function of the precinct. 
Residential needs to be developed on 
the periphery.  

 Introducing residential to industrial 
precincts sets a precedent for the 
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development
precincts. 

in other industrial 

Based on the precinct profiling, feasibility analysis and MCA process, a number of 
potential outcomes may be available to Council for planning industrial and 
employment land. These outcomes have been considered both in terms of their 
ability to deliver additional industrial floorspace and the risks that might arise from 
particular policy actions for individual precincts or for the overall supply of industrial 
floorspace in the local government area. 

SGS assessed the above industrial, industrial/commercial, and the 
industrial/commercial/residential options against the following categories of policy 
risk: 

 Low risk - Likely to be suitable for the LGA 
 Medium risk - Careful consideration of policy benefits and dis-benefits 

required. 
 High risk - Highly likely to fundamentally and adversely impact future industrial 

floorspace supply. 

Overall SGS conclude that industrial development alone will not facilitate the 
provision of increased industrial floorspace supply as the cost of development 
outweighs the revenues received. As a consequence, other land uses are required to 
improve the feasibility aspect. 

The potential integration of commercial and/or residential elements in new 
developments as levers to increase industrial floorspace supply present a number of 
risks. The volume of commercial floorspace required to cross the feasibility threshold 
is likely to fundamentally alter the function of an industrial precinct and shift the 
commercial gravity of the local government area away from existing commercial 
centres such as Norton Street. 

The introduction of residential development brings with it extremely high risks of 
precinct fragmentation and land use conflicts that will significantly limit the ongoing 
function of the precinct. The extreme end of this scenario is that within a relatively 
short period of time, the pressure of residential would lead to the complete loss of 
industrial precincts. 

With this in mind SGS have recommended two potential options for industrial 
precincts in the local government area and their possible implications the 
Camperdown and Tebbutt Street industrial precincts. These recommendations 
address the risks inherent in retaining the industrial zoning or of any potential 
rezoning within industrial precincts. Both options will require further consideration in 
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the completion of the Industrial Precinct Planning Project, but in the interim they 
provide a strong rationale for sound employment and industrial land planning that 
reflects the policy direction of the completed Parramatta Road / Norton Street 
Strategic Sites, Centres and Corridors Project studies. More particularly these 
options provide Council with a policy platform to influence how UrbanGrowth NSW 
formulates the next more detailed stage of the development of the Draft Parramatta 
Road Urban Transformation Strategy. 

The two SGS options are explained in detail below: 
(Please note: 1. the maps in the following options are SGS indicative illustrations of 
possible zonings that will require further consideration in the completion of the Final 
Industrial Precinct Planning Project for the entire local government area; 2. SGS's 
options refer to a number of business land use zones and the following definitions of 
these zones are useful in envisaging what types of land use they can incorporate 

B4 Mixed Use 
This zone is generally used where a wide range of land uses are to be encouraged, 
including commercial, residential, tourist and visitor and community uses. The 
residential development component in this zone can form an important element in 
revitalising and sustaining the area, and increasing housing diversity close to 
Commercial Cores and major transport routes.  

B5 Business Development 
This zone is to provide for business, warehouse and bulky goods retail uses that 
require a large floor area, in locations that are close to, and that support the viability 
of, centres. This zone provides for employment generating uses such as 
‘warehouses or distribution centres,’ ‘bulky goods premises,’ ‘hardware and building 
supplies,’ ‘landscaping material supplies’ and ‘garden centres.’ 
The zone may be applied to areas that are located close to existing or proposed 
centres, and which will support (and not detract from) the viability of those centres.  

B6 Enterprise Corridor 
The zone is generally intended to be applied to land where commercial or industrial 
development is to be encouraged along main roads such as those identified by the 
metropolitan, regional and subregional strategies. The zone provides for uses such 
as ‘business premises,’ ‘hotel or motel accommodation’, ‘light industries,’ ‘hardware 
and building supplies,’ ‘garden centres’ and ‘warehouse or distribution centres.’ 
Retail activity needs to be limited to ensure that Enterprise Corridors do not detract 
from the activity centre hierarchy. Residential accommodation can be prohibited or 
permitted with consent as part of mixed use development. 

Option 1: Business as usual approach 
This option assumes that the risk of precinct fragmentation and land use conflict that 
could come with additional uses is too great to entertain and would involve no 
change to the zoning in the local government area's IN2 zoned precincts. 
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1: Protection 
Strategy 1 : Retain industrial (IN2) categorisation in majority of industrial 

i ACTION 
1.1 

Retain IN2 zoning and continue to protect from re-zoning for the 
following precincts: 

Balmain East 
Balmain Road 
Lilyfield Road 
Marion Street 
Moore Street North 
Terry Street 
White Bay 
Camperdown 
Moore Street South 
Tebbutt Street 
Lords Road 

Rationale The Industrial Land Use Study (2014) identified a shortage of 
industrial floorspace in the LGA by 2036. The retention of all IN2-
zoned land and active protection of it against future development or 
adjacent development that may lead to land-use conflicts will not 
increase industrial floorspace. However, it is the best way to ensure 
that there is no continual erosion of remaining stock. 

2: Strengthening of industrial character 
Strategy 2 : Differentiate between industrial uses in the LGA 
ACTION 
2.1 

Introduce IN1 zoning into LEP land use classifications.  

Rationale There are subtle differences in the role of Leichhardt’s industrial 
precincts and many of the precincts are small clusters of industrial 
units which fit into the IN2 category. 
There are some precincts, however, that due to their size and role, 
are more ‘traditional’ industrial precincts. The introduction of an IN1 
categorisation would add weight to the precincts that have such a 
zoning. This would send a clear message of intent regarding these 
precincts. 

ACTION 
2.2 

Rezone Moore Street South industrial precinct to IN1  

Rationale Moore Street South is Leichhardt’s largest ‘traditional’ industrial 
precinct with regards to role and function. A re-zoning to IN1 would 
signal that this precinct is not one to consider peripheral industrial 
uses and will not be a location for alternative uses such as 
commercial or residential. 
Although feasibility testing suggested that in some instances, the 
introduction of commercial and/or residential could deliver an 
increase in floorspace, the possible loss of this precinct due to 
land-use conflicts is too great to contemplate seeking a marginal 
increase in floorspace. 

Option 2: Step change approach  

Policy Council Meeting 08 March 2016 ITEM 2.4 



 

     

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Page 206 

Option 2 – a ‘Step Change Approach’ assumes the following scenario: 

a) Pressure from the State Government to redevelop the Parramatta Road 
Corridor requires Council to take a lead in considering alternative land use 
arrangements; OR 

b) Council wishes to consider options that may deliver additional floorspace. 

This would be mutually exclusive to Option 1 Action 1 and would reconceive the 
future roles of the Council’s major industrial precincts for new forms of industry and 
business. 

The following recommendations envisage how Camperdown and Tebbutt Street 
precincts may function as new non-traditional industrial precincts. 

1: Vision for Camperdown precinct 
Camperdown’s location in relation to the CBD and other neighbouring institutions 
such as the University of Sydney and Royal Prince Alfred Hospital means it is well 
positioned to accommodate supporting industries. The Camperdown precinct could 
accommodate higher-value industrial and commercial users that support the 
operations of nearby institutions and businesses operating in the CBD. Leichhardt 
Council's Employment and Economic Development Plan encourages creative 
industries and with an identity that supports physical production in partnership with 
aligned commercial interests, Camperdown could attract these types of use. 

2: Vision for Tebbutt Street Precinct 
Tebbutt Street’s identification as a centre in the Parramatta Road Urban 
Transformation Strategy and its location near to the Taverners Hill Light Rail station 
make it a logical place for mixed use development. A residential component, with a 
mix of business and industrial uses could enable a range of land uses to co-exist 
with minimal conflict. Each of these would benefit from the precinct’s location and 
transport access. 
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3: Step-change in key precincts 
Strategy 3 : Make amendments to standard instrument LEP and 
Development Control Plan  
ACTION 
3.1 

Introduce B6 (Enterprise Corridor) zoning into LEP land-use 
classifications 

Rationale Leichhardt currently has four Business use-class zones identified in 
its LEP. The introduction of B6 (Enterprise Corridor) will enable 
Council to provide a more nuanced set of business-oriented 
centres. 

B6 (Enterprise Corridor) provides Council with an additional 
business zoning that aligns with a number of the uses currently 
found within the IN2 zoning. This provides Council with a more 
refined set of zoning classifications to address future land-use 
pressures, particularly along the Parramatta Road corridor. 

ACTION 
3.2 

Introduce B5 (Business Development) zoning into LEP land-use 
classifications and include ‘Residential Accommodation’ as a use 
permitted with consent. 

Rationale Allowing some residential development within business zones will 
encourage a mix of uses where it is applied. It will also assist with 
the feasibility equation of new developments where this use is 
being encouraged.  

Unlike B4 (Mixed Use), which usually has residential providing a 
significant proportion of floorspace in developments, the intent with 
this amendment is to retain the predominant land use as business-
focus. 

ACTION 
3.3 

Provide additional direction with regards to floorspace proportions 
for B5 (Business Development) zoning in Development Control 
Plan. This would limit the total amount of residential GFA to 
approximately 20% of total GFA for individual development within a 
B5 zone. 

Rationale To ensure that residential does not dominate the development and 
alter the intent of the precinct, additional directions to limit 
floorspace to a minimal proportion can provide design guidance to 
developers to articulate how and why this proportional cap is 
required. 
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Strategy 4 : Position Camperdown as a mixed business precinct aligned 
with surrounding industries 

ACTION 
4.1 

Re-zone the identified area to B5 (Business Development). This 
assumes that the inclusion of residential is permitted in the B5 zone. 

Rationale The Camperdown Precinct’s location in relation to the CBD and other 
neighbouring institutions such as the University of Sydney and Royal 
Prince Alfred Hospital means it is well positioned to accommodate 
supporting industries. A B5 zone would permit a more commercial 
focus while retaining much of the existing industrial uses.  
The introduction of capped residential development would act as a 
lever to increase industrial and commercial floorspace. 

A B5 zone on the precinct’s periphery will capture much of the 
existing land use profiles such as Bulky Goods Retail that current line 
Parramatta Road. 
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ACTION 
4.3 

Retain existing IN2 zone in identified area (below). 

Rationale It is important to protect the industrial core of the precinct to continue 
to accommodate the range of light industrial users that require the 
close-to-CBD position of the precinct. It will also help to retain the 
overall intention of the precinct. 

ACTION 
4.4 

Rationale 

Set a clear vision for the future industry identity of the Camperdown 
Precinct 

In order for the strategic intent of any changes to Camperdown being 
made clear, a statement in the DCP that outlines what type of precinct 
Camperdown will be should be made. This can build off the statement 
in this section about what the intention for Camperdown’s proposed 
rezoning is. 
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Strategy 5 : Be proactive in aligning Tebbutt Street with the future of the 
Parramatta Road Strategy 

ACTION 
5.1 

Re-zone eastern edge of Tebbutt Street to B4 (Mixed Use) north 
of Number 5 Tebbutt Street (see map) 

Rationale The intention of UrbanGrowthNSW to redevelop this precinct as 
part of the Parramatta Road Urban Transformation Strategy puts 
pressure on Tebbutt Street to remain as an industrial precinct. 
This stretch already has a B4 zone to its east and its location near 
the Taverners Hill Light Rail Station makes it suitable for 
residential. 

This approach also demonstrates a proactive approach by council 
to work with UrbanGrowth NSW and may help to protect more of 
the industrial precinct than otherwise would have. 

ACTION 
5.2 

Re-zone IN2 zoned land in precinct between Tebbutt Street and 
Hathern Street and between Flood Street and Elswick Street to 
B6 (Enterprise Corridor). 

Rationale A B6 zoning aligns with much of the current use along Parramatta 
Road and still retains opportunity for some industrial uses. It does 
provide a more commercial opportunity to support any future 
residential development in the area.  

ACTION Retain IN2 zoning between Flood Street and Upward Street. 
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5.3 

Rationale This part of the precinct retains a cluster of larger lots that centre 
on the newly built Best and Less distribution facility. Given that 
Best and Less has committed to the precinct, it suggests that this 
warehousing and supply chain role is still relevant in this location.  

Urban Form 
Architectus will complete their urban design report to contribute to the Final Industrial 
Planning Precinct Project study after Council have considered this report, however 
extracts from their ongoing design work to inform the SGS feasibility testing so far 
are provided in Attachment 2: Architectus Interim Indicative Structure Plans and 
Urban Form Illustrations.  

These illustrations include indicative structure plans and possible built forms that 
were provided to SGS for testing for each of the SGS Options for Camperdown and 
Tebbutt Street; international examples of non-traditional industrial precincts and 
developments; and images of recent high-tech, medical research and educational 
redevelopments including some incorporating heritage items in and around the Royal 
Prince Alfred and University of Sydney precinct. 

Save Lewisham Group Strategy 
In December 2015 Council resolved (C608/15) in relation to Council's submission to 
Urban GrowthNSW on the Draft Parramatta Road Transformation Strategy that: 
"Officers collaborate with the Save Lewisham Group to analyse the alternative 
proposals they have developed and report back to the February 2016 Policy Council 
Meeting on how they relate to Council’s submission." 

Council officers met with representatives of the Save Lewisham Group to discuss 
their alternative strategy (Attachment 3). In summary their strategy proposes to: 
 Protect the existing low density residential areas north and south of Parramatta 

Road by only rezoning the industrial and commercial properties along Parramatta 
Road 

 Allow a higher built form on the north side of Parramatta Road (up to 12 storeys 
and stepping down to 6 storeys) 

 Require a lower built form on the southern side of Parramatta Road (4-6 storey 
and stepping down to 3 storeys) to minimise overshadowing 

 Extend the Taverners Hill Precinct west of the light rail (Ashfield Council) 
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	 It also envisages a new signalised intersection to align Old Canterbury Road with 
Tebbutt Street to allow north - south traffic movement to bypass Brown Street. 
This would provide an opportunity for the Brown Street overpass to become a 
pedestrian/cycle link with direct access to the Light Rail Station. 

Taking into consideration recent approvals they have calculated their strategy will 
deliver the Urban Growth Target of 3064 dwellings by 2050. 

Relationship with the Draft Parramatta Road Urban Transformation Strategy 
The table after the Summary / Conclusions includes relevant recommendations from 
Council’s submission to UrbanGrowth NSW on the Draft Parramatta Road Urban 
Transformation Strategy (DPRUTS) and how they broadly relate to the findings of 
the Industrial Precinct Planning interim report.  

Summary / Conclusions  

Given the complex and local government area wide nature of the Industrial Precinct 
Planning Project, the coordination required between the two consultant firms (SGS 
and Architectus) and the multiple other studies they have been simultaneously 
undertaking for Council, completion of the Project by Council's March Policy meeting 
was not possible. 

SGS have prepared the interim report (Attachment 1) to enable Council to present a 
more informed position to UrbanGrowth NSW. It is envisaged that a final report will 
be presented to Council for endorsement in the near future. The final report will 
include recommendations for the planning of all the industrial precincts in the 
Leichhardt local government area and for the review of the Leichhardt Local 
Environmental Plan 2013 and Leichhardt Development Control Plan 2013. 

In summary SGS suggest that Council has two options: 

	 Option 1: Business as usual - retain IN2 zoning of all the area's industrial 
precincts and consider rezoning Moore Street to IN1 with IN1 land use 
classifications in some other IN2 precincts in order to attempt to prevent 
continuing erosion of the remaining stock of industrial land. 

	 Option 2: Step change approach - to respond tactically to ongoing pressure 
from State government to redevelop Parramatta Road corridor and /or to allow 
Council to consider possible ways of delivering additional industrial, non
traditional industrial and other forms of employment development in the key 
Camperdown and Tebbutt Street precincts. 

These recommendations address the risks inherent in retaining the industrial zoning 
or of any potential rezoning within industrial precincts. Both options will require 
further consideration in the completion of the Industrial Precinct Planning Project, but 
in the interim they provide a strong rationale for sound employment and industrial 
land planning that reflects the policy direction of the completed Parramatta Road / 
Norton Street Strategic Sites, Centres and Corridors Project studies. More 
particularly these options provide Council with a policy platform to influence how 
UrbanGrowth NSW formulates the next more detailed stage of the development of 
the Draft Parramatta Road Urban Transformation Strategy. 
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Consequently it is recommended that Council: 
1. Endorse the approach of the Industrial Precinct Planning interim report as the 

basis for the completion of the Industrial Precinct Planning Project for the 
Leichhardt local government area; and 

2. Forward a copy of the Industrial Precinct Planning interim report to UrbanGrowth 
NSW for consideration in the preparation of the Parramatta Road Urban 
Transformation Strategy. 

Next Steps 

Subject to the endorsement of the Industrial Precinct Planning interim report and 
presentation of the Final Industrial Precinct Planning Project report to Council in May 
2016 the following steps will be taken to progress Council's approach to the planning 
the local government area's industrial precincts: 

	 Confirmation of final planning objectives and principles through community and 
stakeholder engagement. 

 Report community engagement outcomes to Council. 
 Application of Council endorsed objectives and principles to the review of 

Leichhardt Local Environmental Plan 2013 and Leichhardt Development Control 
Plan 2013. 

	 Preparation of draft Leichhardt Local Environmental Plan (LEP ) 2013 and 
Leichhardt Development Control Plan 2013 amendments and presentation of 
these to Council for endorsement to submit a draft LEP Amendment Planning 
Proposal for Gateway Determination. 

	 Report Gateway Determination to Council and subject to Gateway approval 
proceed to public exhibition of Planning Proposal and associated DCP Draft 
Amendments. 

	 Report public exhibition submission to Council and proceed to publication for the 
LEP and DCP Amendments. 
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Issue Initial Council recommendation Study findings 
Land use – Employment and 
economic activity 

11. Council does not support the loss of IN2 
zoned lands in accordance with the 
recommendations of the Leichhardt 
Industrial Lands Study.  

12. Council requests that UrbanGrowth NSW 
review the Leichhardt Industrial Lands 
Study (Parts 1 and 2) and undertake 
discussions with Leichhardt Council 
regarding the findings and 
recommendations. 

The findings of the interim report acknowledge 
this position. The loss of industrial zoned land or 
the introduction of additional land uses would 
jeopardise the industrial precincts and their 
ability to adequately provide for the future 
population of the LGA, which is likely to increase 
substantially as a result of major urban renewal 
projects proposed in the vicinity. 

The interim report shows that there is a need to 
provide additional industrial floorspace within 
Leichhardt to meet the LGA’s future demands, 
however industrial development alone will not 
facilitate this and other land uses are required to 
improve the feasibility aspect. Accordingly, 
consideration must be given to the risks 
associated with seeking this additional 
floorspace and whether they outweigh the 
reward. 

Introducing commercial and/or residential as 
levers to increase industrial floorspace supply 
presents a number of risks. The volume of 
commercial floorspace required to cross the 
feasibility threshold is likely to fundamentally 
alter the function of the precinct and shift the 
commercial gravity of the LGA away from its 
identified commercial centres such as Norton 
Street. The introduction of residential 
development brings with it extremely high risks 
of precinct fragmentation and land use conflicts 
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that will significantly limit the ongoing function of 
a precinct. 

The report concludes that the risk/reward 
equation is clear. Although the aspiration of 
increasing industrial supply is supported and 
founded in and strong evidence base, the 
implications for delivering on this objective is that 
it may perversely lead to a significant reduction 
of industrial floorspace over the medium-to-long 
term. 

Mixed use in the Taverners 
Hill Precinct is unlikely to 
support existing industrial uses 

14. Council recommends that the IN2 
Industrial zone be retained in Taverners 
Hill Precinct. Council notes that any 
introduction of Mixed Use would include 
a Residential component which would not 
be compatible with the IN2 land use. 
Council’s Industrial Lands Study (Part 1) 
recommends that there be no further loss 
of industrial land in the LGA and that 
Council finds locations to increase 
floorspace zoned for IN2. Further 
rezoning of land to B4 Mixed Use is 
therefore not supported in this location. 

17. Council recommends that the IN2 zoning 
in Taverners Hill be protected and 
retained, with additional permissible uses 
in the zone. 
 Council’s consultants are currently 

testing land use options for sites in 

On two of the sites tested in the Tebbutt 
Street/Parramatta Road precinct, none of the 
development scenarios returned a feasible 
result. On the remaining site, only Option 3 
(industrial + commercial + residential) proved to 
be feasible. 

The interim report states that the introduction of 
residential accommodation would negatively 
affect the positioning of the precinct as an 
industrial area. Furthermore, it identifies the 
following potential issues with the introduction of 
residential and commercial floorspace to the 
precinct: 
- the positioning of the precinct as an 

industrial area would be negatively affected, 
with commercial and/or residential uses 
potentially redefining the precinct. With 
regard to the introduction of commercial 
uses only, it is acknowledged that the extent 
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the IN2 Zone and Council will provide 
detailed future provisions to 
UrbanGrowth NSW in the first half of 
2016. 

18. 	 Council does not support the loss of IN2 
zoned land in Taverners Hill but if lost 
Council recommends that commercial 
development should be included in any 
mixed use area and include large, flexible 
floorspace to support businesses aligned 
with creative industries and similar 
industries that require non-traditional 
commercial floorspace. 

19. 	Council notes that it needs to make 
provision for an increase in IN2 
floorspace in the LGA and notes that if 
any industrial floorspace is lost in the 
Taverners Hill Precinct that it must be 
made up elsewhere. 

20. Council requests that UrbanGrowth NSW 
consider the Leichhardt Industrial Lands 
Study (Parts 1 and 2) and the Industrial 
Precincts Urban Design Study in detail 
and in consultation with Council and that 
the findings and recommendations be 
used to inform the next iterations of any 
Transformation Strategy for the corridor. 

of redefinition would depend on the types of 
the uses introduced. 

-	 the introduction of land use conflicts arising 
from accessibility issues, noise and amenity. 

-	 an increased number of employees and/or 
residents would adversely impact traffic 
movement in the precinct, particularly at 
peak times. 

-	 increased public transport demand 
associated with additional residents and 
workers. 

-	 accessibility and parking issues given the 
small size of lots in the precinct. 

-	 additional demand for services that support 
the local population such as social 
infrastructure and retail services and to a 
lesser extent, industrial services. 

-	 competition with established commercial 
areas. Given the proximity to Norton Street, 
significant commercial activity in the precinct 
may adversely affect commercial attraction 
to Norton Street. The commercial and retail 
study undertaken by SGS identified the 
reactivation of Norton Street as a priority.   

The report recommends that if residential were 
to be located in the precinct, it should be on the 
periphery so as to not impact on the industrial 
core. It is also acknowledged that there may be 
opportunities to provide housing for key workers 
and affordable housing within the precinct.  
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In the development of built form outcomes for 
testing, options comprising two industrial levels 
and between two and four levels of commercial 
and/or residential achieved appropriate urban 
design outcomes on sites within the Tebbutt 
Street/Parramatta Road precinct. Industrial uses 
were designed with a 6m floor to ceiling height to 
accommodate a range of uses and servicing, 
including truck access. Commercial and 
residential floorplates were both designed with a 
3.6m floor to ceiling height. A two storey, 12m 
street wall was recommended to ensure 
retention of the existing character of the precinct. 

In summary SGS have concluded so far that the 
local government area's projected industrial land 
supply deficit cannot be addressed through new 
industrial development alone and that therefore 
Council has two options: 

	 Option 1: Business as usual - retain IN2 
zoning of all the area's industrial precincts 
and consider rezoning Moore Street to 
IN1 with IN1 land use classifications in 
some other IN2 precincts in order to 
attempt to prevent continuing erosion of 
the remaining stock of industrial land. 

	 Option 2 : Step change approach - to 
respond tactically to ongoing pressure 
from State government to redevelop 
Parramatta Road corridor and /or to allow 
Council to consider possible ways of 
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delivering additional industrial, non
traditional and other forms of employment 
development in the key Camperdown and 
Tebbutt Street precincts. 

Both options will require further consideration in 
the completion of the Industrial Precinct 
Planning Project, but in the interim they provide 
a strong rationale for sound employment and 
industrial land planning that reflects the policy 
direction of the completed Parramatta Road / 
Norton Street Strategic Sites, Centres and 
Corridors Project studies. 

These options provide Council with a policy 
platform to influence how UrbanGrowth NSW 
formulates the next more detailed stage of the 
development of the Draft Parramatta Road 
Urban Transformation Strategy. 

Camperdown Precinct: The 
strategy makes no allowance 
for industrial use 

32. Council does not support the loss of IN2 
– Industrial land in the Camperdown 
Precinct. The industrial floorspace in the 
Camperdown precinct should be 
protected and retained, with opportunities 
for an increase in floorspace explored 
where possible. The strategic 
importance of the precinct’s current 
function is such that the existing quantum 
of floorspace should be retained and 
protected for continued industrial use. 
Council is undertaking detailed Precinct 

The multi-criteria analysis, which considered the 
findings of the feasibility modelling, urban design 
assessment and policy/strategic direction, has 
determined that there is no ability to increase 
floorspace. Accordingly, the remaining industrial 
area is critical in providing floorspace for local 
population serving industries and backroom 
activities for businesses in the CBD and 
commercial centres. 

As identified by the Industrial Lands Study, the 
Camperdown industrial precinct has locational 
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Planning for Camperdown, including an 
Urban Design Study and further 
feasibility testing. This work should be 
used to inform the future for land use 
zones and FSR in the precinct. 

and operational characteristics that make it 
important to Leichhardt and the broader inner 
Sydney subregion. It is important for this land to 
be protected for essential industries and urban 
services. 

33. Council recommends that this land is 
reserved for industrial uses into the future 
with no decrease in flexibility due to 
residential uses; and to avoid land use 
conflicts. 

In summary SGS have concluded so far that the 
local government area's projected industrial land 
supply deficit cannot be addressed through new 
industrial development alone and that therefore 
Council has two options: 

 Option 1: Business as usual - retain IN2 
zoning of all the area's industrial precincts 
and consider rezoning Moore Street to 
IN1 with IN1 land use classifications in 
some other IN2 precincts in order to 
attempt to prevent continuing erosion of 
the remaining stock of industrial land. 

 Option 2 : Step change approach - to 
respond tactically to ongoing pressure 
from State government to redevelop 
Parramatta Road corridor and /or to allow 
Council to consider possible ways of 
delivering additional industrial, non
traditional and other forms of employment 
development in the key Camperdown and 
Tebbutt Street precincts. 

Both options will require further consideration in 
the completion of the Industrial Precinct 
Planning Project, but in the interim they provide 
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a strong rationale for sound employment and 
industrial land planning that reflects the policy 
direction of the completed Parramatta Road / 
Norton Street Strategic Sites, Centres and 
Corridors Project studies. 

These options provide Council with a policy 
platform to influence how UrbanGrowth NSW 
formulates the next more detailed stage of the 
development of the Draft Parramatta Road 
Urban Transformation Strategy. 

Camperdown Precinct: 
Residential development will 
undermine industrial use 

35. Council does not support the introduction 
of residential development into the 
Camperdown precinct as it will 
undermine the important industrial uses. 
Council is currently undertaking more 
detailed Precinct Planning for 
Camperdown to identify future built form 
and land use scenarios which support its 
ongoing feasibility as Industrial land. It is 
recommended that this work be provided 
to UrbanGrowth NSW to inform its next 
iteration of the DPRUTS. 

The introduction of appropriately scaled 
development comprising industrial, commercial 
and residential floorsapce did not produce a 
feasible outcome on any of the sites tested in 
the Camperdown precinct. 

Of all the scenarios tested across the three 
selected sites in the precinct, the only feasible 
result was development comprising industrial 
and residential on the small (1000m2) site. 

While the industrial precinct planning work 
acknowledges that there would be demand from 
medium to high income households for 
residential development in the Camperdown 
precinct that adapts the existing building stock to 
provide a niche product, it advises that there are 
significant risks associated with the introduction 
of residential development to the precinct. 
These include: 
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- existing tenants being driven out due to 
increased property values and rents. 

- land use conflicts associated with noise, 
access, amenity and operation. 

- increase in traffic volumes placing pressure 
on the road network. 

- increased demand for services that support 
the local population such as social 
infrastructure and retail services and to a 
lesser extent, industrial services.  

- fragmentation of the precinct and impairment 
of its functioning, particularly if residential 
accommodation was provided in the core of 
the precinct. 

- restricting the ability of the precinct to 
accommodate additional industrial floorspace 
in the future.  

- sending a strong signal to existing owners 
and the market that the area is in transition 
away from industrial use or no longer has an 
industrial future. 

Camperdown Precinct 
redevelopment should only be 
considered as a means to 
increasing or reorganising 
industrial floorspace 

36. Council strongly recommends that an 
Industrial only scenario is the preferred 
outcome for the precinct. Council notes 
that if its sequential testing demonstrates 
there is a need for redevelopment in 
order to gain additional industrial 
floorspace, then a floorspace mix of 
industrial and commercial uses is the 
preferred option. This would 
accommodate a range of commercial 

Industrial only scenarios on sites within the 
Camperdown precinct did not produce feasible 
outcomes. 

Similarly, the industrial + commercial option did 
not produce feasible outcomes in the 
Camperdown precinct and would require a 
significant shift in the market value of the 
industrial floorspace or a more than doubling of 
the amount of floorspace, resulting in a 
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uses that support the precinct’s substandard urban design outcome.   
operations and align with council’s 
aspirations to encourage creative 
industries in the area. 

The final step of sequential testing included the 
introduction of residential floorspace, however 
for the reasons outlined above this is considered 

37. Council recommends that residential 
uses should only be considered as a last 
option (due to its ability to fragment 
industrial precincts and create land use 

a high risk option. Notwithstanding, with 
consideration of the urban design outcomes, this 
scenario only produced a feasible result on one 
of the three sites tested. 

conflicts) and that it should only be 
located on the precinct’s edges and 
should not impede the ongoing 
operations of the precinct. More detailed 
site testing must be undertaken prior to 
any decisions in relation to this Precinct. 

While maintaining that there should be no loss of 
industrial floorspace and continued protection of 
the Camperdown industrial precinct, the interim 
report concludes that if there is any flexibility with 
precinct roles, Camperdown is best suited to be 
one that may evolve to encourage new ‘higher 

38. Council notes that the Camperdown 
Precinct is well located to provide 
industrial, employment lands for uses 

value’ industrial tenants, particularly due to its 
proximity to the CBD, RPA and Sydney 
University. 

associated with the growth of industries 
associated with the research and 
production activities of the Royal Prince 
Alfred Hospital and Sydney University, in 
particular in relation to biomedical 
industries. Council recommends that 
further consideration of the strategic 
importance of the Precinct in light of this 
potential growth is imperative. 

Any redevelopment of this nature, which cannot 
be easily tested by the feasibility modelling, 
should consider the built form outcomes 
prepared by Council’s urban design consultants. 
Possible options developed by Architectus for 
the three test sites in the Camperdown industrial 
precinct included two and three industrial levels 
with two to four commercial or residential levels 
above. Industrial uses were designed with a 6m 

39. Council requests that UrbanGrowth NSW 
considers, in detail, the findings and 
recommendations of the Leichhardt 

floor to ceiling height to accommodate a range of 
uses and servicing, including truck access. 
Commercial and residential floorplates were both 
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Industrial Lands Study (Parts 1 and 2) designed with a 3.6m floor to ceiling height. A 
including the finding that the precinct is two storey, 12m street wall was recommended to 
important on a subregional basis and ensure retention of the existing character of the 
should not be rezoned to other uses. precinct. 

SGS's interim options cover both no change and 
tactical step change possible solutions for 
Camperdown that can be used to influence the 
next steps in the UrbanGrowthNSW 
development of the Draft Parramatta Road 
Transformation Strategy. 

Option 2 may create an opportunity to provide 
industrial, employment lands for uses associated 
with the growth of the research and production 
activities of the Royal Prince Alfred Hospital and 
Sydney University, in particular in relation to 
biomedical industries.   

Camperdown Precinct - Retain 
storage facility as part of 
enterprise corridor 

40. Council recommends that the storage 
facilities located in the Camperdown 
Precinct are an important land use which 
supports the population and businesses 
and should not be rezoned. 

Any growth in residential population within the 
locality will see increased demand for storage 
facilities. The importance of this land use in the 
Camperdown precinct is further reinforced by the 
proximity to the CBD and the support role it 
plays for businesses. 

Camperdown precinct: 
Streetscape upgrades should 
not compromise precinct 
operations 

41. Council requests that any streetscape 
improvement works be developed in 
conjunction with Council and that the 
design of the public domain be 
appropriate for an industrial core 
including consideration of the 
requirements of trucks in relation to 

Given the findings of the interim report, Council’s 
position on streetscape improvements in the 
Camperdown precinct should remain 
unchanged. Changes to the public domain 
should not compromise the ability of industrial 
uses to operate. 
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footpath and carriageway widths, 
pedestrian and cycle networks and street 
tree planting. 

Camperdown Precinct: 42. Council does not support the proposed The interim report states that the rezoning of 
Enterprise and business zone Enterprise and Business Zone in the 

Camperdown Precinct as it is unable to 
ascertain from the DPRUTS what the 
permissible land uses would be for the 
proposed Enterprise and Business Zone 
and notes that any additional uses 
permitted in this area (compared to the 
IN2 Zone) are likely to result in light 
industrial and creative uses being forced 
out of the area, and therefore a loss of 
lands available for employment uses and 
essential urban services. 

land within the Camperdown precinct to facilitate 
additional uses would introduce a high risk of 
precinct fragmentation or dilution due to 
conflicting land uses as well as a loss of 
industrial uses priced out due to increased land 
values. 

However SGS's interim options cover both no 
change and tactical step change possible 
solutions for Camperdown that can be used to 
influence the next steps in the 
UrbanGrowthNSW development of the Draft 
Parramatta Road Transformation Strategy. 

Option 2 may create an opportunity to provide 
industrial, employment lands for uses associated 
with the growth of the research and production 
activities of the Royal Prince Alfred Hospital and 
Sydney University, in particular in relation to 
biomedical industries through a partial rezoning 
to B5. 
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Attachments 

Attachment 1: SGS Interim Report Leichhardt Industrial Precinct Planning. 

Attachment 2: Architectus Interim Indicative Structure Plans  And Urban Form 

Illustrations. 

Attachment 3 : Save Lewisham Group Strategy 
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ITEM 2.5 LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT AMENDMENT PHASE 1  


Division General Manager 
Author Manager Legal Services 
Meeting date 8 March 2016 Policy Meeting 

Strategic Plan Key Service 
Area 

Community well-being 
Accessibility 
Place where we live and work 
A sustainable environment 
Business in the community 
Sustainable services and assets 

SUMMARY AND ORGANISATIONAL IMPLICATIONS
 

Purpose of Report To put forward a submission for the Council to the 
Office of Local Government’s request for input to 
the Local Government Act Amendment Phase 1 
Proposals. 

Background  The Office of Local Government has sought input 
from the public generally on proposed 
amendments to the Local Government Act. 

Current Status NIL 
Relationship to existing 
policy 

NIL 

Financial and Resources 
Implications 

This proposal is consistent with the recent s23A 
Guidelines issued by the OLG in relation to 
financial expenditure. 

Recommendation That the draft submission to the OLG be indorsed. 
Notifications NIL 
Attachments Draft submission to OLG 
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Purpose of Report 

The Office of Local Government has sought input from the community, including 
Councils to its Local Government Act Amendment Phase 1 Review.   

Recommendation 

That the draft submission attached to this report be endorsed by Council. 

Background 

By Office of Local Government Circular (OLG) 16-01 dated 8 January 2016, the 
State Government has sought comment on proposed changes to the Local 
Government Act 1993 (Act). 

Following a Councillor briefing on this subject held Tuesday 16 February 2016, the 
Councillors present indicated a wish that Council make a submission. A draft 
submission in line with comments made by Senior Staff and Councillors is attached. 

Report 

The OLG has prepared an online survey to allow comment on the proposed 
amendments to the Local Government Act. The survey takes the form of 37 
questions in the form “do you support ... [a particular named measure noted in the 
document entitled Towards New Local Government Legislation Explanatory Paper: 
proposed Phase 1 amendments (Paper) from the OLG dated 2015] which may only 
be answered “Yes”; “No” or “Neutral”.  There is also a box allowing up to 200 words 
comment for each of the 37 measures. 

Councillors indicated a reluctance to provide feedback in such a limited form. 

The Paper itself which is the basis of the amendments is in some ways little more 
than a “cut and paste”.  Rather than set out reforms itself the Paper simply sets out 
suggestions made by two previous reviews: the Independent Local Government 
Review Panel prepared in October 2013 (Panel); and the Local Government Acts 
Taskforce of 16 October 2013 (Taskforce). 

In this regard the Paper does little more than recite the previous work from 3 years 
ago and reiterates the proposed amendments as little more than suggestions.  The 
real work will come when the aspirations of the 37 questions are turned into 
meaningful amendments as either changes to the current Act or entirely new 
sections where appropriate. 

Further, the proposed amendments to the Act are presented in the form of 
“aspirational” statements, rather than as draft legislation.  Some sections, such as 
amendments to sections 7 and 8 of the Act, may lend themselves to these types of 
statements. Other proposed amendments will require stakeholders to consider the 
actual terms of the draft legislation.  
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Councillors indicated concern with a survey where one might indicate a positive 
response to the proposal in circumstances where the actual wording might well result 
in Council recoiling from the proposal.   

The draft submission is in the normal manner of a written proposal without ticking a 
yes/no box. 

This proposal is consistent with the recent s23A Guidelines issued by the OLG in 
relation to financial expenditure 

Summary/Conclusions 

That the draft submission attached to this report be endorsed by Council. 

Attachments 

1. Draft submission (This attachment will be circulated once finalised) 
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SECTION 3 – OTHER REPORTS 
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ITEM 3.1 ANNANDALE CONSERVATION AREA EXTENSION  


Division Environment and Community Management 
Author Senior Strategic Planner 
Meeting date 8 March 2016 Policy Meeting 

Strategic Plan Key Service 
Area 

Accessibility 
A sustainable environment 

SUMMARY AND ORGANISATIONAL IMPLICATIONS
 

Purpose of Report To provide Council with an update on the review 
of the Godden Mackay Logan Heritage Review 
Stage 2 (2004) and identify actions required to 
extend the Annandale Conservation Area (C1). 

Background  At the September 2015 Ordinary Meeting Council 
resolved that a review of the 2004 Godden McKay 
Logan Heritage Review Stage 2 be undertaken to 
identify actions required to extend Annandale 
Conservation Area. 

Current Status Response to C458/15 
Relationship to existing Any change recommended to a Leichhardt 
policy Council Conservation Area would require a 

Planning Proposal to amend Leichhardt Local 
Environmental Plan (LEP) 2013. 

Financial and Resources 
Implications 

Potential cost of heritage study. This proposal is 
consistent with the recent s23A Guidelines issued 
by the OLG in relation to financial expenditure. 

Recommendation That: 
1. This report be tabled at the May 2016 

Heritage Committee meeting for 
discussion. 

2. Council undertake the review of relevant 
properties which lie outside Annandale 
Conservation Area and which are 
identified in Figure 2 to determine whether 
a Planning Proposal is required to amend 
Leichhardt LEP 2013 and extend the 
Area; 

3. The findings of the strategic planning 
review reported to the June 2016 Policy 
meeting with a recommendation on 
whether a draft Planning Proposal to 
extend the Area and amend Leichhardt 
Local Environmental Plan 2013 would be 
justified on heritage grounds. 

Notifications NIL 
Attachments 1. List of development applications and approved 

works in areas in Annandale outside the current 
Conservation Area since 2004 
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Purpose of Report 

To provide Council with an update on the review of the Godden Mackay Logan 
Heritage Review Stage 2 (2004) and identify actions required to extend Annandale 
Conservation Area (C1). 

Recommendation 

That: 

1. 	 This report be tabled at the May 2016 Heritage Committee meeting for 
discussion. 

2. 	Council undertake the review of relevant properties which lie outside 
Annandale Conservation Area and which are identified in Figure 2 to 
determine whether a Planning Proposal is required to amend Leichhardt LEP 
2013 and extend the Area; 

3. 	 The findings of the strategic planning review reported to the June 2016 
Policy meeting with a recommendation on whether a draft Planning Proposal 
to extend the Area and amend Leichhardt Local Environmental Plan 2013 
would be justified on heritage grounds. 

Background 

At the September 2015 Ordinary Meeting Council resolved (C458/15) the following: 

1. 	 That a review of the 2004 Godden McKay Logan Heritage Review: 
Stage 2 be undertaken by Council’s Strategic Planning team to identify steps 
required to implement an alteration to the boundary of the Annandale Heritage 
Conservation Area; 

2. A report be brought back to the March 2016 Policy meeting to provide Council 
with an update in relation to the review; and 

3. That the report also be tabled at the Heritage Committee for discussion. 
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Figure 1: Annandale Conservation Area 

The matter was raised as Council was made aware of a complying development 
certificate being issued by a private certifier to demolish all existing structures at 307 
Nelson Street, Annandale. The concern discussed was that the property and 
adjoining properties on the eastern side of Nelson Street can be demolished under 
the State Environmental Planning Policy (SEPP) Exempt and Complying Codes 
because they sit just outside the Annandale Heritage Conservation Area (C1) listed 
and mapped in Leichhardt Local Environmental Plan 2013. 

Annandale Heritage Conservation Area currently covers the majority of the suburb, 
with some properties along the western and eastern boundaries within close 
proximity of Whites Creek and Johnston Creek being excluded. 

Report 

Analysis and recommendations of Leichhardt Heritage Review: Stage 2 (Jan 2004) 

In 2003 heritage consultants Godden Mackay Logan were commissioned by Council 
to complete stage two of Council’s Heritage Review. 

The intended outcomes of the study were as follows: 

 Review of conservation areas to include a ‘Statement of Significance’ and list 
‘Key Values’ for each area; 

 Review of existing conservation area boundaries; 
 Identification of thresholds/benchmarks for the subsequent assessment of 

contributory buildings/values by Council; and 
 Review of the Local Environmental Plan (LEP) provisions relating to heritage 

and the structure/framework of the DCP. 
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This study was completed and provided to Council in January 2004. 

The study emphasised that the approach of Council’s Residential Development 
Control Plan (DCP) at the time was towards providing advice about new 
development and recommended that the guidelines focus on ensuring that the 
existing fabric within conservation areas should be retained as much as possible with 
minimal change. This included a recommendation that additional protections for 
small attached and semi attached houses be incorporated into the DCP. 

The study also noted a number of ongoing management concerns with the major 
one being the inappropriate alterations, the demolition of contributory items within 
conservation areas and the general demolition of structures within these areas 
detrimentally affecting the significance of the Area. 

With regard to Annandale the study recommended that the existing Annandale 
Conservation Area boundaries be increased slightly to include the whole suburb from 
Whites Creek to Johnston Creek. The study highlighted that the suburb of Annandale 
was largely laid out and formed as a single entity and therefore needed to be 
managed as a whole. 

The study recommendations were endorsed by Council and incorporated into a draft 
LEP amendment to extend a number of the existing conservation areas. This draft 
amendment was publicly exhibited and forwarded to the Department of Planning.  

In the interim the NSW Government and Department had prepared the Standard 
Instrument LEP program requiring all NSW Councils to redraft their LEPs using the 
common format and content required by the standard LEP template. The 
Department required the proposed amendment to be put on hold until Leichhardt 
Council could prove that what would become Leichhardt LEP 2013 could meet all 
obligations and requirements with regard to residential dwelling targets and jobs 
provision required by the Inner West Subregional Plan. 

Progressing extension of Annandale Conservation Area 

Any extension of the heritage conservation areas within Leichhardt Municipality listed 
in Schedule 5 (Environmental Heritage) of LEP 2013 would require an LEP 
amendment. 

The Planning Proposal to facilitate this LEP amendment would need to be prepared 
in accordance with the Department’s published guidelines included stated objectives, 
intended outcomes, detailed justification for the proposed change and public 
consultation in accordance with Council / Department of Planning requirements. 

Stage 2 of the Leichhardt Heritage Review prepared by Godden Mackay Logan 
recommended that the Annandale Conservation Area be extended to cover the 
entire suburb between the two creeks is now over 12 years old. Forwarding the study 
as the primary justification for the planning proposal and LEP amendment is an 
option however it is possible that development and approved works since January 
2004 may potentially have resulted in a built form for those areas outside the 
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Conservation Area which is no longer consistent with the Godden Mackay Logan 
Statement of Significance for the Area.    

To determine the extent of the change a list has been compiled of all development 
applications in parts of Annandale not included within Annandale Conservation Area 
(C1) since January 2004 (see Attachment 1). This list includes development 
applications for all external works on relevant properties, but does not include 
modifications to existing consents or applications on heritage items which have their 
own site specific protections. 

A full re-assessment would need to be undertaken to determine whether the 
development undertaken and approved is likely to have compromised the suitability 
of those areas for inclusion within Annandale Conservation Area. The full re
assessment would include approximately 300 properties.    

Part of this re-assessment has already been completed by Council’s heritage 
consultants, NBRS, carrying out the heritage assessment of the Parramatta Road 
corridor as part of its Strategic Sites and Corridors work (see Figure 2). This study 
will be presented to the March 2016 Policy Council meeting. The area covered by 
this study includes the southern and eastern parts of the original proposed extension 
to the Annandale Conservation so the heritage value of all the properties in these 
localities has been updated. These 90 properties are located along: 

 the southern side of Albion Street; 
 the eastern side of Susan Street; and 
 the eastern side of Taylor Street. 

Figure 2: Areas reviewed by NBRS as part of the Strategic Sites and Corridors project 
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This updated information will therefore be available to feed into any prospective 
justification for a Planning Proposal to extend the Conservation Area. 

Preliminary work indicates that the development approved and undertaken in the 
areas outside the Conservation Area is consistent with that which has been 
constructed and approved within the Annandale Conservation Area during the same 
period resulting in a consistent built form with identified heritage significance. 

Update for proposed works at 307 Nelson Street, Annandale 

In December 2015 Council received a development application on the site 
(D/2015/739) proposing the construction of two dwellings, each with rear garage one 
with roof terrace on garage, the removal of trees and associated landscape works. 
The application also requested variations to floor space ratio and site coverage 
planning controls in LEP 2013. 

This application was refused by Council on 10 February 2016. 

Summary/Conclusions 

The review undertaken of the Godden Mackay Logan Heritage Study Stage 2 (2004) 
and the Strategic Sites and Corridors heritage assessment by NBRS + Partners 
indicates that many of the properties in Annandale located outside the Annandale 
Conservation Area may be worthy of inclusion, contribute to the collective heritage 
significance and protect those properties from demolition. 

Further assessment is required, to the same standard as the NBRS survey work 
using the same methodology, for the relevant properties which lie outside the 
Annandale Conservation Area and the Parramatta Road Heritage Study Area (see 
Figure 2). The intended outcome of this assessment would be to provide evidence 
as to whether the Conservation Area should be extended and to justify any potential 
Planning Proposal to extend C1 in LEP 2013. 

Attachment 

1. 	 List of development applications and approved works in areas in Annandale 
outside the current Conservation Area since 2004 

Policy Council Meeting 08 March 2016 	 ITEM 3.1 



 

     

Page 327 


Policy Council Meeting 08 March 2016 ITEM 3.1 



 

     

Page 328 


Policy Council Meeting 08 March 2016 ITEM 3.1 



 

     

Page 329 


Policy Council Meeting 08 March 2016 ITEM 3.1 



 

     

Page 330 


Policy Council Meeting 08 March 2016 ITEM 3.1 



 

     

 
 
 

Page 331 


Policy Council Meeting 08 March 2016 ITEM 3.1 



 

     

 

LMC 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

  
 
 

 

 
 

  
 

 

Page 332 

ITEM 3.2 LEICHHARDT ADAPTING TO URBAN HEAT ISLAND 
REPORT 

Division Environment and Community Management 
Author Team Leader Environmental Strategy 
Meeting date 8 March 2016 Policy Meeting 

Strategic Plan Key Service 
Area 

Community well-being 
Accessibility 
Place where we live and work 
A sustainable environment 
Business in the community 
Sustainable services and assets 

SUMMARY AND ORGANISATIONAL IMPLICATIONS
 

Purpose of Report To report to Council on the outcomes of the 
Adapting to Urban Heat: Leichhardt Municipal 
Council research report, prepared for Leichhardt 
Council by the Institute for Sustainable Futures, 
University of Technology, Sydney and to outline 
and recommend existing and proposed Council 
responses to address the research 
recommendations. 

Background  NIL 
Current Status The Adapting to Urban Heat: Leichhardt Municipal 

Council report is complete and attached to this 
report. 

Relationship to existing 
policy 

Environmental Sustainability Plan Objective 3: 
Address, adapt and build resilience to climate 
change. 

Financial and Resources 
Implications 

Nil additional 

Recommendation 1. As per the adopted Leichhardt Environmental 
Sustainability Plan, implement Actions: 
 1.1.1 (2017/18) Review and update 

Leichhardt’s Development Control Plan 
(DCP) to further enable sustainable, 
connected and walkable neighbourhoods; 
access to green open space; clean air, soil 
and water; a safe, attractive and 
comfortable environment; and climate 
responsive urban design. 

 1.1.3 Develop ecologically sustainable 
design guidelines for parks and civic 
spaces, including how to address heat 
island effects 2017-18 ($33,000), 2018/19 
($30,000). 
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	 4.1.4 Review and update the Leichhardt 
Council Urban Forest Strategy and 
incorporate information from Council’s 
urban heat island mapping, canopy cover 
and adaptive capacity assessments to help 
inform and prioritise locations and species 
for planting (2017/18). In addition conduct 
an analysis of tree canopy cover and set a 
tree canopy cover target for Leichhardt 
LGA as part of this project. 

	 4.3.1: On an annual basis, identify new or 
renewed local council infrastructure (i.e. 
roads, drainage, car parks, buildings) for 
design from a water sensitive urban design 
(WSUD) perspective to progressively 
retrofit the urban landscape with water 
sensitive urban design thereby promoting 
urban cooling. 

2. Present Leichhardt Adapting to Urban Heat 
Island Report outcomes and recommendations to 
relevant Council staff to increase their 
understanding of Urban Heat and how planning, 
urban design, community services, parks, tree 
management, WH&S and education staff can 
contribute to mitigating urban heat and community 
risk. 

3. Incorporate recommendations and design 
principles to reduce urban heat within the 
upcoming Functional Road Hierarchy Plan and 
Neighbourhood Movement Plans.   

4. Council active transport capital works projects 
(e.g. traffic calming, pedestrian and cycling) to 
consider and incorporate urban heat island 
mitigation (e.g. consideration of materials, shade, 
water sensitive urban design, and green 
infrastructure).  

5. Consider urban heat island mitigation strategies 
at major traffic intersections at the time of 
upgrading or undertaking maintenance works and 
recommend the same to NSW RMS. 

6. Consider urban heat island mitigation strategies 
in the development of policies related to laneway 
activation. 
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7. Prepare and publicise information regarding 
preventing urban heat and how to reduce 
exposure to it on Council's website, Council e-
news, in social media, to schools, community 
centres, community service organisations and to 
home maintenance and modification service 
(HMMS) clients. 

8. That Council write to SSROC requesting that 
correspondence be sent to the NSW Minister for 
the Environment and Ausgrid urging that Ausgrid 
and network owners commence a long-term 
program of converting powerlines in existing 
streets to Aerial Bundle Cables or underground 
powerlines to allow for greater street tree canopy 
cover to mitigate urban heat.  

9. Write to the Department of Health and the NSW 
Family and Community Services informing them 
of the outcomes and recommendations of the 
Leichhardt Adapting to Urban Heat Report. 

Notifications NIL 
Attachments Adapting to Urban Heat: Leichhardt Municipal 

Council 
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Purpose of Report 

To report to Council on the outcomes of the Adapting to Urban Heat: Leichhardt 
Municipal Council research report, prepared for Leichhardt Council by the Institute 
for Sustainable Futures, University of Technology, Sydney and to outline and 
recommend existing and proposed Council responses to address the research 
recommendations. 

Recommendation 

1. As per the adopted Leichhardt Environmental Sustainability Plan, implement 
Actions: 
	 1.1.1 (2017/18) Review and update Leichhardt’s Development Control Plan 

(DCP) to further enable sustainable, connected and walkable 
neighbourhoods; access to green open space; clean air, soil and water; a 
safe, attractive and comfortable environment; and climate responsive urban 
design. 

	 1.1.3 Develop ecologically sustainable design guidelines for parks and civic 
spaces, including how to address heat island effects 2017-18 ($33,000), 
2018/19 ($30,000). 

	 4.1.4 Review and update the Leichhardt Council Urban Forest Strategy and 
incorporate information from Council’s urban heat island mapping, canopy 
cover and adaptive capacity assessments to help inform and prioritise 
locations and species for planting (2017/18). In addition conduct an analysis 
of tree canopy cover and set a tree canopy cover target for Leichhardt LGA as 
part of this project. 

	 4.3.1: On an annual basis, identify new or renewed local council infrastructure 
(i.e. roads, drainage, car parks, buildings) for design from a water sensitive 
urban design (WSUD) perspective to progressively retrofit the urban 
landscape with water sensitive urban design thereby promoting urban cooling. 

2. Present Leichhardt Adapting to Urban Heat Island Report outcomes and 
recommendations to relevant Council staff to increase their understanding of Urban 
Heat and how planning, urban design, community services, parks, tree management, 
WH&S and education staff can contribute to mitigating urban heat and community 
risk. 

3. Incorporate recommendations and design principles to reduce urban heat within 
the upcoming Functional Road Hierarchy Plan and Neighbourhood Movement Plans. 

4. Council active transport capital works projects (e.g. traffic calming, pedestrian and 
cycling) to consider and incorporate urban heat island mitigation (e.g. consideration 
of materials, shade, water sensitive urban design, and green infrastructure).  
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5. Consider urban heat island mitigation strategies at major traffic intersections at the 
time of upgrading or undertaking maintenance works and recommend the same to 
NSW RMS. 

6. Consider urban heat island mitigation strategies in the development of policies 
related to laneway activation.  

7. Prepare and publicise information regarding preventing urban heat and how to 
reduce exposure to it on Council's website, Council e-news, in social media, to 
schools, community centres, community service organisations and to home 
maintenance and modification service (HMMS) clients.  

8. That Council write to SSROC requesting that correspondence be sent to the NSW 
Minister for the Environment and Ausgrid urging that Ausgrid and network owners 
commence a long-term program of converting powerlines in existing streets to Aerial 
Bundle Cables or underground powerlines to allow for greater street tree canopy 
cover to mitigate urban heat.  

9. Write to the Department of Health and the NSW Family and Community Services 
informing them of the outcomes and recommendations of the Leichhardt Adapting to 
Urban Heat Report. 

Background 

At the 14 July 2015 Policy Council Meeting the following was resolved: 

(C314/15P) 4. That Council notes numerous references to the Urban Heat Island 
Effect in the draft Environmental Sustainability Plan 2015-2025, for example Action 
1.1.3 "Develop ecologically sustainable design guidelines for parks and civic spaces, 
including how to address heat island effects", and notes the ongoing work by Council 
in conjunction with UTS on how the LGA can be further adapted to respond to urban 
heat island effects. 

That future reports to Council in regards to the UTS Project and the outcomes of the 
research currently underway, address the following points in relation to reducing 
urban heat island effects: 

 opportunities for improving Leichhardt Council public works design and 
delivery – for example child care centres and nature strips,  

 opportunities for amending our DCP in relation to private development, for 
example encourage use of more appropriate materials,  

 opportunities for reviewing our vegetation controls, for example the selection 
of more appropriate street trees and landscape treatments  

 opportunities for reviewing our social policy, for example our healthy ageing 
strategy, 

	 opportunities for expanding the scope of investigations to other areas of the 
municipality and the need for additional funds to progress Urban Heat Island 
Investigations, funds which could be identified at a subsequent Quarterly 
Budget Review. 
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Report 

Urban heat poses a serious risk to the health and wellbeing of Sydney communities. 
The increased hazard posed by heat is due to two distinct causes;  

1.  An increase in the number and intensity of heat waves (climate change) 
2. The Urban Heat Island (UHI) effect. 

In Australia heat waves cause more deaths than any other natural disaster. With the 
number of days above 35°C projected to increase, the number of heat wave-related 
deaths in Sydney is projected to grow. 

While increases in the frequency and intensity of heat waves are due to a changing 
climate, the Urban Heat Island Effect is due to landscape modification and 
vegetation removal, which occur independently of climate change. 

Social groups including the elderly, infants, the socially disadvantaged and the 
chronically ill are particularly vulnerable to the health risks associated with urban 
heat. For these groups, escaping the heat may be difficult due to financial 
constraints, reduced mobility, medical problems, and physical and/or psychological 
limitations. 

Heat risks in Leichhardt are further intensified by the presence of Urban Heat Islands 
(UHI), which can increase already extreme temperatures. Section 2.1 of the attached 
report provides a comprehensive overview of how UHI's develop and is summarized 
within this report below. 

Urban Heat Islands (UHI) 

Air mostly heats up from being close to surfaces that are hot, not directly from the 
sun. When the energy from the sun hits a surface it can be reflected or absorbed. If it 
is absorbed the surface will heat up. The properties of the surface (its colour, texture, 
density, shininess, wetness) determine how much heat it absorbs, and therefore how 
much its temperature rises. 

Close to the ground, air moves slowly and layers don't mix (as you move away from 
a surface the air layers mix more freely), so the surface heat then makes the air 
around it hot (which we measure as air temperature). In cities, this layer of still air 
(the boundary layer) is quite thick; about the height of the buildings. Cities have lots 
of hard surfaces and dark colours (roads, buildings, tile roofs), which get very hot in 
the summer sun. These surfaces then heat up the still layer of air in and around the 
city. It makes cities hotter than they would be otherwise and is referred to as an 
Urban Heat Island (UHI).  

The thermal properties of roofs, pavements and other impervious land surfaces have 
a marked effect on urban heat through the attributes of surface properties such as 
their albedo values (reflection). The albedo of a material is its ability to reflect solar 
radiation back into the atmosphere rather than absorbing and retaining it. Materials 
such as asphalt, gravel, dark tiles and dark paints have low albedo values and 
absorb most of the solar radiation that falls on their surfaces. Materials with higher 
albedo values, such as white paint and highly reflective (shiny) materials reflect solar 
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radiation back into the atmosphere, helping to keep the urban environment cooler 
(Refer Figure 1: Albedo values of surface materials commonly found in urban 
environments (Akbari et al. 2009) 

Figure 1: Albedo values of surface materials commonly found in urban environments (Akbari et al. 2009) 

Evaporation from water bodies and transpiration from vegetation are natural cooling 
processes whereby energy from the sun turns liquid water into water vapour. 
Impervious surfaces such as roads, footpaths and buildings prevent rainfall from 
infiltrating the ground surface thereby reducing the capacity for natural evaporative 
cooling. 

Other sources of heat in urban areas include machinery such as air conditioners 
(which can increase the external air temperature by 1–2°C in their immediate 
vicinity), stationary cars, and vehicle exhausts. 

Referring to Figure 2: Map of surface temperature for Leichhardt LGA, the reason we 
see differences in surface temperature mapped across Leichhardt is because of the 
variations in the surface properties and in the amount of vegetation. If we want to 
cool cities down, we have to change the surface properties that drive air 
temperature. 

Adapting to Urban Heat Research Report 

The attached report - Adapting to Urban Heat: Leichhardt Municipal Council was co
funded by a Building Resilience to Climate Change grant through the Office of 
Environment and Heritage (OEH), the Adaptive Communities Node of the NSW 
Climate Adaptation Research Hub (OEH and the Institute for Sustainable Futures) 
and Leichhardt Council. 

The aim of the research has been to identify heat islands throughout the Leichhardt 
LGA and make recommendations to reduce the impact of heat on current and future 
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populations. The information from the research will help guide the implementation of 
strategies and actions within the Leichhardt Environmental Sustainability Plan 2015– 
2025 and other relevant Council plans and programs that address urban heat 
islands. 

Research methodology 

1. The location of heat islands and identification of priority areas was prepared using 
Landsat data provided by CSIRO matched to aerial imagery. This spatial analysis 
provided a heat analysis for the entire Leichhardt LGA (Refer Figure 2: Map of 
surface temperature for Leichhardt LGA).  

2. The land surface composition of urban heat islands and two comparison cool sites 
were quantified to calculate the proportions of hard surface, grass, tree, shrub, and 
water using iTree canopy, a software package developed by the US Department of 
Agriculture Forest Service (Refer Table 1: Land surface cover and temperature 
ranges of sample sites). 

3. On-ground assessments of selected residential and commercial hotspots (Refer 
Figure 3: iTree analysis sites.  were made to confirm the land surface composition 
and to better understand the urban design attributes causing heat. The following 
heat islands were selected for the on ground assessments: 

• Commercial 1: Darling Street, Balmain and Rozelle 
• Commercial 2: Norton Street, Leichhardt 
• Residential 1: Leichhardt 
• Mixed use: Parramatta Road, Leichhardt. 

4. Interviews with local community service providers and council staff were 
undertaken to explore the risks facing vulnerable groups and the strategies that 
service providers have adopted to cope with heat wave conditions. 
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Figure 2: Map of surface temperature for Leichhardt LGA 

Table 1: Land surface cover and temperature ranges of sample sites 
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Figure 3: iTree analysis sites.  The map shows the Parramatta Rd and commercial sites (orange), 
residential sites (purple) and cooler residential comparison sites (blue). 

What did the Leichhardt Urban Heat Island Research Find? 

In summary there are five main findings that emerge from the results: 

1. Presence of heat islands in Leichhardt LGA: In common with other urban 
areas in Australia and globally, the Leichhardt LGA has regions where surface 
temperatures are much higher than ambient temperatures. 

2. Leichhardt LGA cooler regions: There are also regions within the LGA where 
surface temperatures are lower than ambient temperatures but these are 
typically more isolated and cover less surface area than the heat islands. 

3. Factors causing high surface temperatures: The causes of high surface 
temperature include most of the factors identified in previous research on urban 
heat. They are: low shade coverage and vegetation, low proportions of 
permeable surfaces, minimal water capture in the landscape, high proportions 
of impervious low albedo materials, and vehicles. 
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4. Features unique to Leichhardt that do not occur in Western Sydney include 
the patchy nature of heat islands, which is largely attributable to the diversity of 
land cover and mixed zoning of the LGA. 

5. In common with other urban centres, Leichhardt LGA has a range of 
community groups sensitive to urban heat including the elderly, infants, the 
chronically ill and the socially disadvantaged. 

	 The ambient temperature on the day of the aerial heat mapping was 
approximately 31°C. The land surface temperatures on the same day ranged 
from 28 to 46°C. Therefore the hottest heat islands were 15°C above the ambient 
temperature. 

	 Heat islands occurred in all suburbs, and were often, but not always, closely 
associated with major traffic thoroughfares such as Parramatta Road, Victoria 
Road and Darling Street. 

	 The largest heat island in the LGA spanned parts of three suburbs, Balmain, 
Rozelle and Lilyfield, and covered the Bays Precinct extending along the City 
West traffic corridor. 

	 Not all suburbs are uniformly hot. Annandale (with 30% tree cover), has fewer 
heat islands and a greater land area, with cooler surface temperatures than other 
suburbs. 

	 Areas close to bodies of water are generally cooler than inland areas. The 
harbour foreshore areas of Balmain East, Birchgrove, Balmain, Rozelle and 
Lilyfield were all found to be cooler than the inland parts of these suburbs.  

	 The influence of the harbour does not extend far inland. The presence of 
vegetation, in the form of foreshore parks, particularly with established shade 
trees, had a greater effect on surface temperature than proximity to the harbour.  

	 Inland areas of lower surface temperature are associated with areas of 
vegetation. These include parks in Leichhardt, Lilyfield and Annandale that were 
often linked with attempts to restore and preserve green infrastructure such as 
creek lines. Whites Creek Valley Park on the Annandale-Leichhardt border is one 
such example.  

Commercial heat islands – Darling Street, Norton Street and Parramatta Road 

The commercial areas of Darling Street, Norton Street and Parramatta Road were 
investigated to determine the factors creating heat. Higher population density in the 
commercial zones increases the risk of heat related illnesses by exposing greater 
numbers of people to heat. 

The surface temperatures in Darling and Norton Streets were 13°C above the 
ambient temperature, reaching 42–44°C and were among the hottest in the 
Leichhardt LGA. 
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Norton and Darling Streets consist of extensive areas of hard surfaces (76–82% of 
land cover) comprising shop fronts, rooftops, awnings, footpaths and roads. The 
biggest contribution to heat in commercial zones is likely to be the high proportion of 
road surface. Both Darling and Norton Street allow for parking on both sides of the 
road, and two-way traffic, an urban design that caters for traffic flows but 
inadvertently also creates urban heat.  

Traffic intersections in commercial areas are particularly problematic. They combine 
large expanses of dark road surface, wider building setbacks to ensure for driver 
visibility, and often busy pedestrian crossings, which increase heat exposure of 
pedestrians waiting to cross the roads. 

Many intersections, in both residential and commercial areas throughout the LGA, 
were identified as heat islands. These included: Norton and Marion St, Catherine St 
and Parramatta Rd; Johnston and Booth St; and Darling and Roundtree St. The 
surface temperature at the intersection of Darling Street and Victoria Rd in Rozelle 
were the highest in this study. 

Commercial sites were noted by the researchers to be lacking tree cover and shade.  
In some places, existing plant beds were found to support small hedging plants that 
although decorative provide limited cooling. On many buildings, awnings have been 
removed, exposing more of the footpath to solar radiation.  

Low albedo materials such as asphalt footpaths and dark coloured buildings 
contribute to higher temperatures in the commercial zones. As an example, the 
researchers recorded the temperature of a black coloured building façade at 10.30 
am at 58oC and nearby bus stop at 51oC, while the maximum ambient temperature 
on the day was just 27oC. 

Figure 4: Intersections such as at Norton St and Marion St form heat islands because of the combination 
of expansive road surface, wider building setbacks and stationary vehicles. 
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The researchers did note areas such as a section in Norton St between Marlborough 
and Carlisle Street where on-street parking had been removed on one side, 
footpaths widened and street trees installed with shade over the road and awnings 
on the shopfronts resulting in a more comfortable environment for pedestrians.  

Figure 1: Streetscape in Darling Street Balmain, the high proportion of hard
 
surfaces & low vegetation cover is contributing to heat in commercial areas
 

Another contributor to heat is the heavy traffic flows through commercial high streets. 
Exposed parked cars heat up in the sun. Slow moving and stationary cars caught in 
traffic or stopped at lights also give off heat from the car body and exhaust. 

The Parramatta Road commercial district presents many challenges. Hard surfaces 
form between 89 and 93% of the land surface cover. As with all hotspots in the 
Leichhardt LGA, the high proportion of hard surfaces, particularly asphalt roads and 
low albedo ground surface materials, is intensifying local heat. In addition, the 
contiguous nature of the surface materials currently offers little opportunity for tree 
cover or rainfall capture. Behind Parramatta Road, rear lanes and exposed carparks 
contribute further to the issue. 
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Residential heat island investigation – Leichhardt (suburb) 

Residential heat islands in Leichhardt were investigated to determine the factors 
contributing to heat. Referring to Table 1: Land surface cover and temperature 
ranges of sample sites, Leichhardt consists of 70–75% percent hard surface cover. 
Tree canopy cover ranges from 12.7 – 20%. In comparison Annandale which is up to 
3oC cooler has 57.3 – 62.3% hard surfaces and approximately 30% tree canopy 
cover. 

In Leichhardt, many property parcels are long and narrow. In some cases the house 
footprint extends to the front and rear property boundaries, with little outdoor space. 
In other cases the house footprint occupies approximately 50% of the property parcel 
(Refer Figure 6: Leichhardt, original housing (terracotta tiles) with large extensions 
(metal sheet) and highly variable amounts open green. In some streets, roofs often 
form extensive, almost continuous coverage on side boundaries allowing little to no 
space for green cover and soil moisture. 

Figure 6: Leichhardt, original housing (terracotta tiles) with large extensions (metal sheet) and highly 
variable amounts open green 

Many Leichhardt properties have rear laneways. These typically contain little to no 
vegetation and are sealed with asphalt which heats up in the sun and diverts rain to 
the drainage system rather than allowing water to be retained in the environment.  
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Figure 7: Typical residential rear lane showing high proportion of hard surfaces and rear garages  

The majority of houses with rear lane access were found to have added garages to 
the rear of the property, further reducing space for vegetation by between 25-30%. 
Conversely households without off-street parking were found to be more likely to 
have adjoining vegetated areas providing an almost continuous corridor of trees and 
shrubs, thereby creating a cooler microclimate via shading and evapotranspiration.   

In terms of the residential streetscapes, having an adequate green verge area is 
integral to urban cooling as it allows a grass-sward to be established to capture and 
retain rainwater, and provide soil, nutrients and water for shade trees that protect the 
road, footpath and surrounding hard surface from absorbing the sun’s energy.  

In hot streets, verge spaces were found to contain sparse canopy cover, either as a 
result of the species present and/or low planting densities. Wider streets with sparse 
tree canopy cover were found to be hottest as this increases the surface cover made 
up of asphalt. Conversely wide streets also provide an opportunity to reconfigure the 
street to enable an increase in the area of road envelope dedicated to vegetation 
where low traffic volume allows. 
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Figure 8: Many streets in Leichhardt present opportunities to increase green canopy cover 

Figure 9: Streets with good canopy cover such as this one in Annandale are several degrees 
cooler 
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Social Analysis 

A number of groups within the community have been identified as potentially being 
more sensitive to increasing urban heat. These groups include infants, the elderly, 
the socially disadvantaged and the chronically ill.  

Australian Bureau of Statistics Census data freely available on Council's website 
(community profile) provides spatial information regarding the proportions of the 
population within a neighbourhood that may be more vulnerable to heat. An 
understanding of the intersection of areas of high heat and vulnerable community 
members can assist Council to prioritise urban heat island mitigation measures. 

As an example, Figure 10: Co-location of above average temperature and greater 
disadvantage (shown as hatched line) below shows areas within the LGA that have 
higher temperatures co-located with a lower than average SEIFA index score (seen 
as a hatched black line). 

The SEIFA Index of Disadvantage measures the relative level of socio-economic 
disadvantage of an area based on a range of census characteristics. Low scores on 
the index occur when the area has many low income families and people with little 
training and in unskilled occupations. Of the LGA’s suburbs, Birchgrove has the 
highest SEIFA Index (less disadvantage) and Lilyfield has the lowest (greater 
disadvantage). 

Figure 10: Co-location of above average temperature and greater disadvantage (shown as hatched line) 

This type of analysis (co-locating heat and vulnerability) can be replicated for other 
vulnerable groups such as the elderly, infants or less mobile using Council's GIS 
system to assist with prioritising heat mitigation activities. 
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Leichhardt Adapting to Urban Heat Report Recommendations: 

In summary the report authors have recommended the following to Leichhardt 
Council for consideration to mitigate urban heat and reduce risks to the community: 

For public spaces: 

1. Make tree planting and shade cover a priority in urban design, planning and 
redevelopment. 

2. Modify the properties of surfaces such as footpaths, paved areas and rear 
lanes to increase albedo and permeability/surface evaporation. 

3. Where possible, reconfigure on-street parking to reclaim a portion of the road 
surface for vegetation. 

4. Explore opportunities to modify intersections to reduce their contribution to 
localised heat islands. 

For private spaces: 

5. Aim to educate the general public on the causes and risks of urban heat, and 
the importance of individual, neighbourhood and community action. 

6. Develop planning and development guidelines for urban heat. 

7. Identify barriers and opportunities for heat adaptation. 

8. Seek opportunities to implement adaptation actions that are innovative and 
iconic. 

In addition, planning and effectiveness of public and private urban heat 
strategies would also benefit from the following actions within council: 
 Consider urban heat mitigation in mainstream policy and planning. 
 Set targets for increased canopy cover and decreased sealed surface 

cover. 
 Facilitate urban cooling through Water Sensitive Urban Design (WSUD). 
 Develop a diverse list of tree species suitable for urban heat reduction 

strategies. 
 Develop a list of high albedo materials for new and existing building 

developments. 
 Investigate the health and lifecycle stage for existing tree cover. 
 Develop an inventory and geo-locate large mature trees in the LGA to 

maximise existing cooling in the landscape and protect large remnant 
trees on public and private lands. 
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For community service organisations: 

1. Home visits: Include questions about temperature in the home risk 
assessment for infants. The evaluation could cover the presence or 
absence of fans, air conditioning and screens on windows.  

2. Health clinics: Introduce a new standard that all buildings that house health 
clinics (such as nursing mothers’ clinics) are air conditioned or adequately 
ventilated and insulated to deal with the heat and the cold. Undertake an 
audit to determine what is necessary for clinics to meet this standard. 

3. Extreme heat warnings: Family and Community services could be included 
in the Dept. of Health warning broadcasts or have a similar warning system 
of its own. 

4. Information about suitable venues for community activities during heat: 
Develop a centralised list of venues that community service providers can 
book that are better matched to the weather (such as air conditioned halls).  

5. The two libraries that are located within the Leichhardt LGA are air 
conditioned. These sites could be promoted as heat wave refuges for 
vulnerable groups such as mothers with young children. 

6. Fact sheet or checklist for clients: to raise awareness of the impact of heat 
and generic strategies to cope. For example, tips on ventilation and passive 
cooling to minimise the impacts of heat could be distributed via community 
service organisations to their clients. Such information could be displayed 
on the household refrigerator for ease of access. 

7. Develop a list home maintenance jobs that can alleviate impacts of heat 
such as window repairs so that clients can open windows for ventilation, or 
planting shade trees or installing blinds on the western side of a building to 
reduce sun exposure. 
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Responding to Council resolution C314/15P 

At the 14 July 2015 Policy Council Meeting the following was resolved: 

(C314/15P) 4. That future reports to Council in regards to the UTS Project and the outcomes of the research currently underway, 
address the following points in relation to reducing urban heat island effects:  

 opportunities for improving Leichhardt Council public works design and delivery – for example child care centres and 
nature strips 

 opportunities for amending our DCP in relation to private development, for example encourage use of more appropriate 
materials, 

 opportunities for reviewing our vegetation controls, for example the selection of more appropriate street trees and 
landscape treatments 

 opportunities for reviewing our social policy, for example our healthy ageing strategy  
 opportunities for expanding the scope of investigations to other areas of the municipality and the need for additional funds 

to progress Urban Heat Island investigations, funds which could be identified at a subsequent Quarterly Budget Review 

Opportunities for improving Leichhardt Council public works design and delivery – for example child care centres and 
nature strips 

Adapting to Urban Heat Report 
Recommendation 

Adapting to Urban Heat Report Comments Proposed Council Response 

I. Make tree planting and shade cover a 
priority in urban design, planning and 
redevelopment.  

Shading urban areas with sufficient canopy 
cover is the most effective way to cool the 
urban environment. The effectiveness is 
maximised when water is able to permeate 
the ground cover rather than being lost to 
storm water runoff to enable natural 
evaporative cooling processes to occur via 
soil and plants 

 Environmental Sustainability Plan Action 1.1.3 
Develop ecologically sustainable design 
guidelines for parks and civic spaces, including 
how to address heat island effects is 
programmed for 2017-18 ($33,000) and 2018/19 
($30,000) and will incorporate the findings and 
recommendations of the Adapting to Urban Heat 
Report. 

 Environmental Sustainability Plan Action 4.1.4 
Review and update the Leichhardt Council Urban 
Forest Strategy and incorporate information from 
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Council’s urban heat island mapping, canopy 
cover and adaptive capacity assessments to help 
inform and prioritise locations and species for 
planting is programmed to commence in 2017-18 
and will incorporate the recommendations of the 
Adapting to Urban Heat Report. 

Copies of the Urban Heat Island Report and a 
presentation to be given to relevant staff outlining 
research outcomes and recommended actions.   

Leichhardt Urban Heat Island Mapping to assist 
with prioritising locations for annual street tree 
planting program. 

II. Modify the properties of surfaces such as 
footpaths, paved areas and rear lanes to 
increase albedo and permeability/surface 
evaporation. 

Dark, low albedo materials are commonly 
used to form the roads and footpaths 
throughout the Leichhardt LGA. They also 
seal surfaces meaning water is lost to storm 
water rather than infiltrating the ground 
surface. This reduces natural evaporative 
cooling processes via soil and plants. 

 

 

 

Environmental Sustainability Plan Action 4.3.1 
On an annual basis, identify new or renewed 
local council infrastructure (i.e. roads, drainage, 
car parks, buildings) for design from a water 
sensitive urban design (WSUD) perspective is an 
annual action that will progressively retrofit the 
urban landscape with water sensitive urban 
design to increase permeability, retain more 
water within the landscape and promote 
evaporative cooling. 

Council engineers and environment staff are 
currently (2015/16) working with a leading 
WSUD consultancy to develop a decision 
support tool and standard designs to enable 
WSUD to be rolled out progressively across the 
LGA within Council capital works projects. 

Environmental Sustainability Plan Action 1.1.3 
Develop ecologically sustainable design 
guidelines for parks and civic spaces, including 
how to address heat island effects is 
programmed to commence in 2017-18 and will 
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address the use of high albedo materials and 
green infrastructure. 

 Research and provide Council engineers with 
latest information on cooler pavements and 
materials for capital works. 

III. Where possible, reconfigure on-street 
parking to reclaim a portion of the road 
surface for vegetation.  

In some residential parts of Leichhardt, wide 
streets support lower local traffic volumes. A 
number of potential configurations could be 
considered to increase the area of road 
envelope dedicated to green cover. 

 Council's Integrated Transport Plan includes Action 
6.2 Revise Council’s existing functional road 
hierarchy to reflect Council’s current safety and 
environmental goals and world’s best practice in 
street space allocation including consideration of a 
functional road hierarchy that is based on the amount 
of time a user spends in the street (eg. pedestrians 
spend longer than cyclists who spend longer than 
drivers). This action is programmed to commence in 
2016 and will consider relevant outcomes and 
recommendations from the Adapting to Urban Heat 
Report. 

 Traffic calming, pedestrian and cycling facilities 
and active transport projects to consider and 
incorporate urban cooling opportunities (e.g. 
materials, shade, water sensitive urban design, 
green infrastructure). 

 Incorporate urban heat island mitigation 
strategies and principles into all upcoming 
Neighbourhood Movement Plans  

IV. Explore opportunities to modify 
intersections to reduce their contribution 
to localised heat islands. 

Many of the most problematic intersections 
are not under the control of Leichhardt 
Council and would require negotiation with 
NSW RMS. 

 Consider and incorporate urban cooling 
opportunities at the time of road restoration, 
maintenance or upgrades of major intersections 
and make recommendations to NSW RMS for 
the same. 
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V. Seek opportunities to implement 
adaptation action that is innovative and 
iconic 

The research report identified four potential 
opportunities: 
 Activation of Leichhardt LGAs laneways 
 Norton Street arboretum 
 Greening Market Town’s car park 
 Cool-kids walking-bus routes 

Author suggests iconic, high profile 
approaches to urban heat mitigation to 
promote the issue and action. 

 

 

 

Urban heat island mitigation strategies shall be 
considered in the development of policies related 
to laneway activation. 

Greening Market Town Carpark is considered a 
low priority as Council does not own this carpark, 
Council leading by example and promoting its 
own urban heat island reduction projects in the 
1st instance is the preferred strategy. 

Investigations are currently underway to develop 
an active schools study that would address 
improving conditions for active transport to 
school. Preferred routes could then be marked 
and adequate shade cover provided. 

Opportunities for amending our DCP in relation to private development, for example encourage use of more appropriate 
materials, 

Adapting to Urban Heat Report 
Recommendation 

Adapting to Urban Heat Report Comments Proposed Council Response 

I. Develop planning and development 
guidelines for urban heat. 

II. Develop a list of high albedo materials 
for new and existing building 
developments. 

III. Identify barriers and opportunities for 
heat adaptation 

Requiring new builds and renovations to 
implement a combination of heat mitigation 
actions would reduce the risk of local heat 
islands over time.  

Strategies will need to be underpinned by a 
sound understanding of the barriers and 
opportunities for private green infrastructure.  

 The Leichhardt Environmental Sustainability 
Plan includes Action 1.1.1 Review and update 
Leichhardt’s Development Control Plan (DCP) 
to further enable sustainable, connected and 
walkable neighbourhoods; access to green 
open space; clean air, soil and water; a safe, 
attractive and comfortable environment; and 
climate responsive urban design and will cover 
off on these Urban Heat Island Report 
recommendations.  
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Opportunities for reviewing our vegetation controls, for example the selection of more appropriate street trees and 
landscape treatments 

Adapting to Urban Heat Report 
Recommendation 

Adapting to Urban Heat Report Comments Proposed Council Response 

I. Develop a diverse list of tree species 
suitable for urban heat reduction 
strategies. 

Existing research and guidelines provides 
information regarding features of trees that are 
suited for Urban Heat Island mitigation. 

 Environmental Sustainability Plan Action 4.1.4 
Review and update the Leichhardt Council Urban 
Forest Strategy and incorporate information from 
Council’s urban heat island mapping, canopy 
cover and adaptive capacity assessments to help 
inform and prioritise locations and species for 
planting, is programmed to commence in 2017/18 
and will include tree species and green cover 
strategies suitable for urban heat island mitigation 
and prevention.  

 Environmental Sustainability Plan Action 4.1.5 
Develop a list of plant species suitable for 
residential lots to be incorporated in the DCP is 
programmed to commence in 2015/16 and will 
incorporate species and advice for urban heat 
island mitigation using plants. 

II. Investigate the health and lifecycle 
stage for existing tree cover. 

Ensuring a range of tree ages is important for 
maintaining canopy cover so that younger 
trees are ready to replace older trees. 

 This is part of usual maintenance practices within 
Council's cyclic tree management program and will 
be addressed within the development of the 
Leichhardt Urban Forest Strategy. 

III. Develop an inventory of large mature 
trees to protect, track and maximise 
existing cooling in the landscape. 

Protecting and maintaining the existing tree 
cover is an objective of urban forest 
management. 

 Council has a significant tree register covering 
mature trees on Council owned property. 
Leichhardt LEP has heritage/significant trees 
listed. 

IV. Protect large remnant trees on public 
and private lands. 

Protecting and maintaining the existing tree 
cover is an objective of urban forest 
management. 

 This recommendation is covered via enforcement 
of the Leichhardt Council Tree Preservation Order 
and Urban Forest Policy 
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Opportunities for reviewing our social policy, for example our healthy ageing strategy  

Adapting to Urban Heat Report 
Recommendation 

Adapting to Urban Heat Report Comments Proposed Council Response 

I. Home visits: include questions about 
temperature in the home risk 
assessment for infants. 

The evaluation could cover the presence or 
absence of fans, air conditioning and screens 
on windows. 

 Council’s home maintenance and modification 
services (HMMS) team provide services primarily 
for the elderly and people with physical disabilities. 
They currently undertake a risk assessment before 
starting any work and call for assistance if they 
find a client in distress, including being affected by 
heat. The home maintenance providers also 
provide informal advice to clients about heat.  

 The HMMS team includes a carpenter and 
gardener who can make repairs, plant trees and 
clean ceiling fans to help alleviate heat in the 
home. 

II. Health clinics: introduce a new standard 
that all buildings that house health 
clinics (such as nursing mothers’ clinics) 
are air conditioned or adequately 
ventilated and insulated to deal with the 
heat and the cold. 

 This recommendation will be considered in 
reviews of Council’s planning instruments for 
urban heat island mitigation as detailed previously 
in the report. 

III. Extreme heat warnings: Family and 
Community services could be included 
in the DOH health warnings broadcasts 
or have a similar warning system of its 
own. 

Service providers that fall under the 
Department of Health jurisdiction receive a 
NSW Health broadcast in the event of extreme 
heat. These broadcasts are a key source of 
information for many community service 
providers, and they act as a trigger to 
communicate warnings to staff. Community 
services that fall under the management of 
NSW Family and Community Services do not 
currently receive the NSW Health broadcasts. 

 A letter will be sent to the Department of Health 
and the NSW Family and Community Services 
informing them of the outcomes of the study and 
that there is a gap in broadcasting heat warnings 
to the public. 

IV. Information about suitable venues for 
community activities during heat: 
Develop a centralised list of venues that 
community service providers can book 
that are better matched to the weather 

The two libraries that are located within the 
Leichhardt LGA are air conditioned. These 
sites could be promoted as heat wave refuges 
for vulnerable groups such as mothers with 
young children. 

 Clients who utilise the HMMS will be informed of 
the libraries as refuges from extreme heat. 
Council’s free community bus will be suggested as 
a means of transportation to the libraries and other 
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(such as air conditioned halls). Provide 
them with suggested activities for hot 
days that are inexpensive.   

community centres. 

Information regarding the causes of urban heat, 
urban heat island mitigation, and how to reduce 
exposure to be placed on Council’s website, 
eNews, social media and sent to schools and 
community centres. As part of this the libraries can 
be promoted as a refuge to avoid heat distress, as 
well as promoting the community bus as a means 
of transportation. 

V. Fact sheet or checklist for clients: to 
raise awareness of the impact of heat 
and generic strategies to cope.  

For example, tips on ventilation and passive 
cooling to minimise the impacts of heat could 
be distributed via community service 
organisations to their clients. Such information 
could be displayed on the household 
refrigerator for ease of access. 

 

 

Information regarding the causes of urban heat, 
urban heat island mitigation, and how to reduce 
exposure to be placed on Council’s website, 
eNews, social media and sent to schools and 
community centres. 

A checklist will be compiled for the HMMS team to 
use during home visits and passed on to their 
clients for information. 

VI. Develop a list of home maintenance 
jobs that can alleviate impacts of heat 
such as window repairs so that clients 
can open windows for ventilation, or 
planting shade trees or installing blinds 
on the western side of a building to 
reduce sun exposure. 

 Information will be added to Council’s website 
under a separate urban heat section and 
distributed as in the above recommendation. 
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Opportunities for expanding the scope of investigations to other areas of the municipality and the need for additional 
funds to progress Urban Heat Island Investigations, funds which could be identified at a subsequent Quarterly Budget 
Review 

Adapting to Urban Heat Report 
Recommendation 

Adapting to Urban Heat Report Comments Proposed Council Response 

Not recommended N/A The research has identified heat islands throughout the 
Leichhardt LGA and has made recommendations to 
reduce the impact of heat on current and future 
populations.  

It is considered that the research contained enough 
representative sites across the LGA to extend the findings 
and recommendations to the remainder of the municipality. 
Expanding the scope of investigations to other parts of the 
municipality would result in the same findings as to the 
causes of high heat.  

Other UTS Recommendations 

Adapting to Urban Heat Report 
Recommendation 

Adapting to Urban Heat Report Comments Proposed Council Response 

Aim to educate the general public on the causes 
and risks of urban heat, and the importance of 
individual, neighbourhood and community 
action. 

As the frequency of heat waves is predicted to 
increase, access to information about reducing 
exposure to urban heat increases in 
importance 

Information regarding the causes of urban heat, urban heat 
island mitigation, and how to reduce exposure to be placed 
on Council website, Council e-news, social media, to 
schools and community centres. 

Consider urban heat mitigation in mainstream 
policy and planning

 Leichhardt Environmental Sustainability Plan objectives, 
strategies and actions are being integrated across 
corporate documents including the Delivery Plan, 
Operational Plan and reflected in individual work plans via 
Council's Integrated Planning and Reporting Framework. 

Set targets for increased canopy cover and 
decreased sealed surface cover. 

Targets help drive change towards a goal American Forests, a branch of the United States 
Department of Agriculture – USDA has identified canopy 
cover targets by land use type. They have recommended 
for our climatic zone: 
 15% central business districts and industrial areas. 
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 25% urban residential and light commercial areas. 
 50% suburban residential areas. 

Both City of Sydney and North Sydney Councils have 
conducted an assessment of tree canopy cover by CBD, 
urban and suburban land types and have set an overall 
target using the above assessment methodology.  

City of Sydney 
 Existing canopy cover: 15.5%. 
 Targets: 23.25% by 2030, 27.13% by 2050.  

North Sydney Council 
 Existing canopy cover 34% 
 Target 35.5% 

It is recommended that Leichhardt Council conduct a 
similar exercise and set its own canopy cover target for the 
LGA. Setting a target for reduced sealed surface cover 
may be difficult to measure and is currently not 
recommended. 

Attachments 

1. Adapting to Urban Heat: Leichhardt Council 
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ITEM 3.3 SUMMARY OF RESOLUTIONS 


Division Corporate and Information Services 
Author Manager Governance and Administration 
Meeting date 8 March 2016 Policy Meeting 

Strategic Plan Key Service 
Area 

Sustainable services and assets 

SUMMARY AND ORGANISATIONAL IMPLICATIONS
 

Purpose of Report To advise of the status of resolutions until such 
time as they have been fully actioned. 

Background  At the 25 August 2015 Ordinary Meeting Council 
resolved to include the status of all resolutions 
until such time as they have been fully actioned. 

Current Status NIL 
Relationship to existing 
policy 

NIL 

Financial and Resources 
Implications 

NIL 

This proposal is consistent with the recent s23A 
Guidelines issued by the OLG in relation to 
financial expenditure. 

Recommendation That the information be received and noted. 
Notifications NIL 
Attachments 1. Summary of resolutions 
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Purpose of Report 

To advise of the status of resolutions until such time as they have been fully 
actioned. 

Recommendation 

That the information be received and noted. 

Background 

At the 25 August Ordinary Meeting council resolved; 

That the business papers of ordinary meetings include the status of Mayoral 
minutes, motions of which due notice has been given and motions arising 
from reports where further action is required until such time as the Mayoral 
minute or motion has been fully actioned. 

A resolution has been actioned if: 

 A requested letter has been written and sent.   

 A requested report has been tabled at a Council Meeting.   

 Where Council has resolved that capital works or maintenance works be 


undertaken, that the works are completed.  
	 Where Council has resolved that a public meeting be held, that the meeting 

has been held and any resolutions of the meeting be reported back to 
Council.  

	 Where Council has required that material be circulated to residents, that the 
material has been dispatched. 

Attachments 

1. Summary of resolutions 
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ITEM 3.4 DRAFT LEICHHARDT HOUSING ACTION PLAN 2016 - 2025 


Division Environment and Community Management 
Author GROUP MANAGER COMMUNITY AND 

CULTURAL SERVICES  
DIRECTOR ENVIRONMENT AND COMMUNITY 
MANAGEMENT 

Meeting date 8 March 2016 Policy Meeting 

Strategic Plan Key Service 
Area 

Place where we live and work 

SUMMARY AND ORGANISATIONAL IMPLICATIONS
 

Purpose of Report To present the Draft Leichhardt Housing Action 
Plan for Council to place on exhibition. 

Background  A Draft Housing Issues and Options Paper was 
submitted to September 2015 Policy Council 
Meeting. Council resolved C426/15P to include 
additional material, review some definitions, and 
that that the reviewed paper be brought back to 
Council prior to public exhibition. 

Current Status Revisions made to the September 2015 document 
have been incorporated in the attached 
document, now named "Draft Leichhardt Housing 
Action Plan 2016-2025. 

Relationship to existing 
policy 

Aligns with existing Council resolutions. 
Gives direction to LEP, DCP, s.94. 
Requires further policy development 

Financial and Resources 
Implications 

Specialist housing planning and policy skills 
required to prioritise and implement actions in the 
Plan, to be considered in conjunction with the 
2016/17 Delivery Plan for those priorities which 
will not be addressed in the course of developing 
the s.94 Plan. 

This proposal is consistent with the recent s23A 
Guidelines issued by the OLG in relation to 
financial expenditure. 

Recommendation That: 

1. The report be received and noted 
2. That the Draft Housing Action Plan 2016

2025, including draft strategies and actions-
be placed on public exhibition for a period of 
30 days 
a) copies of the Draft Housing Action Plan 
be forwarded to key stakeholders including 
SSROC, Local Government NSW, Unions 
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NSW, neighbouring councils and NSW 
Government and statutory bodies for their 
review and comments 
b) interested stakeholders including 

neighbouring Councils be invited to 
participate in a discussion of the Draft at 
the next Housing Advisory Committee 
Meeting of 23 March 2016 

3. A further report be brought to Council 
outlining the feedback from the community 
and key stakeholders and recommending 
the final strategies and actions for 
endorsement and resources required for 
future implementation by Council. 

4. Note that an allocation of funds in 2016/17 is 
required to assist in the implementation of 
Housing related actions included in this 
report and as part of the Draft Housing 
Action Plan. 

Notifications Members of the Housing Advisory Committee; 
Key stakeholders including SSROC; Neighbouring 
Councils; LG NSW; Unions NSW 

Attachments 1. Draft Leichhardt Housing Action Plan 
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Purpose of Report 

To present the Draft Housing Action Plan and propose that Council exhibit the Draft 
Plan, and engage stakeholders in a public discussion at the Housing Advisory 
Committee Meeting on 23 March 2015. 

Recommendation 

That: 

1. 	 The report be received and noted 

2. 	 That the Draft Housing Action Plan 2016-2025, including draft strategies and 
actions- be placed on public exhibition for a period of 30 days 

a) 	 copies of the Draft Housing Action Plan be forwarded to key 
stakeholders including SSROC, Local Government NSW, Unions NSW, 
neighbouring councils and NSW Government and statutory bodies for 
their review and comments 

b) 	 interested stakeholders including neighbouring Councils be invited to 
participate in a discussion of the Draft at the next Housing Advisory 
Committee Meeting of 23 March 2016 

3. 	 A further report be brought to Council outlining the feedback from the 
community and key stakeholders and recommending the final strategies and 
actions for endorsement and resources required for future implementation by 
Council. 

4. 	 Note that an allocation of funds in 2016/17 is required to assist in the 
implementation of Housing related actions included in this report and as part of 
the Draft Housing Action Plan.   

Background 

A report prepared in response to a series of Council resolutions dating back to March 
2013 was presented to Policy Council Meeting in 2015.  Council resolved a number 
of amendments for inclusion in the report C426/15P, including consultation with key 
stakeholders Unions NSW, SSROC and local Councils. 

1. The report be received and noted 

2. The discussion paper be amended to 
note that Aged Housing Information 
such as information regarding the 
number of ‘low care” and “high care” 
beds is 2014 data and no longer 
published on Commonwealth 
Government websites. 

1. Actioned. 

2. Actioned. Refer Section 2.3.1 
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3. The discussion paper be deferred 
from public exhibition, and reviewed 
in regards to the following sections: 
a. Key worker definition - that 

Council approach and 
convene a meeting with 
representatives from Unions 
NSW and neighbouring 
Councils, and develop an 
agreed definition of key 
worker. 

b. Officers revise discussion 
paper strategies to reflect that 
Council supports a range of 
affordable housing options for 
each identified category. 

c. Options be included in the 
discussion paper in respect of 
value capture from all 
developments within 
the municipality for the 
purpose of funding affordable 
housing. 

4. The reviewed paper to 
be reported back to Council 
prior to public exhibition. 

5. Copies of the revised 
final discussion paper be 
forwarded to key stakeholders 
– including Council’s 
Committees, SSROC and 
Unions NSW, for their review 
and comments. 

6. Council Officers work 
with SSROC and LGNSW to 
confirm and progress a 
common set of definitions to 
assist both discussions 
between Councils and with 
other levels of Government 

7. The amended report 
provide information on the 
methods and processes used 
by community housing 
providers and local 
government to influence the 

3.a Actioned. Refer Key Housing 
Terminologies and Definitions 

3b Actioned. Refer Sections 3 and 6. 

3c Actioned. Refer Section 3. 

4. Actioned. March 2016 Policy 
Council 

5. To be actioned in Exhibition period. 

6. Actioned at a meeting held on 2 
November 2015. Refer introductory 
section on Key Housing Terminologies 
and Definitions 

7. Actioned. refer Sections 3 and 6 
which identify strategies and actions 
to be undertaken. 
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nature of tenants groups 
accommodated through 
affordable and social housing 
projects developed with 
assistance from local 
government 

8. The amended report 
discuss how allocation is best 
made in relation to the full 
range of housing interventions 
available to local government 
(eg. boarding house,  micro 
apartments, NRAS funded, 
negotiated contributed 
housing); 

9. The report present a 
housing allocation policy 
option that is consistent with 
Council's current policy 
approach. 

10. The report further 
highlight processes or actions 
that may be taken to expand 
the stock and availability of 
social housing within the 
municipality.   

11. Council also strongly 
advocate to the State 
Government on the need for 
public, affordable and 
supported housing in the Bays 
Precinct. 

12. Council source any 
information on the provision of 
affordable and social housing 
in high income areas and 
areas of very high house 
prices and summarise this for 
Councillors and in particular 
how these areas provide 
housing for key workers. 

8. Actioned. Refer Sections 3 and 6 
and 7 which identify strategies and 
actions to be undertaken. 

9. Actioned. Refer Sections 3 and 6 
and 7 which identify strategies and 
actions to be undertaken. 

10. Actioned. Refer Section 8. 

11. In progress 

12. Actioned. Refer Section 3. 
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Report 

The Draft Housing Action Plan presents the evidence base, current context and 
further proposed directions to address housing issues in Leichhardt. The Plan 
delivers outputs under all of the Leichhardt 2-25+ key service areas, principally Place 
where we live and work 

1. Executive Summary of the Draft Housing action Plan  

Section 1 presents information on why Council commissioned this research 
with the aim to explore new pathways to deliver more housing options in 
Leichhardt. It also provides a short history on the changing urban landscape of 
Leichhardt and housing supply impacts. 

Section 2 provides a concise overview of statistical information and related 
research on population and housing characteristics for Leichhardt and 
metropolitan Sydney. 

Section 3 outlines key issues and pathways for delivering a percentage of 
affordable housing in urban renewal projects. It provides a number of case 
study examples from projects that embraced new housing supply in 
combination with housing choice, and affordability requirements. 

Section 4 presents an outline of land use planning mechanisms used by local 
government to deliver housing supply, choice and affordability. This section 
presents examples where inclusionary zoning, land dedication, joint ventures, 
Masterplans and financing initiatives (affordable housing bond guarantees) that 
can be used to deliver diverse housing models in high land value areas. 

Section 5 includes an assessment of the current NSW State Government 
planning reforms as outlined in the NSW Government’s Green and White 
Papers. Its principle focus is on the role of metropolitan plans, sub regional 
plans, local housing strategies, housing supply requirements and affordable 
housing targets. 

Section 6 offers an overview of the NSW Environment Planning and 
Assessment Act 1979, State Environmental Planning Policy No 70—Affordable 
Housing (Revised Schemes) (2009) (SEPP 70) and its connection to Leichhardt 
LGA. It looks at Leichhardt Councils ability to deliver housing choice and 
affordability through the use of planning mechanisms. 

Section 7 addresses the issue of housing choice and affordability in the form of 
secondary dwellings/laneway housing, dual key apartments, micro apartments, 
manor houses, and boarding houses, with reference to Local Environmental 
Planning controls (LEP) and Development Control Plan (DCP) (especially in 
regard to Urban Design and Heritage conservation considerations). This 
Section explores pathways to support the delivery of different housing options 
with the capacity to offer opportunities for older residents to age in place and 
address the housing needs of lower income residents.  
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Section 8 presents an overview of potential strategic urban development sites 
and corridors in the Leichhardt LGA, including the Bays Precinct, Parramatta 
Road, and High Street Retail strips. 

Section 9 outlines future draft strategies and potential actions for Leichhardt 
Council to consider regarding the delivery and management of an affordable 
housing program. 

2. Next steps 

The Draft Housing Action Plan has been developed with input from key 
stakeholders in the government, non-government and community sector, and 
has been driven by a specialist consultant with expertise gained working in the 
sector, and Council officers. The next step will be to circulate the Draft to key 
stakeholders, and invite all interested parties to both respond with written 
comments during the exhibition period, and to participate in a discussion of 
Draft Strategies and Actions at the Housing Policy Committee of 23 March 
2016. 

3. Implementing the Draft Action Plan 

Once the Draft Report comes of Exhibition, Council Officers will prioritise 
actions for delivery in the 2016-17 Delivery Plan and report to Council.  A 
dedicated resource with specialist Housing Policy expertise will be required to 
implement prioritised strategies and actions, and the resource implications will 
be advised to Council in reporting the Exhibition Draft to Council, and in 
briefings and reports on the Draft Budget for 2016/17.  

Some of the actions contained in the Housing Action Plan can be funded 
through the s.94 Review. Other actions will require additional resources.  The 
Director of Environmental and Community Management has outlined, in the 
current budget process, a need for an additional $60,000 to be allocated for 
implementation of housing related actions. This proposal is consistent with the 
recent s23A Guidelines issued by the OLG in relation to financial expenditure 

Summary/Conclusions 

Housing is a key issue in Leichhardt, in particular the availability of affordable 
housing, and the need to continue to ensure that residents are able to access 
housing at all stages of life, including residential aged care.  The Draft Housing 
Action Plan presents the evidence base, current context and further proposed 
directions to address housing issues in Leichhardt.  The Plan has been 
developed with input from government, non-government and community 
stakeholders, lead by an expert consultant and Council officers.  It is proposed 
a further report be brought to Council outlining the feedback from the 
community and key stakeholders and recommending the final strategies and 
actions for endorsement and future implementation by Council 

Attachments 

1. Draft Leichhardt Housing Action Plan 
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ITEM 3.5 OCCASIONAL CARE 


Division Infrastructure and Service Delivery 
Author Manager Childrens’ Services 
Meeting date 8 March 2016 Policy Meeting 

Strategic Plan Key Service 
Area 

Community well-being 
Place where we live and work 
Sustainable services and assets 

SUMMARY AND ORGANISATIONAL IMPLICATIONS
 

Purpose of Report To seek Council’s approval to relocate Annandale 
Occasional Care and extend operations at 
Balmain Occasional Care 

Background  Council has been involved in provision of 
Occasional Care for 30+ years. Council operates 
Occasional Care from two locations, one in Balmain 
and one in Annandale. In recent years there has 
been a decrease in utilisation of the services. 

Current Status Two information sessions have been held and an 
online survey of users of Occasional Care 

Relationship to existing 
policy 

NIL 

Financial and Resources 
Implications 

Initial costs to extend operations at Balmain are 
nil as Development Consent allows use for 5 days 
per week. To extend hours to start at 8:30 and/or 
increase numbers a Section 96 will be required 
accompanied by addendum to the Traffic and 
Acoustic Reports. This proposal is consistent with 
the recent s23A Guidelines issued by the OLG in 
relation to financial expenditure. 

Recommendation That Council: 

1. Approve the relocation of Annandale 
Occasional Care from the end of first Term 1, 7th 

April 2016 and extend operations at Balmain 
Occasional Care from 11th April. 

2. Lodge a S96 to support the extension of hours 
to open the service from 8:30am. 

3. Promotion of the Occasional Care service be 
increased across the Leichhardt community. 

4. Review of Occasional Care utilisation be 
undertaken at least 12 months after relocating to 
Balmain and the implementation of a promotional 
campaign. 

Notifications Users of the services NSW Department Education 
Website 

Attachments 1. Occasional Care User Survey Comments 
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Purpose of Report 

To seek Council’s approval to relocate Annandale Occasional Care and extend 
operations at Balmain Occasional Care 

Recommendation 

That Council: 

1. 	 Approve the relocation of Annandale Occasional Care from the end of first 
Term 1, 7th April 2016 and extend operations at Balmain Occasional Care 
from 11th April. 

2. 	 Lodge a S96 to support the extension of hours to open the service from 
8:30am. 

3. 	 Promotion of the Occasional Care service be increased across the Leichhardt 
community. 

4. 	 Review of Occasional Care utilisation be undertaken at least 12 months after 
relocating to Balmain and the implementation of a promotional campaign. 

Background 

Leichhardt Council has been involved with the provision of children’s services for more 
than 30 years. Rozelle Occasional Care, established in 1972, was passed on to Council 
management in 1976. In the late 1970’s, Annandale Occasional Care was established in 
response to community demand at the rear of Annandale Town Hall. The Rozelle 
service operated from a shared premise which was not a Council owned building. In 
October 2010, the Rozelle service was relocated to the old John McMahon Child Care 
Centre located behind the Balmain Town Hall. Balmain-Rozelle Occasional Care now 
operates from a purpose built premises, which complies with current National 
Regulations. In addition, the licence was expanded from 20 children per day to 25 
children per day as part of the relocation. Annandale’s licence allows for 20 children per 
day. 

The Occasional Care service allows parents some respite, to attend medical 
appointments, tend to sick family members, attend interviews and meetings or socialise 
their children. Council operates the only Occasional Care service in the Leichhardt Local 
Government Area. In 2015 Occasional Care accommodated 74 children. The services 
operate for a total of 28.5 hours per week, providing irregular care for up to 4½ hours on 
Mondays, Wednesdays and Thursdays and up to 6½ hours on Tuesdays and Fridays. 
Monday Tuesday and Friday are at Balmain, Wednesday and Thursday are at 
Annandale. In the neighbouring suburbs, Sydney City and Canada Bay Councils operate 
Occasional Care Services in Redfern, Drummoyne and Concord. These services are run 
from Council owned premises which are purpose built for child care. The premises are 
not shared by other user groups, except for weekend groups run by Council for various 
related activities such as Parenting Courses. 
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Council’s Occasional Care services have been experiencing a steady decrease in 
utilisation over a number of years which is ultimately costing Council approximately 
$96,000 for the 2015/2016 financial year. For the calendar year 2015, Annandale 
service continued to be the least utilised with an average attendance of 44% for the 
period January 2015 to December 2015 while the Balmain service was better utilised 
at 51% for the same period. These figures are indicative of the 2015 year with 
Annandale Occasional Care operating between 29% and 52% each month, 
interestingly only one month reached above 50% utilisation. In comparison, the 
Balmain service operated between 35% and 66%, reaching a utilisation of more than 
50% 5 months of the year. 

At the August 2015 Policy meeting Council resolved: 

1. That Council note the preferred option to close Annandale Occasional Care and 
combine the Occasional Care service with Long Day Care at the Balmain premises.  

2. That Council undertake consultation regarding Option 2 for Council’s Occasional 
Care services and report the outcome back to Council for consideration. 

Report 

Council wrote to all families that have used Occasional Care in the past 2 years and 
invited them to attend one of 2 information sessions held at Annandale and at 
Balmain and also to complete an online survey. On Thursday 21st October 2015 and 
Monday 26th October 2015 information sessions were held at the Annandale and 
Balmain Occasional Care services respectively. These were attended by parents 
using the services as well as staff. 4 parents attended Balmain meeting, 5 attended 
Annandale meeting. Of the 5 at the Annandale session, only one had not used 
Balmain Occasional Care. The general feedback from parents was that there is a 
greater need for Occasional Care than perhaps Council realises and that long day 
care for the parents using Occasional Care is not a need. 

The information sessions outlined the following points: 

 Overall Occasional Care is not being as well utilised as in past years 
 Balmain is the most utilised premises of the 2 locations 
 Legislative changes anticipated by 2019 will require extensive building 
renovations to continue to operate from Annandale, involving taking over storage 
which is currently used by other users of the service 
 A number of ongoing WHS issues operating a Children’s Service from the 
shared premises at Annandale (providing poorer conditions for staff than at other 
centres) 

Generally attendees understood the consideration Council was making on relocating 
Annandale, with the exception of one parent who stated it would not be possible for 
her to attend the Balmain service as she walked to the service; many others already 
use both and one who used only Annandale said she would be happy to attend 
Balmain as that was the day she needed care and it wasn’t the location so much as 
the days of care she needed. 
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Many questioned the need for another long day care “…when there are so many 
new ones opening, one of which is a Council service…”. All attendees at the Balmain 
meeting proposed that council consider operating Occasional Care for 5 days from 
the Balmain premises for at least a year with increased promotion to better gauge 
the need for Occasional Care as compared to long day care. Many attendees at the 
Balmain meeting suggested that starting the service at 8:30am instead of 9am would 
allow parents more flexibility and therefore may result in more parents being able to 
utilise the service. This suggestion was echoed in the online survey with at least 2 
respondents suggesting earlier opening hours would be beneficial to their own and 
most likely other families. 

It was also suggested at the information session at Balmain that the new Leichhardt 
Local Link free community bus service will be beneficial to families in Annandale who 
may not have access to a car as the route has a number of stops in Annandale, 2 of 
which are within a block of the Annandale Neighbourhood Centre and 2 stops within 
3-5 minutes walking distance to Balmain Occasional Care, which will have parents at 
the centre soon after 9am. Unfortunately the Leichhardt Local Link does not enable 
parents to pick up and transport children back home due to the current timetable of 
the route. However, at the time of writing this report, it is understood that a review of 
the Leichhardt Local Link is to be undertaken in the near future and potentially 
changes may be made to the route and timetable.   

The online survey was distributed to all users of Occasional Care via Survey Monkey 
which remained open for 3 weeks, closing on 30th October 2015. Approximately 130 
families were emailed with a link to the survey as well as notices being displayed at 
the sign in and out areas of both services. From the survey, 33 replies were received 
with not all respondents answering all questions. An overwhelming majority of almost 
67% (21 respondents) indicated that Occasional Care was their primary care need, 
with only 31% (10 respondents) indicating they would use long day care hours 
should the service be a combined long day care/occasional care service. 

A question was asked which service respondents currently use. Of the 33 replies, 20 
indicated they use Balmain, with 11 indicating they use Annandale only.  In addition 
the survey asked whether Annandale users would consider using Balmain. 8 
respondents said yes they would use Balmain, 6 said no with a further 3 already 
using both services. Of the 33 respondents, 28 reside in the Leichhardt LGA with 
only 4 being from Annandale and 3 from Leichhardt/Lilyfield. The table below 
illustrates residential suburbs of the respondents 

Suburb Number of respondents 
Balmain/Birchgrove 13 
Rozelle 8 
Annandale 4 
Leichhardt/Lilyfield 3 
Camperdown 1 
Summer Hill 1 
Stanmore 1 
Forest Lodge 1 
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Interstate 1 

In addition to the consultation results, discussions with the Occasional Care Co
ordinator indicate that since October 2015 at least 4 parents using Annandale have 

recently begun to use Balmain. 

The online survey also provided room for respondents to comment (Attachment 1).
 
Of the 33 respondents to the survey, 26 provided comment. The majority of 

comments cite that Occasional Care is a valuable service to the families of the area.  

Concerns from respondents about the service becoming a combined Long Day 

Care/Occasional Care include: 


 a possible reduction in the quality of the Occasional Care service 

 reduced number of Occasional Care places when parents need flexibility in 

obtaining time out and respite 

 the impact of socialisation and children’s friendships created through 

Occasional Care that could be compromised by a combined service 

 parents without support networks nearby such as other family members may 

miss out on using Occasional Care when they require it if numbers are reduced to 

accommodate a combined service 

 parents who work casually may be prevented from working if Occasional Care
 
numbers are reduced as work is not always consistent hours and Occasional Care 

provides flexibility
 

Analysis 

The results of the consultation support the review of the utilisation figures gathered in 
2015 and outlined in the August 2015 report to Council, indicating that Balmain is the 
better utilised service. Recent figures show that if Occasional Care can operate at 
above 80% utilisation the service could potentially operate at break even. With 
improved promotion of the service operating 5 days at Balmain, a 12 month period 
(or longer) would allow a good amount of time to determine the feasibility of how 
well-utilised the service could become. 

The current Develop Consent at Balmain allows operation of an occasional service 5 
days per week and so there is nil initial cost to begin operation at Balmain the week 
following the relocation of Annandale. While Council proposes to relocate the 
Annandale Occasional Care service, Occasional Care will still be available in the 
LGA at the Balmain premises with a proposal to increase the operation of the service 
to 5 days per week to cater for the parents requiring care needs across all days of 
the week. 

DEC funding 

Both Occasional Care services receive historical recurrent funding from the State 
Government through the Children’s Services Program administered by the NSW 
Department of Education. Annandale Occasional Care receives $11,400 while 
Balmain receives $19,600. The funding section of the Department has been 
contacted via phone and email for advice in regards to how relocating Annandale 

Policy Council Meeting 08 March 2016 ITEM 3.5 



 

     

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

Page 598 

and extending operations at Balmain would impact the funding. Council is seeking to 
have the Annandale funding rolled over to the Balmain service.  

The request has been passed on to Senior Management within the Finance Section 
of the Department. Verbal advice from the Department is that no commitment will be 
made in regards to transferring the funding from Annandale to the Balmain service 
until such time as the notification to cease operation at the Annandale premises and 
the application to extend the days at Balmain have been acknowledged and 
approved, respectively, by the licensing section of the Department. 

Promotion of Occasional Care 

Promotion of the service has not yet begun as a determination on Council’s decision 
needs to be sought resolved prior to developing promotional material. Increased 
promotion of the service will encompass: 

 Information stall at Market Town  
 Developing posters and updating existing brochures for  

o Community Boards 
o LPAC 
o Early Childhood Health Centres 
o Playgroups 
o Community Centres 
o Libraries 
o Other Children’s Services, including Family Day Care 

 Investigating permanent signage on external Library wall at Balmain and/or at 
street front 

 Promotional flags/banner at street front 
 Updating Occasional Care information on the Leichhardt Council Website 
 Promoting Occasional Care’s open day 
 Approaching local schools for addition to school noticeboards or newsletters 

Out of School Hours 

On 8th February 2016 the Out Of School Hours (OOSH) service began operation 
from the Annandale premises. As a result of the OOSH service operating, the 
existing Occasional Care service has reduced its operating hours on Thursday to 
accommodate the OOSH service. Parents have been notified of this change and as 
there are very few children (average less than 4 per day) utilising the Occasional 
Care service after 1:30 on a Thursday, the impact is minimal. 

The reduced hours due to the OOSH service means the Annandale Occasional Care 
service will be operating for 9 hours per week only (from the original 11), 4.5 hours 
per day. 

By relocating to Balmain, Council will be able to re-establish the hours on Thursdays. 

This proposal is consistent with the recent s23A Guidelines issued by the OLG in 
relation to financial expenditure 
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Summary/Conclusions 

From the two information sessions and the online survey it is clear there are 
concerns regarding a combined Occasional Care/Long Day Care service. In 
particular a reduced number of Occasional Care places per day will not meet the 
needs of the community requiring Occasional Care. 

Neighbouring LGA Occasional Care Services operate from purpose built premises. 
The premises at Balmain is purpose built and will not require any renovation to 
enable extension operations to 5 days per week. 

Upcoming legislative changes will require extensive renovation of the Annandale 
premises in order to continue operating from 2019. The renovations would impose 
on storage space utilised by current users of the service. 

Relocating Annandale Occasional Care and operating full time from Balmain will 
allow better utilisation of the Balmain premises as well as the Annandale 
Neighbourhood Centre; enabling the Neighbourhood Centre to be hired out to users 
in the community or used generally by other community groups. 

Relocation to Balmain will also enable Council to re-establish the Occasional Care 
hours on Thursdays that were reduced in order to accommodate the After School 
Care service at Annandale. 

A majority of parents using Annandale Occasional Care have also used Balmain 
Occasional Care as their care needs fall on the days that Occasional Care is open. 

Operating at Balmain 5 days per week can be done immediately and a S96 will be 
lodged to extend the operating hours to start at 8:30 in order to tap into a potential 
market of users that previously may not have been able to use Occasional Care. 

A fee re-structure will be required to accommodate the extended hours. This can be 
done as part of the budget development for 2016/2017. 

Therefore it is recommended that Council promote and continue to operate 
Occasional Care only from the Balmain premises and review after at least 12 months 
operation to determine utilisation. 

Attachments 

1. Occasional Care User Survey Comments 
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ITEM 3.6 REPORT ON MEMORIAL PLANTINGS AND PLAQUES 
POLICY FOR ADOPTION 

Division Environment and Community Management 
Author Group Manager Community and Cultural Services 
Meeting date 8 March 2016 Policy Meeting 

Strategic Plan Key Service 
Area 

Community well-being 
Place where we live and work 
Sustainable services and assets 

SUMMARY AND ORGANISATIONAL IMPLICATIONS
 

Purpose of Report To advise Council on amendments to the Draft 
Memorial Plantings and Plaques Policy as 
suggested during the exhibition period November 
2015 to January 2016, and propose Policy for 
adoption. 

Background  Council resolved C548/15P to Exhibit the Draft 
Memorial Plantings and Plaques Policy for a 
period of 28 days and a further report be 
submitted to Council containing feedback 
received, and a policy for adoption. Council 
further resolved to consider an annual program of 
historical markers and interpretative signage in 
the forthcoming budget process. The budget 
proposal is to contain cost and resourcing 
implications, and broad assessment guidelines. 

Current Status Submissions received during exhibition period are 
summarised in report. 

Relationship to existing 
policy 

Aligns in particular Naming of Roads, Parks, 
Reserves, and Public Spaces 

Financial and Resources 
Implications 

Consider allocation of an ongoing fund for an 
implementation program for installation of 
historical plaques 2016/17 

Recommendation 1. That Council adopt the Memorial Plantings 
and Plaques Policy shown attached as 
Attachment 1. 

2. That Council consider an annual program of 
historical markers and interpretative signage 
in the forthcoming budget process. 

3. That fees applicable under the policy be 
addressed in the course of the budget 
process. 

4. Following adoption, existing requests for 
plantings, plaques and historical markers 
and interpretative signage that require 
Council's consideration and consent under 
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the policy be reported to Council. 

Notifications To be published on Council website and notified 
through Residents E-News and to Committees 
including Precinct Committees. 

Attachments Memorial Planting and Plaques Policy for 
adoption 
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Purpose of Report 

To advise Council on amendments to the Draft Memorial Plantings and Plaques 
Policy as suggested during the exhibition period November 2015 to January 2016, 
and propose Policy for adoption. 

Recommendations 

1. 	 That Council adopt the Memorial Plantings and Plaques Policy shown attached 
as Attachment 1. 

2. 	 That Council consider an annual program of historical markers and 
interpretative signage in the forthcoming budget process. 

3. 	 That fees applicable under the policy be addressed in the course of the budget 
process. 

4. 	 Following adoption, existing requests for plantings, plaques and historical 
markers and interpretative signage that require Council's consideration and 
consent under the policy be reported to Council. 

Background 

From time to time Council receives requests from individuals and organisations for 
permission to plant trees, install plaques, and erect commemorative statues or install 
interpretative signage, to honour an individual, organisation or event. Council 
currently draws on a number of sources to determine the installation of seating, 
memorials, plaques and historical markers. Council endeavours to respond to the 
often heartfelt requests with sensitivity and at the same time balancing the 
community, cultural and historical significance of the request with the practicalities of 
public domain design and amenity 

Council resolved (C568/13, December 2013) that Council Officers consult with 
neighbouring councils, key stakeholders and interested community members in 
drafting Council’s Memorials and Plaques Policy and Procedure 

A Draft Memorial Plantings and Plaques Policy was drafted to assist in responding to 
these requests and provide direction for Council and the community on the principles 
and protocols guiding commemorative plantings and plaques in our local government 
area. Contributions to drafting the Policy were received from LATSICC, Community, 
Culture and Recreation Committee, Heritage Committee and a public meeting. The 
Draft Policy was presented to November 2015 Policy Council. 

Council resolved C548/15P to: 

1. 	 Exhibit the Draft Memorial Plantings and Plaques Policy for a period of 28 days 
and a further report be submitted to Council containing feedback received, and 
a policy for adoption. 

2. 	 Consider an annual program of historical markers and interpretative signage in 
the forthcoming budget process. The budget proposal is to contain cost and 
resourcing implications, and broad assessment guidelines. 
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Report 

The Draft Memorial Plantings and Plaques Policy was exhibited from 26 November 
2015 to 24 December 2015, and extended to 17 January 2016 at the request of 
community members. The Policy was exhibited in Libraries, Customer Service, and 
was notified through the website and to Committee members and Precincts, and key 
stakeholders including community members who have contacted Council seeking 
memorial plantings, plaques and seats. 

Matters raised in submissions, and response. 

a) Pleased that guidelines have been developed.  1 submission. Noted 
b) Request  previous request as aligned with the draft policy. 1 submission. 

Noted that all outstanding requests will be addressed following adoption 
of Policy. 

c) Planting needs to be specific to Adopted Plan of Management. 1 

submission. Noted - Plans of Management are adopted by Council.
 

d) Request that exhibition period be extended beyond 28 days given the 
Christmas period, and that Policy be circulated to committees and precincts 
with extended period for response. 1 submission. Actioned. Exhibition 
Period extended to 17 January. 

e) Request that Register of Memorials be published on Council website and with 
local history collection. 1 submission. Included in final draft 

f)   That flowers and tributes be removed after initial ceremony.  1 submission 
g) Include Adopt a Verge Program and Leichhardt Urban Forest Policy in list of 

related policies. 1 submission. Included in final draft 
h) Request that drinking fountains be included in the draft Policy. 1 submission.  

Noted however a drinking fountain is a significant infrastructure asset, 
and would be dealt with as a separate project particularly regarding 
ongoing maintenance and operation. Not included in the policy. 

i)   Request for comparison with Centennial Park Policy. 1 submission.  Noted, 
no amendment made to the Exhibition Draft. 

j)   When applicants apply for a DA to refurbish a commercial or private 
residence identified to be of heritage, historic, conservation or architectural 
interest that it should be a condition of DA approval by Council that Council 
install a simple plaque on the façade. 1 submission. Recommended that 
this be considered through the ongoing review of the LEP and DCP. 

k) Council to consider wider use of pathway brass memorials e.g. in Circular 
Quay and the Presidio in San Francisco and at Loyalty Square, Balmain. 1 
submission. Recommended for inclusion in budget proposal to develop 
criteria and design guidelines for historical markers program, and 
allocate an annual fund. 

l)   Individual residential properties, retail, commercial and industrial property 
owners should be encouraged to add a plaque if they can substantiate 
heritage, historic or community interest applies to their property.1 submission. 
	 Plaques could be purchased from Council, standard parameters 

applied to limit the number of characters and also placement on their 
building. 

	 All plaques should be a standard shape and size with a light coloured 
background with white readable writing. E.g. suggest oval or round 
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(NOT square or rectangle) with light coloured background (not black or 
dark), with white large readable text (NOT brass with small text). Note 
too many signs are unreadable after weathering and due to the small 
text size   

	 Maybe add a link to a Library app for further research 
	 Recommended for inclusion in budget proposal to develop 

criteria and design guidelines for historical markers and 
interpretative signage program, and allocate an annual fund 

m) That Clontarf Cottage Management Committee is consulted on the 
installation of any plaques on site. 1 submission Included in Internal 
Procedure : including consultation with relevant Committees of Council 

Policy summary 

The Draft Memorial Plantings and Plaques Policy seeks to guide Council and the 
community on the proposal, approval, installation and management of memorials, 
commemorative plantings, and plaques. 

Section 5 sets out the key criteria for considering applications made under the 
Policy. 

Plantings 

The policy proposes that Council formalise its provision of community plantings and 
adopts criteria for applicants, and a standard application form.  It further proposes:-

	 that community members liaise with Council to identify an approved location 
and approve species in keeping with relevant Parks Plans of Management 
and public domain plans 

 a fee is involved 
 no physical plaque will be installed, due to high frequency of damage and 

cost of ongoing maintenance.  

Plaques on seats 

Council receives requests for the installation of plaques to commemorate individuals 
on a frequent basis. A number of requests have sought to have plaques installed on 
stone plinths, and some requests have been for plaques on seats, or plaques co
located with planted trees. The policy will assist the community and Council identify 
and respond to frequently occurring situations with a transparent and consistent 
process. 

The Policy proposes that plaques will apply only to plaques on seats, and proposes 
criteria for the installation of public seating, and proposes a standard application 
process with a fee to be involved. The policy identifies Plaques as small (A7) metal 
tablets, and gives design specifications and site specific guidelines for installation. 
The policy recognises that costs are incurred, and proposes that fees be charged to 
manage Council’s response to such requests.  
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It is proposed that once Council has adopted the Policy, that existing and future 
requests for seating and memorial plaques be reviewed by an internal working party 
of Council Officers, and that recommendations from the Working Party made within 
the Policy guidelines be delegated by the General Manager to the Director 
Infrastructure and Service Delivery for determination, and installation if required. 

Historical Markers and Memorials  

The Policy recognises that historical markers and memorials require a different 
assessment, as they occur less frequently, they are of a different order of magnitude 
and significance, and are more costly to install and maintain.  They therefore require 
durable materials, capable of a lifespan beyond 20 years. 

The Policy proposes that these largely be treated on a case by case basis, and 
typically these proposals require consultation and an officer’s report to Council.  

Recognising the importance of Council commemorating and marking significant 
people, events, and community and cultural experiences throughout the local 
government area, it is proposed that Council consider an annual program 
commemorating significant places, people and/or community and cultural matters. 
Preferably a theme-based design should be developed that  over time, can be linked 
into walking trails and enhance place making qualities of our local neighbourhoods 
as well as high streets and the public domain. 

In developing the program Council should consider whether amendments are 
required to the LEP and DCP. 

Summary/Conclusions 

The Draft Memorial Plantings and Plaques Policy have been prepared with input 
from LATSICC, Community, Culture and Recreation Committee, Heritage Committee 
and a public meeting. The Draft has been amended in response to submissions 
received during exhibition period, summarised in report. A proposal for the 
development of an annual program of historical and interpretative markers will be 
submitted to Council for consideration during the budget period.  The Policy is 
recommended to Council for adoption. Following adoption, Council will be advised 
on any existing requests that require Council's consideration and consent under the 
policy. 

Attachments 

1. Memorial Planting and Plaques Policy for adoption. 
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ITEM 3.7 PROPOSED NETBALL COURT PROVISION- DARLEY ROAD 
LEICHHARDT 

Division Environment and Community Management 
Author Senior Parks and Open Space Planner 

Traffic Manager 
Meeting date 8th March-Policy Meeting 

Strategic Plan Key Service 
Area 

Community well-being 
Accessibility 
Place where we live and work 

SUMMARY AND ORGANISATIONAL IMPLICATIONS
 

Purpose of Report To report to Council the outcomes of community 
consultation, planning and design considerations 
associated with the proposed Shields 
Playground/Darley Road Netball Courts.  

Background  At its November 2015 Policy meeting Council 
considered concept plans on Netball Courts at 
Shields Playground, Darley Road and resolved to 
undertake the following (refer to C546/15P) 

1. Exhibit the draft concept plans for the Darley 
Road Netball Courts for a period of 28 days 
and seek community feedback on the 
proposed design. 

2. Hold a public meeting to present the draft 
plans to local residents and key stakeholders 
during the exhibition period. 

3. Noting the estimated costs in delivering this 
project, Council allocates funding shortfall 
from lighting budget for the Hawthorne Canal 
Shared Path Upgrade  

4. Receive a further report to the February  
        2016 Policy Meeting of Council on the   
        outcomes of community consultation  

Current Status Public Consultation has been completed. 
A traffic and parking study has been completed 
and the results of resident parking survey are also 
presented in this report 

Relationship to existing 
policy 

Provision of up to five netball courts for netball 
training is a key adopted priority in the adopted 
Recreation and Needs Study 2005. 

Financial and Resources 
Implications 

Council has set aside a budget of $704,465 for 
this project. 
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Recommendation That Council:-

1. Proceed with detailed design works and the 
lodgement of a Development Application for the 
development of three hard surface netball Courts, 
public toilet facilities and associated landscaping 
improvements works at Shields Playground, 
Darley Road Leichhardt. 

2. Subject to the granting of development 
approvals, commit to developing netball courts on 
the Darley Road site. 

Notifications Local residents and Leichhardt Netball clubs 
Attachments Attachment 1 - Draft Concept Plans 

Attachment 2 - Public Submissions 
Attachment 3 - Traffic Study Report 
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Purpose of Report 

To report to Council the outcomes of community consultation and planning and 
design considerations associated with the proposed Shields Playground/Darley 
Road Netball Courts 

Recommendation 

That Council:-

1. Proceed with detailed design works and the lodgement of a Development 
Application for the development of three hard surface netball Courts, public toilet 
facilities and associated landscaping improvements works at Shields Playground, 
Darley Road Leichhardt. 

2. Subject to the granting of development approvals, commit to developing netball 
courts on the Darley Road site. 

Background 

At its November 2015 Policy meeting Council considered concept plans on Netball 
Courts at Shields Playground, Darley Road and resolved to undertake the following 
(refer to C546/15P): 

1. 	 Exhibit the draft concept plans for the Darley Road Netball Courts for a period 
of 28 days and seek community feedback on the proposed design. 

2. 	 Hold a public meeting to present the draft plans to local residents and key 
stakeholders during the exhibition period. 

3. 	 Noting the estimated costs in delivering this project, Council allocates funding 
shortfall from lighting budget for the Hawthorne Canal Shared Path Upgrade  

4. 	 Receive a further report to the February 2016 Policy Meeting of Council on the   
        outcomes of community consultation  

Report 

Following the outcomes of the November 2015 Policy Meeting of Council, the 
draft concept plans (Attachment 1) for the proposed Darley Road Netball 
Courts were exhibited for a period of 28 days from 12th November 2015 
through to the 11th December 2015. A public meeting was held at Shields 
Playground on Saturday 5th December 2015 to present the draft plans and 
invite community feedback.  

Public Meeting Outcomes 

A total of 25 local residents and park users attended the public meeting. The Mayor, 
Councillor Byrne, Councillor Kelly and Councillor Emsley also attended. Council staff 
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present included the Traffic Manager, the Senior Parks and Open Space Planner 
and Council’s Senior Traffic Engineer.  

The public meeting highlight significant opposition and concern to the proposed 
netball courts with support only forthcoming from the netball clubs themselves. The 
netball clubs did however also highlight concerns with parking issues. The key 
issues highlighted from the public meeting are outlined in Table 1.0  

Table 1.0 Public Meeting-Saturday 5th December 2015 Summary of Issues 

Key Issues Council Officer Response 

There are currently No netball courts in 
LGA – why don’t you wait till 
amalgamation then there will be! 

This would need to be a determination of 
Council. However the Ashfield Courts are 
currently at full capacity and additional 
courts are needed to address the needs 
of local netball clubs. Leichhardt 
netballers currently have no facilities and 
this project seeks to address the needs 
of our local clubs and citizens. 

More Noise Pollution -Darley Road the 
worst Road in Leichhardt 

The courts would be limited to evening 
training on weeknights. Weekend use is 
not anticipated at this stage as the 
majority of netball games are currently 
held at Cintra Park in Concord.  

Loss of Parking- we Can't find a park 
during the week 

As part of the project brief Council 
engaged a traffic consultant to undertake 
a study of parking needs in the area and 
assess similar projects in terms of 
parking demand. The attached 
consultant's report demonstrated that the 
parking demand for the netball courts 
could be met by the proposed parking 
changes on the Reserve side of Darley 
Road. 
Council also recognises the change in 
parking conditions which have arisen as 
part of the Light Rail Station development 
(Hawthorne Light Rail Stop). As part of 
the review of this proposal a resident 
parking survey was undertaken to assess 
residents' needs and concerns. A 
Resident Parking Scheme (RPS) was 
prepared and residents' views sought. 
The outcome of the RPS survey is being 
reported to the 3rd March 2016 Traffic 
Committee meeting for consideration. 

The space is being privatised just for 
netballers. In Lyall St parking is at 

The space is not being privatised. Like 
sporting grounds the facility will be open 

Policy Council Meeting 08 March 2016 ITEM 3.7 



 

     

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 
 

 

Page 622 

capacity. The noise will be unbearable for other users to enjoy and use when 
what about spaces for our Dogs? not being utilised for netball training. In 

addition to this Council is happy to work 
with the community on facilitating 
alternative uses for the courts when not 
in use. School use for example is 
expected to be a feature during 
weekdays as is bike riding and learning 
to ride events 

Passive space v active Recreation. There are significant deficiencies in 
Space and Data. Council needs to do its active recreation provision, especially in 
homework on this issue we need more terms of the provision of netball courts as 
passive space. How is this space training venues. Netball Clubs are 
currently used? currently growing in numbers Wanderers 

- 27 teams, Tigers – 29 
teams, Wolverines – 10 teams. 

A proper traffic and parking analysis is In the last few years Council successfully 
required including safe crossing points. lobbied the RTA (now RMS) to have the 

speed limit reduced on Darley Road from 
60km/h to 50km/h. RMS is currently 
investigating the provision of pedestrian 
facilities at this location to assist 
pedestrians crossing Darley Road. The 
attached consultant's report 
demonstrated that the parking demand 
for the netball courts could be met by the 
proposed parking changes on the 
Reserve side of Darley Road. 
Council also recognises the change in 
parking conditions which has arisen as 
part of the Light Rail Station 
Development (Hawthorne Light Rail 
Stop). As part of the review of this 
proposal a parking survey was 
undertaken to assess residential parking. 
A Resident Parking Scheme (RPS) was 
prepared and residents' views were 
sought. The outcome of the RPS survey 
is being reported to the 3rd March 2016 
Traffic Committee meeting for 
consideration. 

This is a constrained space why here? 
What about the Land next to 
Le Montage ? 

Refer to the Alternative Options Section 
of the report. 

What about balls going on to the road or 
rail line?  

We are confident that the courts are set 
back sufficiently to prevent this. In 
addition landscaping and fencing works 
will also be part of the overall design of 
the project. 

Policy Council Meeting 08 March 2016 ITEM 3.7 



 

     

 
 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 
 

 
  

Page 623 

You should rezone Callan Park and put Callan Park is subject to its own draft 
netball courts on the Veterans Site. Master Plan which is yet to be formally 

adopted by the NSW Government and 
amending this would require some work 
by Council including detailed community 
consultation. 

How many trees will be lost-? we need 
more trees not less 

Two Trees will be removed in total- one 
of which is already dead and will most 
likely be removed shortly. Landscaping 
works including further tree planting will 
be undertaken as part of the landscaping 
component of the park development.  

Why can’t schools be used instead of 
parkland? 

Schools are State Government owned 
and generally not open to the community 
after school hours. Our local schools rely 
significantly on Council in the provision of 
open space for physical instruction and 
are space poor. 

Build the courts in Ashfield in the on The Ashfield Courts are currently at full 
leash area on the other side capacity and additional courts are 

needed to be constructed to address the 
needs of local netball clubs. Leichhardt 
netballers currently have no facilities and 
this project seeks to address the needs 
of our local clubs and citizens. 

40km/h speed limit needed on Darley 
road 

In the last few years Council has 
successfully lobbied the RTA to have the 
speed reduced on Darley Road from 
60Km/h to 50km/h. RMS has no current 
plan to further reduce the speed limit on 
this road to 40km/h. 

What other sues would the courts have? 
I am concerned about the loss of 
valuable green space. 

These courts can be used for many other 
activities e.g. riding scooters, kids 
learning to ride bikes etc. 

Public Submissions 

In addition to the public meeting held on 5th December 2015 the draft concept plans 
for the proposed Darley Road Netball Courts were exhibited for a period of 28 days 
from 12th November 2015 through to the 11th December 2015. A total of 26 
submissions all in opposition to the proposed netball courts were received. A full 
summary of the submissions received is attached as Attachment 2. 

The key concerns highlighted by submitters mirror the issues which were raised at 
the community consultation meeting. The submission issues have been summarised 
below in Table 1.1 and the Council officer responses are provided.  
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Table 1.1 Key Issues Raised in Submissions and Council Officer Response 

Issue Council Officer Response 
Loss of Green Space and growing 
population needs for open space 

While there will be removal of grass to 
provide netball courts there will be no net 
loss of open space. Open space does 
not just consist of green space. Open 
space is land which is accessible to the 
public and can include: 

 Green space (land that is partly or 
completely covered with grass, 
trees, shrubs, or other vegetation). 

 Parks, community gardens, and 
cemeteries, Schoolyards, 
Playgrounds, Public seating 
areas, Public plazas and vacant 
lots. 

Open space provides recreational space 
for play for both residents and visitors 
and helps to enhance the beauty and 
environmental quality of neighborhoods. 

Council Amalgamation and the Provision The Ashfield Courts are currently at full 
of Netball Courts in the Ashfield LGA capacity. Council is seeking to provide 

recreational training space for its local 
netball clubs, the members of which 
reside in the Leichhardt local government 
area. In the future opportunities for 
expanding the courts in the Ashfield LGA 
may be an option for any new or existing 
Council.  

Lack of Parking and Darley Road Safety 
Issues. 

This issue is addressed in the “Traffic 
and Parking Impacts” section of this 
report. 

Alternative Site Considerations This issue is addressed in the 
“Alternative Site Considerations” 
section of this report. 

Noise Generated form the Proposed 
Development 

The proposal is for three netball courts 
which will be used for evening training 
during the weekdays and not on 
weekends. Noise is anticipated to be 
minimal given the location of the training 
facility adjacent to Darley Road and the 
Hawthorne Light Rail Stop. 
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Traffic and Parking Impacts 

Council has investigated opportunities to enhance parking availability in Darley Road 
(Foster Street-Daniel Street) and Daniel Street to cater for the parking demand for 
the proposed netball courts. Therefore, it is proposed to implement a section of ‘90⁰ 
Angle Parking, Rear to Kerb, Vehicles Under 6m Only’ parking restrictions on the 
western (Reserve) side of Darley Road between Foster Street and Daniel Street. 
The angle parking proposal will increase the existing on-street parking spaces on the 
Reserve side of Darley Road by approximately ten (10) spaces and the parking 
supply on the western side of Darley Road to 30 spaces (26 spaces along the Light 
Rail Corridor and 4 spaces fronting the Shields Playground). This will be 
supplemented by '2P 8am-8pm; Mon-Fri' parking restrictions to improve parking 
turnover for the full length from Daniel Street to Foster Street, including the parallel 
parking spaces. 

Council also recognises the change in parking conditions which have arisen as part 
of the Light Rail Station development (Hawthorne Light Rail Stop). As part of the 
review of this proposal, a resident parking survey was undertaken to assess 
residents' needs and concerns. A Resident Parking Scheme (RPS) was prepared 
and residents' views sought on parking restrictions ‘2P, 8am-8pm, Mon-Fri, Permit 
Holders Excepted, Authorised Area L1’ outside the residential properties in Darley 
Road (Foster Street - Daniel Street) and Daniel Street, Leichhardt to further improve 
parking for residents, subject to resident support.  The outcome of the RPS survey is 
being reported to the 3rd March 2016 Traffic Committee meeting for consideration. 

According to Council’s Resident Parking Scheme policy, a minimum of 50% support 
from the properties in the subject section of the street is required for consideration to 
implement resident parking. The survey closes on 1st March 2016 and the results 
will be tabled at the Traffic Committee Meeting to be held on 3rd March 2016. 

GTA consultants were engaged to undertake a car parking and traffic assessment of 
the proposed netball courts in Shields Playground, Darley Road. Their report is 
attached (Attachment 3). The assessment detailed in the report estimated a 
combined car parking demand for the three (3) netball courts of 30 spaces, based on 
a review of similar facilities and proximity to public transport and advised that the 
proposed 30 spaces signposted '2P 8am-8pm; Mon-Fri' could cater for the parking 
demand (including the additional 10 spaces provided by converting parallel parking 
to 90 degree angled parking in Darley Road) during the proposed weekday evening 
training periods. 

The report estimated a traffic generation of 60 vehicles/hour when training would be 
held and that this volume of traffic was not expected to have a significant impact on 
the adjacent road network. Also, the section of Darley Road on the north-south 
corridor between Foster Street and James Street is a classified road carrying 
regional traffic volumes. 

Roads and Maritime Services (RMS) have advised that they could investigate the 
introduction of 2 hour parking during training times in Darley Road along the Shields 
Playground frontage (currently unrestricted parking).  This could provide additional 
parking opportunities for netball court users.  RMS is currently investigating the 
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provision of pedestrian facilities at this location to assist pedestrians crossing Darley 
Road. 

Alternative Site Considerations 

As part of the public consultation process a commitment was given by Council to 
review two other locations which were suggested by members of the public for the 
Netball Courts. The two locations in question are Hawthorne Canal Reserve 
(Alternative Site 1) in the recently rezoned on leash section in the south of park and 
secondly the area of open space known as the Peace Grove in Leichhardt Park 
(Alternative Site 2). 

Both sites have been assessed by Council officers and the appointed landscape 
consultants. Both sites have significant constraints which are highlighted in the site 
analysis below:  

Alternative Site 1-Southern Area of Hawthorne Canal Reserve (On Leash Area)  

This area is currently used as a passive recreation area and as a major access point 
to the off leash area of Hawthorne Canal Reserve. It would be possible to develop 
three netball courts in this areas however there would be significant impacts on the 
park which need to be considered by Council. There are significant Hills Fig - Ficus 
microcarpa trees present in the reserve which would need to be removed. Up to six 
significant trees would need to be removed to allow three netball courts to be 
developed in this area. Two courts could be delivered with fewer impacts on trees. 
The nearest public toilets are located on the Ashfield side of the canal which is not 
ideal. Opposition from dog walkers may also be an issue given the popularity of the 
park. On the positive side there are no neighbours in the immediate vicinity of the 
Alternative Option 1. Car parking issues would still be a factor on the Leichhardt side 
particularly in the southern part of Darley Road. 
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Image 1.0-Alternative Site 1-Southern Area of Hawthorne Canal Reserve (On Leash Area)  
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Alterative Option 2-The Peace Grove Leichhardt Park 

The Peace Grove is currently utilised as an informal and passive area of open space in Leichhardt Park. Geographically the site is 
constrained between Maliyawul Street and the residential housing which back on to the park from Bayside Street, Leichhardt. An 
analysis of the park has highlighted the possibility of developing two netball courts on this site. Development of this nature would be 
problematic given the close proximity of residential properties to the park and the need to floodlight the facility for winter evening 
training needs (Refer to Fig 1.3). The site does however have good practical surveillance and car parking facilities are already 
provided on site. 

Policy Council Meeting 08 March 2016            ITEM 3.7 



 

 

 

Page 629 


Image 1.2-Alternative Site 2-The Peace Grove-Leichhardt Park.  
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Image 1.2 –The Peace Grove- Leichhardt Park 

Summary/Conclusions 

The Darley Road, Shields Playground site is the preferred location for the 
development of three netball courts in the Leichhardt local government area. It is 
noted that there is residential opposition to the project and that concerns have been 
raised in relation to parking needs, traffic flows, noise pollution and the loss of open 
space. The proposed development will not result in a net loss of open space but will 
provide a much needed recreational facility which will support the needs of local 
netballers and can be used for other recreational uses when not utilised for netball 
training. 

Currently there are 66 local netball teams in the Leichhardt local government area 
and this number is growing as the population increases. Training facilities are 
desperately needed to support local netballers. 

The alternative sites which have been identified and investigated for netball court 
provision have merit but both alternative sites also have significant issues in terms of 
the impacts of the development proposed. The site with the least impacts is that of 
the Darley Road, Shields Playground site. 

In moving forward it is recommended that Council proceed with detailed design 
works and the lodgement of a development application for the proposed netball 
courts. Subject to the granting of development approvals Council commit to 
developing netball courts on the Darley Road site.  

Attachments 

Attachment 1 - Draft Concept Plans 
Attachment 2 - Public Submissions 
Attachment 3 - Traffic Study Report 
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ATTACHMENT 2 

Summary of Written Submissions received Netball Court Provision Shields Playground (November/December 2015).  


Number Date 
Submission 
Received 

Submitter Issues 

1/. 27/11/2015 Residen 
t/ 
Park 
User 

As you would know Shields Playground is a roughly triangular strip of green 
area with a playground at the northern end located between the light rail line 
at Darley Road. Darley Road is a busy main road. 

The concept plan manages to squeeze three netball courts into this triangular 
space with two of the courts back-to-back and the pedestrian/cycle shared 
path running through the middle of the courts.   

The concept plan does not show a scale, so I am uncertain as to the accuracy 
of the concept plan. 

The rationale seems to be that Leichhardt has three netball clubs and 66 
teams and it is somehow inappropriate that we do not have our own netball 
courts.  Presumably the three netball clubs manage at the moment, although 
evidently practicing out of the area, presumably just on the other side of the 
canal. These courts ain’t that far away. 

Does it really matter anyway.  It seems rather too precious and suggests that 
each Council should be able to provide facilities for all and sundry. Makes 
more sense to pool resources.  Surely the users of the dog off-leash  area 
between the light rail and the canal do not all come from Leichhardt. In other 
words we supply a facility that is used by non-Leichhardt residents. 

The concept plan does indicate how parking is to be managed. Streets west 
of Darley Road and Foster Street cater for resident parking, Aussie Bum 
employees, users of the dog-off leash area and commuters. The streets are 
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at capacity. Adding more demand will overload parking supply. 

The concept plan shows the courts in close proximity to Darley 
Road.  Parents taking a child sports training may often have a second, 
younger child in tow.  A parent’s attention can be divided. 

There is the 
potential for the younger child to “escape” and run onto Darley Road.  

In any sport involving a ball, there is the potential for the ball to go out of 
court.  In this case it could reasonably get onto Darley Road, with the 
potential for someone going after it.  Drivers taking avoidance action can be 
expected.  This may be reasonably frequent.  The proposed fencing will not 
“retain” an “errant” ball on the courts. Higher fence would, but would be quite 
unattractive. 

As for use.  Sporting teams/clubs in my experience (Balmain Little Athletics (9 
years with two children) and football (three codes, three clubs, 10 years, one 
child) is that teams play competitively on weekends.  Practice does not occur 
on Mondays (too far from the weekend) and Fridays (too close to the 
weekend).  This leaves Tuesday to Thursday to practice. Practice sessions 
would run 1.5 hours. One hour is too short; a fair bit of time is wasted at the 
start getting organised.  So even a one hour training session would consume 
1.5 hours of time.  Training starts after school and ends at a reasonable time, 
so kids can go to bed and school the next day. Practically you would get two 
sessions onto a court. Which means 6 teams can train per night. Over three 
nights 18 teams get to train. 

So the three courts would accommodate less than 30% of the teams in 
Leichhardt.  For this, the cost is close to $0.75 million, crammed into a small 
space with no suitable parking available and very, very close to a busy main 
road. 

I consider this concept plan to a poor benefit:cost ratio. The benefit is to 
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some netball teams.  The cost is the financial outlay, the loss of a bit green 
space (netball court surfaces do not replace grass), the accident potential and 
overload of the current parking supply. 

May sound like a NIMBY complaint, but I have no problems with the dog off 
leash area as such (apart from dog-owners being unable to comply with dog 
on-lead areas) and the netball courts west of the rail line. As a professional 
traffic engineer, this concept plan is pretty poor proposal.  I do not support it. 

2/. 27/11/2015 Residen 
t/Park 
User 

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to see the proposed plans. I wont be 
able to attend the public meeting as I have a prior commitment. 

I appreciate the chance to contribute by email regarding a proposed netball 
development on this site. 

I am a local resident in Falls Street and my concern for this proposal is that 
the road is very busy most of the time and this would create a traffic/safety 
hazard with the users of the proposed courts. 

As a parent of a Netballer's I know what its like at drop off and pick up times 
when you have girls in Netball teams. It is busy as most players are 
transported by a parent in a car who then proceeds to park to watch their 
daughter play her match. 

The parking is limited in that stretch of the road and in the surrounding 
streets, and there is no pedestrian crossing to allow for safe crossing of 
Darley Road. 

My issue is the safety of young girls crossing the road in a stretch where 
motorists don’t have to stop at present and the traffic flows quickly and 
constantly most of the time. 

I think it would be necessary to provide a car park and pedestrian safety if this 
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area is contemplated for a netball court area. 

Even with the smaller number of courts planned for this area the likelihood of 
at least 14 cars needing safe parking for each court (being each players 
parent. 

Perhaps an area on the other side where the park is much larger would be a 
suitable area for netball courts and the appropriate and necessary parking. 

3/. Residen 
t/Park 
User 

To whom it mat concern. 

I am shocked at the proposal to build courts in this small green space! The 
LCC must be desperate, as there are already courts on the other side of the 
canal. 
I use to live in Daniel Street, and the noise form that was ridiculous! 

1/ Due to the situation of the proposed courts, it is a busy road already, and 
will be an unsafe area and not suitable for children etc. 
2/ There is insufficient parking now,  let alone when there will be many more 
people coming 
to the area to play. What provision has been made for this or has that been 
overlooked too. 
3/ What consideration has been made for residents in the area, being one, I 
strongly oppose this, as the general noise, the extra traffic noise, and 
the extreme lack of parking is already a nightmare, as it is bad hard enough 
now, what hell are we going to have to put up with? 
4/The bright lights are disturbing, the noise especially the screaming of the 
players, will be intolerable!! 

I strongly protest the building of these courts on Shield park and request that 
the LCC looks elsewhere to build them. 
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I look forward to your explanation as to this crazy and ridiculous proposal 

4/ 28/11/2015 Residen 
t/Park 
User 

This plan is madness and I am sure all of Leichhardt will be against it, as we 
are. 

The traffic on Darley road bottlenecks morning and afternoons and you would 
be mad to add to this. How could you possibly want to ruin the 
Park land where the entrance to the Hawthorne light rail is which has just 
been upgraded after the tunnel went through and you want to ruin it again? 
It should remain as it is.  There are plenty of netball courts already in the park 
on the other side of the canal that are hardly use and plenty of room over 
there in the Hawthorne park. Why cant you see that is where more additions 
should be made if more netball courts are needed as it is already built for it. 

Spend $704,00 to ruin the entrance to Leichhardt, you have got to be 
joking. Is the Mayor blind or just mental. 

We cant believe that anyone could even think about it let alone proposed 
doing this 

5/. 29/11/2015 Residen 
t/Park 
User 

I am writing in response to the plan to build netball courts in Shields 
playground on Darley Road Leichhardt. I live on Darley Road and walk 
through and use this playground 7 days a week. 

I am appalled that Leichhardt Council is looking to reduce the green space. 

I am equally appalled that your plans are to use a park which is utilised by the 
local residents for relaxation, games and picnics. 

This playground on Darley Road has no parking available. This will prove 
problematic for residents. 
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This playground is on a main road and is therefore not safe for children to be 
playing beside. 

A 500 metre walk away are the netball courts on the other side of the 
hawthorne canal. These courts are not effectively used and are more often 
empty. It would be more suitable to rebuild those courts and have them 
utilised.  

I am unable to attend the public meeting, however, please take this email as 
my vote AGAINST the netball courts being built on the Shields Playground 
site. 

As a resident of Leichhardt Council, I enjoy the open spaces and greenery 
which contributes to my overall health and wellbeing. Every other council is 
becoming more congested. I was of the belief Leichhardt Council under the 
Greens had more interest in maintaining this. I am disappointed this is proving 
to not be the case. 

6/. 1/12/2015 Residen 
t/Park 
User 

I think the playground for little children that live in the numerous surrounding 
townhouses should be extended rather than making it a netball court. There 
are already a bunch over the bridge. As a mother of small children you cannot 
always venture far and this area is the ideal area to take them without having 
to travel to jubilee park or across to haberfield. It works as a backyard for 
many parents. There are not many small parks close by. What needs to be 
done is to install traffic lights and a safety wall so cars cannot accidently drive 
off the road. 
Also where are the parents of the netballers going to park?  

7/. 1/12/2015 Residen 
t/Park 
User 

I am writing to find out if there will be any basketball facilities at the proposed 
netball courts. 

Also will there be some sort of crossing or traffic light installed to deal with the 
increased pedestrian traffic. 
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8/. 1/12/2015 Residen 
t/Park 
User 

I have, last week, received your notification about the proposal to install 
netball courts in the park area. 

I can not express enough my disappointment in this proposed location. I 
support the concept of creating netball courts within the council area, 
however, there are other locations which would better suit the users and local 
residents. 

Since the light rail has commenced, the parking situation has become horrific 
for residents. I raised with both council and transport for NSW during that 
planning stage about parking. In particular I suggested cutting the southern 
end of park into a small car park or imposing residential parking signs. Both 
were rejected by TfNSW and council, who indicated that parking was not 
going to be a problem. 

Now, with the proposed netball courts, where are all the parents going to 
park? It is fruitless to suggest or think that they will lot drive there, like what 
was suggested with the light rail? 

What consideration has been given to the proposed location and the fact 
Ashfield council has netball courts on the opposite of the canal/dog park. I 
acknowledge this is, at this stage, is a different council area. (When the 
council merger goes ahead, there is plenty of space on the Haberfield side for 
additional netball courts) 

Since receiving the notice, I have been informing my neighbours of the 
proposal, none of which are supportive. I have asked them to also write to 
you and Council to politely object to this proposed location. 
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I accept that the park may be needed for something, however the impact on 
residents, again, does not seem to be an matter considered by those charged 
in council with responsibility. 

Dog Park - additional fence and flood lighting 

I also draw your attention to my previous emails to Council seeking that flood 
lights been installed in the Hawthorne canal dog park for use in winter to allow 
increased times of usage and increased safety. I also asked Council consider 
paying for a fence to run along the existing foot path, which runs from the 
canal bridge, through the middle of the dog park, to the light rail stop. This 
would completely enclose the footpath and provide an ability for council to 
designate an area for small dogs only or puppies to run around - currently this 
area can not be used by dogs unless on a leash. Prior to the installation of the 
footpath - the entire area was used by dogs. Two of your fellow ward 
councillors wrote back to me, expressing their support, however no progress 
has been made on the lights or fence. 

I would appreciate my email being properly considered and advice on all of 
my suggestions. 

9/. 2/12/2015 Residen 
t/Park 
User 

I am writing to object in the strongest possible terms to the Council plan to 
take away parkland at Darley Road Leichhardt and replace it with hard 
surface netball courts. The reasons for my objection include that there are 
better options both within the LGA and within metres of the LGA that don't 
involve loss of greenspace, that it is a very expensive waste of ratepayers 
money particularly when there is about to be a Council merger, and that it 
would exacerbate existing parking, traffic, noise and safety issues. 

I have read the related Council report from 2014, as well as the current draft 
concept plan (the plan).  I ask that Councillors review the report as well as the 
concept plan when considering my comments. 
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The greenspace ratio is Leichhardt LGA is already low. This makes it 
worse.  Further, the upcoming construction of 140 units in Allen St, a block 
away, means that there will soon be up to 400 more residents accessing 
Leichhardt parkland and light rail in the immediate area. This plan would 
remove the closest parkland to what will be a very large unit development, 
which is in the same two-block area as the existing very large Allen/Lyall 
Street and Darley Road/ William Street developments. The plan takes away 
greenspace from one of the most densely populated area in the Leichhardt 
LGA. 

The Council's 2014 report says there are other options in the LGA that are 
already hard surface, but that these can only hold up to 3 courts and 4 courts 
are required so Darley Rd is the preferred option. The current Council plan at 
Darley Rd is only for 3 courts anyway so the rationale for the site as the 
preferred option because of 4 courts, doesn't make sense. The other options 
seem more sensible, and one is close to Leichhardt High School where there 
are sporting facilities and with a small amount of vision and cooperation with 
the Dept of Education, there could be an arrangement to share the school 
facilities out of hours and in return, give the school additional nearby 
facilities. 

These 
courts could be multipurpose, to maximise sporting 

involvement for all school children in the LGA, not just a select few. 

There are longstanding netball courts on Hawthorne Parade, within a few 
metres of this proposal. They are easily accessible from light rail and there is 
local parking available. According to the Council's 2014 report, there are only 
3 clubs in the Leichhardt LGA with 600 odd netball members. The report 
says that these clubs are already using the existing Hawthorne Parade courts 
and have done for many years and gives no reason why they can't continue 
apart from they are not in the Leichhardt LGA. Surely Council is not planning 
to spend that amount of money and create the problems the plan will create, 
simply because current facilities are a few metres outside the current LGA 
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boundary. I note that the current merger proposal with Ashfield and 
Marrickville Councils would remedy the LAG reasoning invalid anyway. It 
would make more sense for Council to wait until after the merger, and have 
all sporting facilities in the new LGA considered as a whole, rather than to try 
to create expensive niche infrastructure legacy projects in the meantime. 

Financially, given the inevitable merger it seems incredibly irresponsible to 
spend $704k of ratepayers money on a niche sport for less than 600 people 
who are already being serviced. Surely there are capital projects of greater 
need. Why not consult with Ashfield council and put money towards 
upgrading their courts to multipurpose courts which would cost less and 
deliver more sport options to all residents in the area. The type of narrow 
thinking demonstrated by this plan is unfortunate and leads to a perception 
that perhaps merged areas do deliver better resident services. 

Parking in the area and in Lyall Street in particular is already insufficient on 
evenings and weekends. This has become worse with the light rail and 
residents in Lyall Street who don't have parking, like me, often have to park 
as far away as Flood Street. Add to this the new units in Allen St which will 
have 132 spaces for up to 400 people. A residents 2 hour parking 
scheme may resolve the current parking issues, but not if there are 
sporting/netball courts as the parking for those is short term. This is an unfair 
burden on Lyall St residents who are directly opposite the proposed courts. I 
did contact Council about the possibility of a residents parking scheme when 
the light rail was being constructed, but I was told that Council would only 
conduct an assessment of the street's parking use during business hours 
(which is the only time when parking is not a problem) so the assessment 
would be pointless in terms of the parking issue, both current and in terms of 
the proposed plan. 

Lyall St is already quite noisy, with Darley Rd traffic noise, plane noise (up to 
and beyond 11pm and after, often restarting at 6am), light rail 
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announcements and St Columbas school announcements all heard clearly 
from Lyall St houses. Most houses are wooden and have little protection from 
noise even if insulated, and as they are close to the kerb, people talking in the 
street and getting in and out of cars already wakes residents up in the 
morning and evenings. The longstanding courts on the Hawthorne Parade 
side are very noisy, and they are only used during the day. However those 
residents don't have the Darley Rd traffic noise and the direct plane noise as 
well, and those houses are brick and generally more set back from the street. 
7 day night and day announcements, sporting noise and people coming and 
going is an unfair noise burden on Lyall St residents who already taking on 
more than their fair share of noise. I noted with wry amusement that the 
Council's 2014 report basically said the area was already prone to noise so it 
would be fine to make it worse. I disagree with that logic. 

The light rail station at Hawthorne was welcomed by residents as there was 
the existing greenspace on the approach from the Leichhardt side, and both 
the station and the approach can be clearly seen from Darley Road and so it 
is aesthetically appealing, and safer for residents. This proposed 
plan removes both of those positives, and means that children who currently 
exit the light rail and walk home themselves, could easily be followed with 
much more limited vision from the street and with it being much easier for 
someone to loiter in the light rail station area or near the proposed netball 
courts without attracting attention. This is particularly the case at night, where 
the Shields Playground park immediately adjacent and Lyall Street itself are 
poorly lit and where any incident would be masked by the noise of the netball 
courts. Worse, there are public toilets proposed right next to the light rail exit 
path and fencing around the courts, where anyone approaching or leaving the 
light rail station has to go directly past there and has no avenue of escape if 
approached, and could not be easily seen. This creates a real safety risk. 

The crossing at the bottom of Lyall St across Darley Rd is dangerous and 
speeding well above the 50km limit is commonplace.  The plan involves more 
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crossings, people being dropped off and picked up with cars stopping 
frequently.  The 50km limit is there because that stretch of road is too narrow 
to safely accommodate the traffic flow it already has. 

In summary, for the reasons above, I urge Council not to proceed with its plan 
to construct netball courts on the Darley Road parkland. 

(Additional Comments 9/12/2015) 1. It is clear that there are other alternative 
sites for netball or better still, multipurpose courts that would not affect 
residents and would not remove almost all of a greenspace area. These 
include Callan Park, Leichhardt Bus Depot, White Bay and other parks in the 
area. At the meeting explanations like 'we've asked the State Govt but they 
didn't get back to us' were given. Council seems intent on hastily spending 
$704k without a measured approach and without any proper approach to 
what are obviously better solutions that might take a little time and 
persistence, and perhaps a small financial contribution rather than a large 
one. I understand that netball clubs are lobbying for fast action, but Council 
should ensure that it doesn't create a permanent problem in the LGA, 
because it was in too much of a hurry to be seen to be doing something, or 
because it was flagged in the year's budget. I request that all options are 
explored thoroughly and with innovative thinking. 

2. Any review of parking in Lyall Street needs to be conducted on the nights 
and weekends when the courts are proposed to be used. 

3. The Council flyer says the courts are for training and competition for 66 
clubs, yet at the meeting this was described as a bit of training for 3 clubs 
during the week. It appears that Council is intending to say that to residents 
that the use is minor, construct the courts and then use them 7 days and 
nights as originally intended. None of these issues arise if the courts are not 
right next to houses. 
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4. There was a suggestion at the meeting that the greenspace is not heavily 
utilised by residents.  
Firstly this ignores the well documented mental health benefits from simply 
walking through or viewing greenspace, eg when walking to or viewing from 
the light rail. Given the construction about yo happen within a block, and the 
constant view of passengers passing on the light rail, this is a significant 
impact. 
Secondly, Council said they intend to study the physical usage of the 
greenspace. Council has put no infrastructure, shade, seating, fencing or 
amenities on the greenspace site, which significantly limits its possible uses. 
Any study of physical use must consider what the usage would be if Council 
put in minor infrastructure of the kind that it puts in every other park in the 
LGA. The dog park and Hawthorne Parade show what usage is with a few 
facilities. Otherwise it could easily appear that Council deliberately did not 
provide infrastructure on this site so that it could not be used properly, and 
then proceeded with a study that unsurprisingly, showed it was underused.  

10/. 3/12/2015 Residen 
t/Park 
User 

To whom it may concern 

I have been reading the submission to put netball courts on the corner of 
Darley road Leichhardt and am greatly disturbed by the proposal. It is almost 
as absurd as the proposal to put a child care centre on this busy corner.   

I have been a resident of Leichhardt for nearly 5 years and currently reside on 
Foster Street near the Darley/Foster Street roundabout.  When I moved here 
parking near or outside my home was no issue, traffic flowed freely along 
Foster Street and people held picnics in Shields playground.  Within the 5 
years of my residency here, we have had green space taken away, traffic 
regularly comes to a standstill outside my house on any given day, I often 
have to park a block away from my house and picnics in Shields playground 
are limited due to the often long grass and the path that now goes through the 
middle of it. 
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All this, I attribute to the introduction of the light rail which was initially a 
fantastic way to travel part way into the city however no parking was provided 
which means our street parking is often filled with commuters. The park 
where we used to picnic in was cut in half for a pathway to the light rail, only 
one of the 6 trees planted as a token to keep the area green, has survived 
and because path from the south is not in the local 'track' dirt paths have 
become apparent. There are plans for 100's of units on Allen Street that I 
believe don't have at least one car park per unit and now you want to install 
netball courts on an incredibly busy road with very little extra parking, more 
lights, traffic and noise.   

This proposal also blocks the path to the light rail and if the current plans are 
followed from my house I may have the added delight of having to walk past a 
public toilet block twice a day to get to the light rail and each morning when 
we go to the dog park. 

Crossing at or near the Darley/Allen/Foster Street roundabout is always a 
game of Russian roulette and with the added traffic the thought of adding 
lights or a road crossing will only hinder the already dysfunctional traffic 
flow. There is also the issue that when driving, you cannot turn right into 
Foster Street from Marion Street heading west, because of this, many of us 
who live on the west side of Foster Street use Daniel Street as a rat run to 
access parking on the west side of Foster Street or we do U turns at the end 
of Walter Street.  With the angle parking in Darley Street, the traffic along 
Daniel Street will increase dramatically and accessing the west side of Foster 
Street will be further hindered. Daniel Street will no longer be a peaceful side 
street to walk down on the way to the park but a main thoroughfare.  Is this 
why recently and currently there are so many house sales in this street? 

This proposal is enough to make me seriously consider selling my house that 
I planned to live in for many years as the traffic will be a huge issue.  Traffic is 
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the reason I moved out of Surry Hills and this type of proposal combined with 
the lack of added parking is ludicrous.  Netball courts, increased units and 
public transport with minimal increased public parking is outrageous. 

I am unable to attend the meeting on the 5th and would like to acknowledge 
that I as a local rate payer who access the dog park twice a day, 7 days a 
week and the light rail twice a day at least 5 days a week, I am completely 
against his development 

11/. 5/12/2015 Residen 
t/Park 
User 

Please save the grass! We don't need anymore hard surfaces.  

There are netball courts within cooee of this green space that are under 
utilized even during netball season. 

A new housing development at Allen and Flood Street has very little green 
space included and this patch with become even more important . 

Lots of locals with small gardens use this green space for kicking a ball, 
playing games that can't be played in their own small spaces and relaxing. 

Parking is already a huge problem in surrounding streets due to the draw card 
of the light rail. 

We strongly object to the building of netball courts on this green space - it is 
unwarranted and a waste of council time and taxpayers funds. 

12/. 5/12/2015 Residen 
t/Park 
User 

Whilst I support encouraging all people to get out and exercise and playing sports 
like netball are a good way of getting people active, I question the location of these 
courts. 

1. There are netball courts located within 200m of your proposed location. Yes, they 
are across the canal in Haberfield, but I don't see why we are so insular that we can't 

Policy Council Meeting 08 March 2016             ITEM 3.7 



 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

  

  

 

 

 
 

Page 647 

have residents in Leichhardt, particularly the western side of Leichhardt gain easy 
access to these courts. $700k is a lot of money if the justification is that the courts 
have to be in Leichhardt. 

Have you also considered how this position may change following proposed council 
amalgamations?  

2. What are the plans for parking for these courts? I see very few families walking to 
local sports. 

3. The proposed location and plans show the courts extremely close to a busy road 
(Darley Rd). I question the safety of this location. 

Leichhardt has limited space for the development of this type of facility, however I 
have seen the sporting fields developed in Callan Park and I would think this is a 
better location for some more recreational facilities. 

13/. 5/12/2015 Residen 
t/Park 
User 

Dear Council, 

Why on earth are you considering this option. 

My kids (and plenty of others) grew up using this patch of grass why would 
you get rid of it. It has already been halved in size with the light rail access, 
we do not want to lose the rest of it to more netball courts when there are 
already netball courts within 100 metres of this green space that are under 
utilized even during netball season. 

A new housing development at Allen and Flood Street has very little green 
space included and this patch with become even more important . 

Lots of locals with small gardens use this green space for relaxing, kicking a 
ball, playing games that can't be played in their own small spaces. 
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Parking is already a huge problem in surrounding streets due to the draw card 
of the light rail. 

We strongly object to the building of netball courts on this green space - it is 
unwarranted and a waste of council time and taxpayers funds. 

14/. 5/12/2015 Residen 
t/Park 
User 

We are writing to strongly object to the proposed netball courts on Shields 
Playground Leichhardt. 
This objection is due to the following 3 points: 
 Increased traffic and parking 

 Safety 

 Removal of general use green space 

Increased Traffic and Parking 
Since the opening of the Hawthorne light rail stop the roads around Shields 
Playground have seen a significant increase in traffic, and the full utilisation of 
the limited available parking. The proposed construction of close to 200 
apartments at 141 Allen Street, will also see significant pressure on local 
roads from both an increase in traffic and also from a parking perspective. We 
therefore feel that it is unacceptable to further add to the parking and traffic 
congestion in the area by building 3 netball courts.  

Safety 
We are extremely concerned about the safety of both the proposed users of 
the new facilities and those living in the surrounding area. Darley road is very 
busy, especially at Peak times, and this would be when the proposed netball 
courts would be used for evening training. The increase in traffic, and 
pedestrians accessing the facilities, which border the already busy Darley 
Road is a recipe for disaster, with the likelihood of serious injury to 
pedestrians trying to cross the road increasing significantly. 
We also believe that an increase in ball sports in the park is likely to lead to 
balls landing either on the road or rail tracks, again increasing the likelihood of 
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a significant accident for both road users and players/parents running onto 
the road to retrieve balls. 

Removal of General Use Green Space 
Shields Park provides general use green space, of which other similar areas 
are extremely limited. With the building of close to 200 new apartments in 
Allen Street, the necessity for such open space becomes an even stronger 
requirement for the residents who will have no outside space in this 
development. To turn this space into specific use, limited to winter evenings 
only (the netball season) is unacceptable, and rather than increasing sporting 
facilities in the area, is actually severely restricting local resident’s access to 
recreational facilities and green space. 
Alternative Sites 
We are keen supporters of local sport, and understand the need for netball 
facilities to be made available, but believe the selected site is completely 
inappropriate. 
We believe that suitable alternatives would be: 
 Callan Park 

 The unused area of land previously part of the Leichhardt Dog Park – 
we understand to locate netball courts here would require the removal 
of a long standing fig tree, but in our view better to lose one tree than a 
unique open space. This location is safer for players/parents, located 
nearer to additional parking on Hawthorne Parade and would mean 
that local Leichhardt residents would not lose usage of a valuable 
green space.  

15/. 6/12/2015 Residen 
t/Park 
User 

I am disappointed to hear of plans for netball courts at Darley Road, given 
how many courts there are just on the other side of the canal.  

I support use of some of that land for public purposes, as I know it’s not a 
park. And I’m not a complete nimby, as I support childcare use there. How 
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much better to have childcare near a light rail. Much more likely to be used. 
Slim chances of people catching the light rail to netball matches or practice.  

My objections are: 
1. The area would be much better used for a childcare centre, a more useful, 
and used, idea. I suggest the location for such childcare facilities would be in 
the larger area, where the two courts are drawn on your plan.  
2. Weekend traffic and parking. I hope there will be a way this doesn’t spill 
into residential area, including Daniel Street.  
3. The single court (on the south? side) had a tunneling works to do with 
some infrastructure a few weeks ago. Presumably you know about the access 
needs of the utilities that have cables or pipes under here, however.  

If there weren’t four courts already just across the canal, it might be different. 
Who cares if they’re Leichhardt or Ashfield council courts? Who cares if they 
need to train “outside of local government area”?  

However, I do care if they have to travel a long way from home to travel. But 
have you done proper analysis of that? It doesn’t matter where the teams are 
based, it matters where the families are based. And it matters how far they 
have to travel for sport compared to how far other sports have to travel for 
sport. Have you done that analysis? 

If there really is a desperate shortage of netball courts, then in my mind it 
comes down to which need is more desperate, childcare or netball? I say 
childcare. 

16/. 7/12/2015 Residen 
t/Park 
User 

I am writing to object to the Councils Plans at Darley Road Leichhardt. 

I have been in Lyall Street for the past 32 Years and it has become near 
impossible to park in our own street , Many times I have to park in Flood 
Street since the Light rail has opened , With this introduction of netball courts 
on Darley road where there is no provision for the amount of cars there on the 
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weekend and nights people will park in Lyall Street adding to the problems 
with parking. 

Just about all the residents including myself that parallel park in Lyall Street 
since the Introduction of the Angle parking have had their Cars damaged by 
people not familiar with the street and its width, I have been out the front of 
my house and a Car reversed into a trailer I borrowed and just driven off. 

I have Four grand children and we love playing ball down the park , This 
proposal is ridiculous as there is a netball courts less than 100 meters from 
Darley Rd which already has all the infrastructure and Netball courts. 

Also with netball courts on Darley road you will have small children running 
around and with their parents watching the net ball game and not 
concentrating on the younger children there could  be a Tragic Accident , The 
park is to small as is . 

I urge you to consider this and do not destroy our small park. 
17/. 7/12/2015 Residen 

t/Park 
User 

I am writing to object to Council’s proposal to remove passive open space 
area at Darley Road Leichhardt and replace it with hard surface netball 
training courts. I am a resident and ratepayer from 1/8-26 Darley Road 
Leichhardt. I have lived in this location for the past 11 years. I seek that 
Council and councillors who are to vote on this proposal review Council's 
2014 report as well as the concept plan when considering my comments.  

Firstly let me say I understand that everyone suggests improvements are 
required, just not in my backyard, which is difficult for Council. It is clear that 
development and progression must take place, however the proposal for 
netball courts in Darley Road has, in my view, a number of detrimental effects 
on the area as follows: 

1. Consideration by Council of this proposal, just because the four netball 
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courts, less than 100 metres away, are located in another Council 
area, is to use the words in the Mayors recent correspondence, 
‘’simply unacceptable’’. The longstanding netball courts on Hawthorne 
Parade, less than 100 metres southwest from this proposal are easily 
accessible whilst there is established parking available, traffic volumes 
on adjoining roads are less, with traffic calming devices already 
installed to facilitate player safety . 

According to the Council's 2014 report, there are 3 netball clubs in the 
Leichhardt LGA with circa 600 members. The report and a website 
search indicate the clubs are actively using the existing Hawthorne 
Parade courts, have done so for many years and provide no rationale 
why that cannot continue. Leichhardt Council has also invested into 
multipurpose two flood lit courts at Cohen Park in Annandale which will 
shortly be completed providing two courts for winter netball training. 
These courts will likely reduce some participation from the Hawthorne 
Parade courts, further diminishing the value of the Darley Road 
proposal. 

I also understand that Council’s Recreation and Needs Study (2005) 
highlighted a shortage of netball courts within the Leichhardt LGA, 
notwithstanding for Council to spend significant funds and affect 
residents, simply because current well utilised and purpose built 
facilities are a few metres outside the current LGA boundary is short 
sighted. 

2. According to its own report, Leichhardt has significant deficiencies in 
open space provision: Leichhardt has an open space ratio of 1.65 ha 
/1,000 people. The national standard is benchmarked at 2.8 /1,000 
people. To further diminish passive open space area based on a dated 
and soon to be irrelevant Recreation and Needs Study is wasteful and 
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inflammatory. 

3. Council is currently facing amalgamations under the “Fit for the Future” 
program and it is clear that for council to remain ignorant of this 
potential is simply unacceptable. Should the amalgamation occur with 
Ashfield then Council would be in the position of duplicating 
infrastructure within 100 m of existing. Whilst I understand that Council 
business cannot be placed on hold for all developmental progress”, 
announcements in regards to the ”Fit for the Future” program are 
expected within weeks and it would validate the NSW Government 
position, if Council acted unilaterally without an understanding of the 
final outcome. 

This outcome may also result in Council’s 2005 Recreation and Needs 
Study being null and void, requiring a new study across any revised 
boundary and resulting in this proposal being an expensive and 
unwarranted niche infrastructure legacy with ill-considered ongoing 
OpEx costs to rate payers to maintain.  

4. Councils mandate means that it is required to consider strategically, 
developments such as these. Council also has traversing the various 
processes, a development proposal for 141 and 159 Allen Street, 
Leichhardt. Council should be aware of this given that the Voluntary 
Planning Agreement is indicatively valued at $3.9m. This location is 
some 100m east of the proposal. This development proposal identifies 
a potential for up to 178 units, which means that there may soon be up 
to 400 or more residents accessing Leichhardt parkland and light rail in 
the immediate area.  The hard surface netball training courts proposal 
effectively removes existing passive open space area at Darley Road, 
the closest parkland to what will be a significant unit development and 
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will result in a more dense population area. 

5. Parking in the area is already insufficient and availability for rate paying 
residents has diminished since the Light Rail was established. Despite 
written suggestions that parking post light rail may be problematic, 
appeals for a solution were summarily dismissed, suggesting 
passengers would walk to the station. I live here and I can tell you that 
does not happen.  The reality though is that parking in Darley Road, 
Allen Street and Lyell Street have all been affected to the extent that 
residents are no longer able to park in proximity to the homes.  

In terms of traffic impact, it is clear there will be significant impact on 
the surrounding road network as a result of the proposal, pedestrian 
traffic will increase, specifically in winter (when netball is played). This 
area has consistently demonstrated a propensity for wet road motor 
vehicle accidents emanating from traffic northbound on Foster through 
the roundabout onto Darley where vehicles lose control and slide 
across the footpath and into the reserve. I am understand that the 
Mayor is aware of this, as correspondence outlining the recurring 
problem previously has been referred by the mayor onto the relevant 
Minister for reply by the road operator, NSW RMS. 

I note that item 6.05 in Councils meeting of 24 June 2014 advises that 
the investigations into the hard surface netball training courts proposal 
were to include reporting the financial implications of such 
development and any traffic or other impacts that the development 
may create. 

This seems to be lost in item 2.4 of the November 2015 meeting, 
where it has changed to… ”Council has set aside a budget of $550,000 
for this project (this does not include the car parking improvements 
which will be funded separately)…. Council’s paper suggested parking 
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will be dealt with separately, however there is no visible understanding 
of potential costs, traffic volumes, pedestrian requirements and 
alterations to the amenity of the area. The program must be 
considered and funded holistically, not as a piecemeal solution.  

Council should take into consideration and take some guidance from 
the traffic and transport review related to the proposed residential 
development at 141 – 159 Allen Street, Leichhardt, some 100m from 
the proposed netball court location. 

6. Item 6.05 in Councils meeting of 24 June 2014 “Netball Provision 
Within The Leichhardt LGA” indicates that for the two larger clubs 
(Tigers Netball Club and Leichhardt Wanderers Netball Club) up to four 
courts would be required to support the number of teams training at 
one time and clubs advised they would not hire two courts from 
Council. Two courts would be sufficient for the Balmain Wolverines. 
The 3 court proposal for Darley Road only addresses the needs of a 
single club, which will be satisfied by the soon to be competed Cohen 
Park courts in Annandale. 

In summary, for the reasons above, I object to the Council proposal to 
construct netball courts on the existing Darley Road passive open space 
area. 

18/. 8/12/2015 Residen 
t/Park 
User 

We are residents of Daniel Street and this is the next proposal on this site 
following on from a Daycare Centre a few years ago.  

The Public Meeting was missed by both of us due to the short notification of 
time and date plus the fact we work on weekends. 

There are a few points to consider as to why we deem the courts unsuitable 
for the location. 
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Just across the light rail tracks and canal, there are the netball courts and 
although not deemed as Leichhardt they are very accessible and are dormant 
for the majority of time. We are active users of the parkland and cannot 
imagine why we need such a saturation of courts in such a close proximity. A 
timeshare between councils/netball clubs could be arrange therefore not 
costing Leichhardt residents for installation and ongoing maintenance of 
something they may not ever use. 

The Shields playground and the surrounding park are a wonderful green 
space for what is a busy road corridor from the city west link. The site is 
visually a great champion of Leichhardt as it opens up into what otherwise is 
a built up area. 

The proposal of the 6 storey complex on Allen Street is still planning 
underway and still more resident and council consultation is required.  

The business of Darley Road and the location of the courts could add extra 
pressure on our street for parking. We currently have an increase of cars in 
the space due to visitors parking to access light rail, the dog park, and the 
Aussie Bum Company's workers parking to work. 

Another disturbing factor is the Toyota Mechanics located on Marion Street 
that have a back exit on Walter Street. They use the backstreets including 
Daniel Street as a service test area. We have not written to council thus far 
about this but there is considerable compression braking and speed 
associated. 

We believe that there are many residents that would be opposed but are not 
aware of the letter. 

Please note the link on the letter dated 27 November 2015 was not correct 
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and was a 404 error. 
Thank you. We look forward to a response and an update on councils finding. 

19/. 8/12/2015 Residen 
t/Park 
User 

I would like to present the following objections to the above proposal. 

1) The green space on Darley Rd is adjacent to an increasingly busy 
state road. If children are using the park for sport and recreation, I fear 
that children’s lives may be in danger as they get in and out of cars on 
Darley Rd. Safely crossing this road is quite challenging. 

2) Passive green space serves both an aesthetic function and a way to 
reduce heat and pollution. 

3) Many changes have been proposed for Leichhardt including the 
ridiculous Urban Growth proposal that involves building many 
apartment blocks. Green space is becoming increasingly valuable and 
we should not pave it over with asphalt. 

4) There are many netball courts across the Hawthorne Canal in Ashfield 
Council. They are hardly ever used. 

5) The green space that is being proposed is very narrow. Balls may 
escape the courts onto roads, causing problems. 

6) A lack of parking space in the area may become problematic for 
residents. Many people park at the bottom of Allen Street to go to the 
dog park, go on the light rail etc. 

20/. 8/12/2015 Residen 
t/Park 
User 

To whom it may concern, 

It has been brought to my attention that council has decided that it may 
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consider constructing netball courts on Darley Road, near the Hawthorne light 
rail station. 

I’m not sure on the wisdom on this proposal and as such, object to it, as 
outlined below 

- Lack of parking 
- Lack of green space 
- Noise pollution 
- Safety 
- Waste of money, especially considering there are netball courts not even 
200 metres away, across the canal…operated by the soon to be merged 
Ashfield Council 

This is not a smart idea 
21/. 9/12/2015 Residen 

t/Park 
User 

I object to the location of these Netball Courts on Darley Road near 
Hawthorne Station. 
There is not enough parking for the light rail station, let alone, the addition of 
netball courts. Additionally the units which are going to be put on the corner of 
Flood and Allen will put pressure on parking and they have not gone in yet. 
Hence the Netball courts in this proposed location will put TOO much 
pressure on the existing local residents parking. 

Additionally Darley Road is a very 'fast' road, adding a sporting area so close 
to such a fast road seems to be a bit dangerous. 

Please review and find an alternative location, I've been lead to believe there 
was a proposal done in 2010 that had better locations suggested. 

22/. 9/12/2015 Residen 
t/Park 
User 

A neighbor has brought the following item to our attention just in time for us to 
submit comment as local residents. 
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http://www.leichhardt.nsw.gov.au/About-Council/Have-your-say/Other
Matters-for-Consultation/Draft-Concept-Plans-for-Shields-Playground-Darley-
Road

We’ve really enjoyed the amenity that living in our particular street in the 
Council area for over three years has brought. We also believe we well 
understand Council’s responsibility to ensure the area develops to meet the 
needs of all in its community. 

But given the paucity of open space in our particular location, the decision to 
propose a development of three netball courts in a narrow space corridor, that 
provides very little footprint for anything else seems very odd indeed.  Even 
more odd is that just across the canal, albeit in a competitor Council’s zone, 
there are at least five (perhaps seven?) existing netball courts available. 

Further to this, there is not a lot of detail about the proposal on the Council 
website that provides any indication that there’s been due consideration of the 
relevant issues associated with access, traffic management and vehicle 
parking. 

Given where we live in Lyall Street, we fear the worst for our local environs 
and quality of life when we know that a team sport such as netball will bring 
with it many cars requiring access and parking in the surrounding streets.  I’m 
not sure if you’ve spent a lot of time in Lyall Street, but I can comment with 
some knowledge and experience that the advent of a light rail stop just 200 
metres from our front door has already given rise to significant additional 
commuter parking in the local area.  Add to this a large number of cars 
parking and vehicle movements as a consequence of a team sports facility 
development that barely appears to fit within the footprint of the current 
Shields Playground, we anticipate there’ll be significant parking and child 
safety issues for us to have to consider and respond to. 
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We understand if you feel our opinion is subjective given where we’ve chosen 
to reside, but we’re assuming that is the reason why the Council puts such 
proposals up (albeit in a less than prominent location on the website) – to 
gauge public opinion and determine if the proposed investment will be worthy 
of the undoubted grief that should be loudly communicated by affected local 
residents. 

I reiterate that we feel privileged to live where we do within the Council area – 
that sense of privilege will, however, dramatically diminish if Council proceeds 
with this particular plan.  With limited detail available to comment on, we can 
only advise that the current plan appears largely impractical and we oppose it 
strenuously. 

23/. 10/12/2015 Residen 
t/Park 
User 

Hello 

I attended the meeting on 5 December, and along with every other person 
there (including the 4 women behind us from the netball associations) voiced 
our opinions about the inappropriateness of the courts. Your proposal also 
contains a bunch of "errors" which leads a number of us to believe the whole 
proposal is untrue. For example, point 1 below. 

 How can the toilets be locked at dusk if the courts are only to be used 
3 nights per week for training - totally inconsistent. And what a waste of 
money to install toilets for less than 6 hours use per week, which is 
what you promised at the meeting 

 The site is not safe given Darley Rd traffic volume & accidents. This 
will only worsen when the Allen St development goes ahead. 195 
properties with an average of at least 2 cars each. Don't kid yourself 
that this won't be the case. And if the parking is secure underground, 
then the spots will be used for storage in a lot of instances & the 
occupiers will look for street parking. Leichhardt council promised it 
would bring in residents parking around the whole area and NOT issue 
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residents stickers to anyone in the complex. It only works if you 
enforce it & book people. 
The parking is a major issue. The road West of the roundabout is 
already dangerous - it is IMPOSSIBLE to safely navigate the LH curve 
at the railway line when people are parked on the curve. This whole 
section needs to be made "NO STOPPING" and monitored. At the 
moment, with the huge truck/vehicle that has been parked there for 
weeks, you cannot even fit 2 cars through (1 each way) at once when 
people park on the Darley Rd side of the street from the roundabout 
down & around the curve. 
There are numerous more appropriate locations for courts - if the 
council can suddenly decide to house up to 12,000 refugees in Callen 
Park, then they can certainly get courts put in there also. Or War 
Memorial Park; Pioneer Memorial Park; Hawthorne Canal in the area 
no longer needed as off-leash dog park (southern side) The bridge 
there could be fixed and the toilet block in the Ashfield Park used for 
both locations. Up near Leichhardt Pool; down near Le Montage; some 
of the parkland in Whites Creek area (northern) ; Annandale down the 
bottom (east side). There's plenty more 
We lose this whole green area to everyone in the area (and it would be 
used more if the trees you removed were replanted AS PROMISED to 
provide shade. And maybe a bench or two for people to sit in the 
shade. It's very biased to say "the park isn't used" - you removed a 
whole swathe of trees, and the area is forever being used as a site 
from pipes, cable, works, etc. At the moment, half the southern side is 
totally inaccessible.  
The land belongs to the state government - unless you have managed 
to pinch it since the whole "let's stick a child care centre in here". And 
we know how badly that went. People at that meeting who lived in 
Daniel St, Walter St, Loftus St and Darley Rd said they wouldn't put 
their children in there. 
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 FINALLY, WE WERE PROMISED THIS PARK WOULD BE LEFT 
ALONE AFTER THE LIGHT RAIL DISRUPTED OUR LIVES FOR 
HOWEVER MANY MONTHS. The nice park was the carrot. 

As a flow-on from all of this: 
 Where are our park rangers? I am tired of being jumped on by off-

leash dogs in the area that is now on-leash. I was walking with my 
neighbour & her 3 year old granddaughter on Sunday. We were 
coming back over the canal bridge that services Hawthorne LR (our 
only option since you closed the other bridge) from the Ashfield side 
children's park. A women walking THREE dogs, 2 of which were easily 
25-30kg, was approaching. Dogs NOT under control, not on lead. They 
ran at the child, who was terrified - she weighs 15kg. We told the 
woman to put them on-leash. She ignored us. YOU NEED TO FINE 
PEOPLE. 

 As above. The dogs off-leash problem continues from this park, 
through the tunnel under the railway line & into the Darley Rd closure. 
It is often the same offenders. I don't care how well behaved they think 
their dogs are THE AREA IS ON-LEASH. 

24/. 10/12/2015 Residen 
t/Park 
User 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

We attended the public meeting held last Saturday on site and wish to formally object to the 
proposed Darley Road (Shields Playground) Netball Courts. This objection is based on 
several grounds which are outlined below. 

PARKING 

It was advised at the meeting that there is the possibility to provide around seven parking 
spaces in Darley Rd to the west of the roundabout (Daniel St) & maybe some angle parking 
adjacent Shields Reserve to a total, in all, of around 20-30. The document RTA Guide to 
Traffic Generating Developments details the parking requirements for specific land uses. It 
does not advise the parking spaces required for a netball court specifically. It does however 
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advise that a tennis court would require 3 parking spaces per court. One netball court alone 
would require significantly more parking than a tennis court. The document Parking & 
Vehicular Access Code produced by the ACT Planning & Land Authority recommends 
between 15 and 25 spaces per basketball or netball court. This would therefore require 
between 45 & 75 spaces for three courts. It is already hard enough to find parking near our 
residence as it is at the moment. Further, there has been a development application lodged 
for 140 units on the corner of Allen St & Flood St. It is noted that the number of parking 
spaces to be provided in this development is actually less than the number of proposed units. 
This will mean parking in this area will be near impossible. We therefore feel the proposal 
should be rejected on parking grounds alone. 

SAFETY 

Darley Road links Parramatta Road to the City West Link and is an extremely busy road, one 
of busiest roads in the area.  We have had several incidents with cars leaving road at the 
roundabout at the corner of Darley Road and Allen Street (the site of the proposed netball 
courts) crashing into trees and into the park adjacent to the light rail station.  One of the 
proposed netball courts will be at this roundabout and stray balls from the courts may cause 
even more problems for drivers here.  Children attempting to retrieve stray balls is even more 
of a safety issue. 

GREEN SPACE 

There is very little passive recreation in the Leichhardt LGA in the vicinity of our residence. 
The Development application mentioned above is only 120 metres from this area. This will 
obviously bring many more families to this area who will need such areas for recreation. The 
loss of this area will put more strain on other such passive recreation areas in the LGA.  

LIGHT SPILL & NOISE 

Darley Road is very noisy already.  There is heavy vehicular traffic, pedestrian traffic from 
both the light rail and the off leash dog park, as well as aircraft noise.  Three netball courts 
will add another level of noise that will impact significantly on residents already burdened with 
high noise levels. The proposal states that the courts will be used at night, including 
floodlights, which, together with the lights from passing traffic, will increase the disruption to 
night time peace and quiet for the residents on Darley Road. 

ALTERNATIVE SITES 
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There are plenty of sites that could accommodate the netball courts without major change to 
the current recreational areas or parking.  For example: 

(a) The area to the south of the dog off-leash area (between Hawthorne and Marion light 
rail stations and the canal) 

(b) Adjacent to the existing netball courts in Ashfield LGA 
(c) Either side of La Montage reception venue 
(d) Eastern end King George Park, Rozelle 

All these areas have adequate space for netball courts, have existing parking areas that can 
be utilised, are not near residential areas, are safe for children and do not impact on the 
amount of green space available for residents. 

Please re-consider the proposal for the netball courts at Darley Road and ensure that our 
netballers have a safe and appropriate area for training and competition.  We are certainly 
not against the idea of providing netball courts – there should be plenty – but they need to be 
in the best place. 

Please feel free to contact us if you would like to discuss this further. 

25/. 13/12/2015 Residen 
t/Park 
User 

I am a resident in Lyall St Leichhardt. 
The idea of netball courts in the area is not a problem but my concerns are. 

1. There is very little green space, anywhere really, so I would assume NO 
TREES would be cut down to accommodate the netball courts. 

2. This is a extremely busy road where are the kids and parents going to park 
and access the courts. 

3. Will courts be fenced in? how do you stop balls and kids from running on the 
road. 

4. This is also now a busy access point for the light rail stop how will this be 
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impacted. 

Its really not a big space it seems like a odd spot to consider. 

26/. 18/12/2015 Residen 
t/Park 
User 

I wish to advice you of my strong opposition to what I consider an 
unacceptable proposal to replace an existing safe playground for small 
children with netball courts. Why would you want to replace this valued open 
space for sealed netball courts in this location? 
The choice of this area is inexplicable if local values and amenity are 
considered: 
Your proposal for such a destructive change in usage of this area is 
inexplicable to local residents: it is not only valued as an existing community 
resource for our children, but an unacceptable waste of residents money to 
destroy something that Council funded not so many years ago. The choice of 
this area is inexplicable if local values and amenity are considered. 

1. The loss of open space and safe play area for children in a built up area. 

2. The pending overdevelopment of Flood Street/Allen Street site make a change 
of usage of this park in favour of a special interest group unacceptable for 
local residents. 

3. There are a number of netball courts in the Hawthorne Parade Park only 200 
m’s from the Shield’s Playground on the other side of the canal; I suggest you 
drive past on a netball night and see the parking/traffic chaos there. 

4. Darley Street hasn’t parking availability and traffic congestion would make 
this already unsafe road more unsafe. 

5. Since you are so firmly in favour of merging Leichhardt Council with 
Ashfield Council we suggest you recommend funding extra courts at the city 
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west link end of Hawthorne Parade Park – Richard Murden Reserve; this end 
of the park is rarely used except as a walk way to the Bay Run area. 

6. Callen Park has a number of existing sports areas; netball courts could be 
included in these space where there are already carious playing fields. 

Please take not of the local community interest and concern and look 
elsewhere for a more appropriate site for these courts. Council has failed us 
in recommending the rezoning of the Allen Street site for development; the 
destruction of Shield Street Playground would compound the reduction of 
local resident amenity. 

Policy Council Meeting 08 March 2016             ITEM 3.7 



 

     

Page 667 


Policy Council Meeting 08 March 2016 ITEM 3.7 



 

     

Page 668 


Policy Council Meeting 08 March 2016 ITEM 3.7 



 

     

Page 669 


Policy Council Meeting 08 March 2016 ITEM 3.7 



 

     

Page 670 


Policy Council Meeting 08 March 2016 ITEM 3.7 



 

     

Page 671 


Policy Council Meeting 08 March 2016 ITEM 3.7 



 

     

Page 672 


Policy Council Meeting 08 March 2016 ITEM 3.7 



 

     

Page 673 


Policy Council Meeting 08 March 2016 ITEM 3.7 



 

     

Page 674 


Policy Council Meeting 08 March 2016 ITEM 3.7 



 

     

Page 675 


Policy Council Meeting 08 March 2016 ITEM 3.7 



 

     

Page 676 


Policy Council Meeting 08 March 2016 ITEM 3.7 



 

 

Page 677 


Policy Council Meeting 08 March 2016            ITEM 3.7 



 

     

 

 
 

 

 

     

 

Page 678 

ITEM 3.8 RESIDENT PARKING SCHEME PROPOSAL FOR BATTY 
STREET, ROZELLE 

Division Infrastructure and Service Delivery 
Author Traffic Manager and Senior Traffic Engineer  
Meeting date 8 March 2016 

Strategic Plan Key Service 
Area 

Accessibility 
Place Where We Live And Work 

SUMMARY AND ORGANISATIONAL IMPLICATIONS
 

Purpose of Report 

Background  

To provide Council with information in regards to 
the proposed Residential Parking Scheme (RPS) 
for Batty Street and Mansfield Street, Rozelle 
At its meeting on 4th February 2016, Leichhardt 
Traffic Committee considered a report on 
Residential Parking Restrictions for Batty Street 
and Mansfield Street, Rozelle. A number of 
residents including the Owners Committee 
Representative for No. 1 Batty Street and 
residents from Smith Street and Mansfield Street 
addressed the Committee with views for and 
against the proposed restrictions. 

The Committee recommended: 
a) That a ‘2P, 8am-10pm (7 Days) Permit 

Holders Excepted, Area R1’ restrictions be 
installed on the western side of Batty Street, 
Rozelle between Mansfield Street and 
property No. 24 Batty Street (northern 
boundary inclusive). 

b) That a ‘2P, 8am-6pm, Mon-Fri, Permit Holders 
Excepted, Area R1’ restrictions be installed on 
northern side of Mansfield Street, Rozelle 
between Mullens Street and Smith Street. 

c) That the proposed  ‘2P, 8am-6pm, Mon-Fri, 
Permit Holders Excepted, Area R1’ restrictions 
in Smith Street, Rumsay Street, Reynolds 
Avenue, Batty Street (eastern side) and 
Mansfield Street (Smith Street-Batty Street) 
not be supported due to less than 50% support 
received from the residents. 

A copy of the Traffic Committee Minutes is in the 
Attachment. 

Concerns were later raised by the Owners 
Committee Representative for No. 1 Batty Street, 
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Rozelle in regards to lack of transparency in the 
RPS investigation/consultation process and the 
eligibility of residents of No.1 Batty Street for 
parking permits based on the date of registration 
of the strata scheme. 

Additionally, at its meeting on Tuesday 23rd 
February 2016, Council resolved (C43/16): 
“That this Item be deferred pending confirmation 
about the date of registration of the strata 
scheme, with representatives of the strata 
management to be consulted. The information to 
be reported back to the March policy meeting and 
residents to be notified”. 

This report seeks to: 
 Clarify the RPS investigation/consultation 

process in situations where parking demand 
varies along the street and is composed of 
different user groups. 

 Provide confirmation about the date of 
registration of the strata scheme for No.1 Batty 
Street, Rozelle. 

 Provide confirmation that the carparking 
provided is in excess of that required in the 
original approval of the site. 

Current Status Nil 
Relationship to existing 
policy 

Nil 

Financial and Resources 
Implications 

Nil 

Recommendation That Council adopts the recommendation of the 
Local Traffic Committee meeting held on 4th 
February 2016 for item 2.5 (Batty Street & 
Mansfield Street, Rozelle – Resident Parking 
Restrictions) as follows: 
a) That a ‘2P, 8am-10pm (7 Days) Permit 

Holders Excepted, Area R1’ restrictions be 
installed on the western side of Batty Street, 
Rozelle between Mansfield Street and 
property No. 24 Batty Street (northern 
boundary inclusive). 

b) That a ‘2P, 8am-6pm, Mon-Fri, Permit Holders 
Excepted, Area R1’ restrictions be installed on 
northern side of Mansfield Street, Rozelle 
between Mullens Street and Smith Street. 

c) That the proposed  ‘2P, 8am-6pm, Mon-Fri, 
Permit Holders Excepted, Area R1’ restrictions 
in Smith Street, Rumsay Street, Reynolds 
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Avenue, Batty Street (eastern side) and 
Mansfield Street (Smith Street-Batty Street) 
not be supported due to less than 50% 
support received from the residents. 

Notifications Nil 
Attachments Copy of Item 2.5 Traffic Committee Minutes, 

meeting of 4th February 2016. 
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Purpose of Report 

To provide information in regard to the RPS investigation/consultation process in 
situations where parking demand varies along the street and to confirm the date of 
registration of the strata scheme for No.1 Batty Street, Rozelle. 

Recommendation 

That Council adopts the recommendation of the Local Traffic Committee meeting 
held on 4th February 2016 for item 2.5 (Batty Street & Mansfield Street, Rozelle – 
Resident Parking Restrictions) as follows: 

a) That a ‘2P, 8am-10pm (7 Days) Permit Holders Excepted, Area R1’ restrictions 
be installed on the western side of Batty Street, Rozelle between Mansfield 
Street and property No. 24 Batty Street (northern boundary inclusive). 

b) That a ‘2P, 8am-6pm, Mon-Fri, Permit Holders Excepted, Area R1’ restrictions be 
installed on northern side of Mansfield Street, Rozelle between Mullens Street 
and Smith Street. 

c) That the proposed  ‘2P, 8am-6pm, Mon-Fri, Permit Holders Excepted, Area R1’ 
restrictions in Smith Street, Rumsay Street, Reynolds Avenue, Batty Street 
(eastern side) and Mansfield Street (Smith Street-Batty Street) not be supported 
due to less than 50% support received from the residents. 

Background 

In May 2015 Council received a petition from a number of residents along the 
western side of Batty Street, Rozelle requesting the implementation of a Residential 
Parking Scheme for the amenity of the residents without available off-street parking.     
Council also received submissions from residents of Mansfield Street and Smith 
Street, Rozelle requesting the installation of Resident Parking restrictions in their 
streets. 

The introduction of resident parking restrictions in one street could cause overflow of 
vehicles into nearby streets; as such Reynolds Avenue and Rumsay Street were 
included in the investigation/consultation process to reduce the possible future 
parking impacts in these streets. 

Accordingly, a RPS investigation was initiated for the following streets: 

 Mansfield Street, Rozelle (Mullen Street-Batty Street); 

 Smith Street, Rozelle; 

 Batty Street, Rozelle; 

 Reynolds Avenue, Rozelle; and 

 Rumsay Street, Rozelle. 


Council officers undertook parking occupancy surveys in Smith Street, Mansfield 
Street, Batty Street and also nearby streets and the results indicated that only some 
streets experience high occupancy levels.  As the introduction of Resident Parking 
restrictions in one street could cause parking impacts in nearby streets, all residents 
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within the area that have unrestricted parking, were consulted to assess their views 
on parking conditions in their streets. 

RPS proposal letters were mailed out to the residents of Batty Street on 5th 
November 2015. The following table demonstrates the response rates received from 
the residents of Batty Street. 

Street Number of 
properties 

Number of 
properties 
responded 

Number of 
properties 
supported 

Response 
Rate 

Support 
Rate 

Batty Street (Reynolds Ave-Mansfield St): 
Batty Street (Eastern 
Side) 

24 11 3 46% 13% 

Batty Street (Western 
Side) 

14 12 10 86% 71% 

Council's RPS Policy states “A support rate of 50% based on all properties is 
required to consider the proposal favourably”.  The above data demonstrates a much 
higher support rate from the residents on the western side of Batty Street in 
comparison to the eastern side.  This difference in support rate can be attributed to 
the lack of off-street parking for the residents along the western side of the street.  
The original RPS proposal was then modified to maintain the unrestricted parking on 
the eastern side of Batty Street and implement ‘2P, 8am-10pm (7 Days) Permit 
Holders Excepted, Area R1’ restrictions on the western side of Batty Street, Rozelle 
between Mansfield Street and property No.24 Batty Street.  The modified proposal 
only gives RPS entitlement to the properties fronting the restrictions. 

This is in line with the objective of the RPS scheme outlined in the Roads and 
Maritime Services’ Permit Parking guidelines to “improve amenity for particular 
classes of road users who do not have sufficient off-street parking facilities or 
unrestricted on-street parking facilities available”.  

Report 

At the Ordinary Council Meeting held on 23rd February 2016, Council considered the 
Local Traffic Committee's Minutes for the meeting held on 4th February 2016 and 
resolved (C43/16): 

"That Council adopt the minutes of the Local Traffic Committee meeting held on 4th  
February 2016 subject to the following change to Item 2.5;  

TR16/006 
2.5 Batty Street & Mansfield Street, Rozelle – Resident Parking Restrictions 

Committee Recommendation (unanimous support): 

That this Item be deferred pending confirmation about the date of registration of the 
strata scheme, with representatives of the strata management to be consulted. The 
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information to be reported back to the March policy meeting and residents to be 

notified." 

The above task has been investigated and officers have gathered the following 

information: 


Council's RPS Policy states “Dual occupancies, multi dwelling housing and 

residential flat buildings, subdivisions into two or more lots and the strata subdivision 

of residential flat buildings, approved after January 2001 are not allowed to 

participate in a RPS as off-street parking should be provided in accordance with 

Council’s DCP - Parking.” 


Contact was made with the strata management (Mr J Macdonald) who advised the 

following:
 

	 SP65243 is a subdivision of the original SP64162 and does not supersede or 
overwrite the original strata plan, but simply adds lots to the original plan for 
No.1 Batty Street. 

Council's Manager for Legal Services has been consulted on the above and has 
advised the following: 

	 The SP 65243 is the more recent strata plan and it was incorporated after 
Council's RPS policy and as such should be excluded from participating in a 
RPS scheme. 

	 An application for a section 96 modification was lodged by Meriton 
Apartments in April 2000 to seek reduction of seven residential parking 
spaces for No.1 Batty Street. This reduced the total number of car parking 
spaces associated with the development from 241 to 234. 

	 The RPS Policy was enacted to produce some equity in a situation where the 
State Government is insisting on the approval of units with insufficient parking 
in the hope that this will reduce car dependency.  If Council continues to issue 
permits we are merely thwarting that objective.  

	 The RPS Policy is designed to fairly give precedence to people who do not 
have off-street parking facilities available and cannot otherwise find a space 
within reasonable distance from their place of residence. 

In addition to the above, a review of Development Control Plan No.31 that was 
prepared and set the guidelines for developing the Ampol site bounded by Robert 
Street, Buchanan Street, Reynold Street, Reynolds Avenue and Batty Street 
indicated that the DCP provided traffic management controls on and around the site 
i.e. street widening and on-street parking guidelines.  This is evident on the Batty 
Street frontage of the site with street widening and on-street parking.  This was 
intended for visitor parking according to the DCP. 

Also, under "Item 3.4 Access, traffic management and parking" of the DCP indicated 
one of the objectives was "To provide adequate parking on the site." 
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As indicated above, Council in September 2000 approved a reduction of the 
residential carparking spaces and this was supported as the carparking requirement 
was still in excess of the amount required by the original approval of the site. 

Conclusion 

Based on the above review, it is considered that: 

	 There is adequate off-street parking provided for No.1 Batty Street and this 
development should be excluded from participating in a RPS scheme and   

	 the Traffic Committee's recommendation of its meeting held on 4 February 2016 
should be adopted by Council as it provides resident parking to the properties in 
Batty Street on the western side (even numbered) and northern side of Mansfield 
Street (Mullens Street - Smith Street), whilst retaining unrestricted parking in the 
area and on the eastern side of Batty Street (as per the adopted DCP) for visitors 
etc. 
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ITEM 3.9 REFUGEE WELCOME CENTRE PROGRESS REPORT 
MARCH 2016  

Division GENERAL MANAGER 
Author MEDIA OFFICER 

GROUP MANAGER COMMUNITY AND 
CULTURAL SERVICES  

Meeting date 8 March 2016 Policy Meeting 

Strategic Plan Key Service 
Area 

Community well-being 

SUMMARY AND ORGANISATIONAL IMPLICATIONS
 

Purpose of Report To advise Council on current situation regarding a 
Refugee Welcome Centre in Callan Park. 

Background  Council resolved (Ordinary Meeting February 
2016): 

That Council, having now received responses 
from both the State and Federal Governments in 
respect to a proposal to establish a Refugee 
Welcome Centre in Callan Park, report to the 
March Policy Meeting providing an update on the 
correspondence and any other developments. 

Current Status Updates Council on recent correspondence 
regarding a Refugee Welcome Centre in Callan 
Park. 

Relationship to existing 
policy 

Aligns 

Financial and Resources 
Implications 

This proposal is consistent with the recent s23A 
Guidelines issued by the OLG in relation to 
financial expenditure. 

Recommendation That Council receive and note the report. 
Notifications Continuing notifications to stakeholders through 

Enews, website and social media. 
Attachments 1. Letter to Father Smith        

2. Letter to Minister Dutton         
3. Letter to Minister Speakman         
4. Letter to Peter Sheargold         
5. Position Statement Refugee Welcome Centre     
6. Response from Minister Speakman         
7. Response from Peter Shergold AC         
8. Response from Peter Dutton - Department of 

Social Services 
9. Second Letter to Peter Shergold AC 
10.Letter to the Premier 
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Purpose of Report 

Report to Council responses from both the State and Federal Governments in 
respect to a proposal to establish a Refugee Welcome Centre in Callan Park. 

Recommendation 

That Council receive and note the report. 

Background 

Council resolved (Ordinary Meeting February 2016): 

That Council, having now received responses from both the State and Federal 
Governments in respect to a proposal to establish a Refugee Welcome Centre 
in Callan Park, report to the March Policy Meeting providing an update on the 
correspondence and any other developments.  

Report 

A range of discussions in respect to the proposal to establish a Refugee Welcome 
Centre in Callan Park have now occurred and are also in progress and these 
include: 

	 Local residents and community groups who have made many offers of strong 
support and who are indeed already active in refugee support and Council 
has established an online volunteer registration program.   

	 Habitat for Humanity NSW representatives who have expressed their 

willingness to work in partnership with State and Federal agencies to 

rehabilitate facilities in Callan Park for this project.   


	 Settlement Services International (SSI), who have developed the enclosed 
model for a Welcome Centre for refugees including co-location of relevant 
settlement support services such as the much needed support services such 
a health and English language and mental health.  

	 Other relevant and interested community organisations such as Catholic Care 
who have indicated a willingness to be involved. 

	 An open letter has been drafted from the Mayor to Premier Mike Baird seeking 
support for the Welcome Centre with signatories from a number of refugee 
support services as well as local Church organisations. 

	 A meeting with the Justice and Peace Office of the Catholic Archdiocese of 
Sydney, regarding volunteer support for the initiative. 

Summary/Conclusions 

Council is committed to full and thorough community consultation that is in line with 
Council's Community Engagement framework, subsequent to a response being 
received from State and Federal governments.   
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In partnership with Settlement Services International, Leichhardt Council is seeking 
to initiate a joint meeting with relevant Ministers and tours of the site will be offered in 
that context. 

The support and involvement of other not for profit and Government organisations 
will be sought as well as continuing discussions with Habitat for Humanity and the 
Justice and Peace Office. 

This proposal is consistent with the recent s23A Guidelines issued by the OLG in 
relation to financial expenditure 

Attachments 

1. Letter to Father Smith        
2 .Letter to Minister Dutton         
3. Letter to Minister Speakman         
4. Letter to Peter Shergold AC         
5. Position Statement Refugee Welcome Centre         
6. Response from Minister Speakman         
7. Response from Peter Shergold AC         
8. Response from Peter Dutton - Department of Social Services         
9. Second Letter to Peter Shergold AC 
10. Letter to the Premier       
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ITEM 3.10 SOCIAL AND AFFORDABLE HOUSING  - EXPRESSIONS OF 
INTEREST AND HOUSING BONDS 

Division Environment and Community Management 
Corporate and Information Services 

Author Group Manager Community and Cultural Services 
Director, Corporate and Information Services 
Director, Environment and Community 
Management 

Meeting date 8 March 2016 Policy Meeting 

Strategic Plan Key Service 
Area 

Community well-being 
Place where we live and work 
Sustainable services and assets 

SUMMARY AND ORGANISATIONAL IMPLICATIONS
 

Purpose of Report The purpose of this Report is twofold: (1) To 
provide information to Council on the call for 
Expressions of Interest in the NSW Government 
Social and Affordable Housing Fund, and (2) To 
provide Council with a report on the feasibility and 
possible application of a Council-guaranteed or 
part-guaranteed housing bond, developed (i) in 
isolation and (ii) in collaboration with other 
council's, to assist community housing providers 
of affordable housing within the Leichhardt LGA. 

Background  The Report provides a response in relation to two 
Council Resolutions from the 23rd February 2016 
Ordinary Meeting, namely: 

1. Council resolved C75/16 to evaluate requests 
from Community Housing Providers to support 
Expressions of Interest in the NSW Affordable 
and Social Housing Fund and report to Council at 
the next Policy meeting.  

2. Council resolved C74/16 that Officers prepare a 
report on the feasibility and possible application of 
a Council-guaranteed or part-guaranteed housing 
bond, developed (i) in isolation and (ii) in 
collaboration with other council's, to assist 
community housing providers of affordable 
housing within the Leichhardt LGA. 

Current Status Council has registered for an expression of 
interest in the NSW Affordable and Social 
Housing Fund with the registration stating that it is 
to be confirmed whether there will an associated 
entity or consortium members.  This preserves 
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Council’s ability to take part but does not commit 
Council.   

A report on housing bonds is provided herein. 
Relationship to existing 
policy 

EOI in Affordable and Social Housing Fund aligns 
with Council existing policy. 

Financial and Resources 
Implications 

This proposal is consistent with the recent s23A 
Guidelines issued by the OLG in relation to 
financial expenditure, but should the housing 
bonds scheme be actioned the processes outlined 
in the Guidelines will need to be followed 
accordingly. 

Recommendation That Council: 

1. Receive and note the report on the call for 
Expressions of Interest in the NSW 
Government Social and Affordable Housing 
Fund. 

2. Make a submission to the Commonwealth 
Treasury requesting that they explore housing 
bond schemes in both New Zealand and 
Europe (particularly the Auckland City Council 
housing bonds trial) as an innovative method 
to deliver affordable housing in the Australian 
context as part of their current review. 

3. Write to the NSW Minister for Social Housing, 
the Hon. Brad Hazzard MP, to seek funds to 
develop a business case on housing bond 
schemes and a council guarantee as a means 
to deliver affordable housing in NSW. 

4. Initiate talks with local community housing 
providers and other SSROC Councils on the 
need for a housing bond scheme, and in 
particular a council –guaranteed housing bond, 
and their level of interest in working with 
council to develop such a scheme. 

5. Note that a report has been tabled at the 
March Policy meeting in relation to the Draft 
Housing Action Plan.   

6. Note that an allocation of funds in 2016/17 is 
required to assist in the implementation of 
Housing related actions included in this report 
and as part of the Draft Housing Action Plan.   

Notifications Nil 

Attachments 1. Expression Of Interest in the Social and 
Affordable Housing Fund 
2. Ministerial Investment Order 
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Purpose of Report 

The purpose of this Report is twofold: (1) To provide information to Council on the 
call for Expressions of Interest in the NSW Government Social and Affordable 
Housing Fund, and (2) To provide Council with a report on the feasibility and 
possible application of a Council-guaranteed or part-guaranteed housing bond, 
developed (i) in isolation and (ii) in collaboration with other council's, to assist 
community housing providers of affordable housing within the Leichhardt LGA. 

Recommendation 

That Council: 

1. Receive and note the report on the call for Expressions of Interest in the 
NSW Government Social and Affordable Housing Fund. 

2. Make a submission to the Commonwealth Treasury requesting that they 
explore housing bond schemes in both New Zealand and Europe 
(particularly the Auckland City Council housing bonds trial) as an innovative 
method to deliver affordable housing in the Australian context as part of 
their current review. 

3. Write to the NSW Minister for Social Housing, the Hon. Brad Hazzard MP, 
to seek funds to develop a business case on housing bond schemes and a 
council guarantee as a means to deliver affordable housing in NSW. 

4. Initiate talks with local community housing providers and other SSROC 
Councils on the need for a housing bond scheme, and in particular a council 
–guaranteed housing bond, and their level of interest in working with council 
to develop such a scheme. 

5. Note that a report has been tabled at the March Policy meeting in relation to 
the Draft Housing Action Plan  

6. Note that an allocation of funds in 2016/17 is required to assist in the 
implementation of Housing related actions included int his report and as part 
of the Draft Housing Action Plan. 

Background 

Council resolved at its 23rd February 2016 Ordinary Meeting (C75/16): 

That Council: 

1. 	 Evaluate as soon as possible any request to support an Expression of Interest 
to the Social and Affordable Housing Fund which seeks a future contribution of 
Council's currently accumulated affordable housing funds.  

2. 	 Delegate to the General Manager authority to consider supporting a non-
binding EOI from Bridge housing that is found to be consistent with Council's 
existing policies for affordable housing; 
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a. in the event of more than one suitable request for support be received by 
Council, that the General Manager convene a suitably qualified panel and 
interested Councillors to determine selection of the best applicant; 

b. a detailed report on the EOI be brought to the next Policy Meeting of 
Council. 

At this same meeting, Council also resolved (C74/16) that: 

1. 	 Council prepare a report on the feasibility and possible application of a 
Council-guaranteed or part-guaranteed housing bond, developed (i) in 
isolation and (ii) in collaboration with other council's, to assist community 
housing providers of affordable housing within the Leichhardt LGA. 

2. 	 A report be brought to the March Policy Meeting of Council and be drawn 
upon to inform Council's submission, on the topic of bonds, to the related 
federal government Treasury inquiry on potential affordable housing 
funding models closing 11 March 2016. 

This Report addresses both Resolutions (C74/16 and C75/16). Part 1 examines the 
Expressions of Interest process, and Part 2 explores the issue of housing bonds.part  

Report 

PART 1. AFFORDABLE AND SOCIAL HOUSING FUND (SAFH) STAGE 1 

The NSW Government released the Social and Affordable Housing Fund (SAHF) on 
29 January 2016, with registration for EOIs closing 29 February 2015 and EOIs 
closing 15 March 2016. The EOI invites organisations, including property owners, to 
register for an invitation to submit an Expression of Interest in the Fund. 

The EOI (Attachment 1) states: Those entities who have registered in accordance 
with this form (Registrants) will be provided with the Invitation for EOI, together with 
additional supporting documents to enable them to respond to the Invitation for EOI. 

Council Officers have registered Council to receive an Expression of Interest in the 
fund, consistent with Council's: 

	 Policy commitment to affordable housing enshrined in the LEP and DEC, 
and SEPP; 

	 Potential as a landowner or financier (stated in the EOI information  to 
include to integrators, arrangers, equity and debt financiers) to lodge an 
EOI; and 

	 Obligation under s23A to not make decisions that will impose a significant 
and/or ongoing financial commitment on a new council. 
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Council resolved C75/16 

To Evaluate as soon as possible any request to support an Expression of Interest 
to the Social and Affordable Housing Fund which seeks a future contribution of 
Council's currently accumulated affordable housing funds.  

Officer Comment 

Council has not received a request as at 26 February 2016 (closing date for March 
Policy Agenda) to support an EOI to the Fund seeking a future contribution of 
Council's currently accumulated affordable housing funds.   

An enquiry has been received from a community housing provider (CHP), Bridge 
Housing in relation to building a local government/ community housing provider 
consortium. Community housing providers in the consortium would engage with their 
local government (s) to discuss land holdings they may be willing to provide to SAHF 
to develop 500 dwellings to deliver 30/70 affordable /social housing mix required 
under SAHF. Following discussion with the CHP, this enquiry has been referred to 
SSROC as the organisation best suited to facilitating discussion of a consortium of 
local government/s of the scale identified by Bridge Housing.  

Council further resolved C75/16 

Delegate to the General Manager authority to consider supporting a non-
binding EOI from Bridge housing that is found to be consistent with Council's 
existing policies for affordable housing; 

a. in the event of more than one suitable request for support be 
received by Council, that the General Manager convene a suitably 
qualified panel and interested Councillors to determine selection of the 
best applicant; 
b. a detailed report on the EOI be brought to the next Policy Meeting of 
Council. 

Officer Comment 

Council has not received a request as at 26 February 2016 (closing date for March 
Policy Agenda) an expression of interest from Bridge Housing. Should Council be 
approached by Bridge Housing or other Community Housing Providers to participate 
in an Expression of Interest, Officers will report to Council in keeping with C75/16. 
Registering by 29 February keeps Council’s options open to lodge (with others) an 
EOI by 15 March 2016 if there is a request before then for Council to provide support 
to a community housing organisation, but does not commit Council.  It is noted that 
the information for the EOI states that it is inviting private and non-government 
organisations and its preferences are for proposals which (amongst other things) 
maximise land contributions from outside of Government and have a minimum 
transaction size of 500 dwellings (200 dwellings for regional).  

This proposal is consistent with the recent s23A Guidelines issued by the OLG in 
relation to financial expenditure 
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PART 2. HOUSING BONDS 

This Report is divided into three sections. The first section provides background 
information on housing bonds and discusses the issue of whether Council could 
either issue or underwrite (i.e. guarantee) a housing bond by itself or in partnership 
with other councils. The second section provides an overview of the Auckland City 
Council housing bond trial. The third and final section provides a suggested way 
forward on the issue of housing bonds. 

1. Housing Bonds 

This section provides a brief outline of housing bonds, namely what they are and 
how they operate, and then examines whether council could develop or underwrite 
such a bond scheme in isolation or in partnership with other councils. 

What is a housing bond? 
Housing bonds pool investor capital to provide loans for eligible (i.e. affordable) 
housing developments. With the provision of relevant guarantees (provided by 
government) they result in lowering the cost of borrowing for eligible persons. 

How they work? 
A housing bond is a mechanism to raise a pool of investor (i.e. philanthropic and 
socially responsible investment) capital that allows a separate entity to make loans to 
community housing providers at lower interest rates and on more favourable terms. 

Housing bonds have proven effective in delivering lower cost capital for affordable 
housing in Europe. More recently, housing bonds (with a council guarantee) have 
been introduced in Auckland by the City Council. 

What is a council housing bond guarantee? 
A council housing bond guarantee is the provision of a limited guarantee by the 
council that provide greater bond investor confidence and hence lowers their 
expected return requirements from an investment in housing bonds.  

Could council develop a housing bond? 
Yes, council could develop a housing bond scheme but it could not implement such 
a scheme either in isolation or in partnership with other councils unless it meets the 
following two fundamental pre-conditions: 

1. Council, either individually or in partnership with other councils, partners with 
a third party entity (e.g. financial institution) that has the appropriate authority 
and regulatory approvals to issue bonds in the Australian financial system. 
This is a highly specialised and regulated field and council would have to rely 
on the services of an entity that has such approvals to issue bonds on its 
behalf. 
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2. Ministerial approval is granted to enable Council to participate in such a 
scheme. In this regard, there are severe restrictions on the Council placing 
money with anyone for a purpose not consistent with the Act.  Section 625 of 
the Local Government Act 1993 specifies that the ability to put money into any 
particular venture must only be done in accordance with directions that the 
Minister gives from time to time. Any deviation from this Order (which this 
scheme would most definitely be) requires explicit Ministerial approval. The 
last Ministerial Direction in the Gazette that covered the issue of investments 
was from 2005 and is provided at Attachment 1. 

Could council, either in isolation or in collaboration with other councils, provide a 
guarantee to underpin a housing bond? 
Yes (on both counts), but again the guarantee would have to satisfy the two pre
conditions cited above. In this regard, if a council guarantee scheme were 
implemented, it would have to be tightly controlled to minimise risk and limit the 
financial exposure of the council in the event of default. Auckland’s housing bonds 
guarantee provides a good working model of how this can be achieved by a local 
council. 

The benefit of more councils participating, and hence the bond guarantee pool being 
larger, is that the pool of likely funds generated through the issuance of bonds would 
be much greater. Thus the outcome – the construction of affordable housing - would 
be much greater. 

Council currently has just over $1m in its affordable housing fund. This amount (as a 
guarantee) will not provide much leverage in the financial markets. A much larger 
guarantee would be required and thus the need for other councils or other bodies 
would need to participate to make this proposal economically viable. By way of 
example, Auckland City Council put up $6m (plus $200K in non-redeemable 
operational capital) to leverage $30m from the market.   

It is noted that there are some unique challenges in operating a bond guarantee 
scheme in Sydney – namely, the challenge of attracting philanthropic investors in 
such as scheme at a time when the cost of capital (Interest Rates) is at historically 
low levels. Hence the rate of return is already low for investors and any further 
reduction may prove problematic. 

2. The Auckland housing bonds trial: A case study 

In December 2014, Auckland City Council announced a 3 year pilot housing bond 
guarantee program to boost the supply of affordable housing in Auckland. The target 
is the building of around 214 affordable homes across Auckland (homes to cost 
around $345,000). 

The trial sees the council provide a limited guarantee on bonds issued by a housing 
fund agency which is independent of council to philanthropic investors. The housing 
fund agency (known as New Zealand Community Housing Finance) will then provide 
the money raised from the bond sales as loans to community housing providers.  

Policy Council Meeting 08 March 2016 ITEM 3.10 



 

    

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

Page 723 

The council guarantee of $6 million over three years is expected to allow the 
community housing sector to raise $30 million at a slightly lower interest rate than 
would be available from other lending institutions – the lower rate is achieved as the 
council partially guarantees the investment (i.e. 20c for every $1 of Bond up to $6m) 
and thus investors can take a reduced rate of interest. The modelling assumes that 
the value of the guarantee to the investor is around 0.36%. That is the required rate 
of return on the bond falls from 6% to 5.64%. 

The council’s guarantee provides greater confidence to bond investors, and enables 
cheaper and more favourable loan terms to be offered to community housing 
providers. This guarantee is estimated to reduce the cost of homes by up to $6,000 
to $8,000 per dwelling. 

A quick summary of how the scheme works is provided below: 

1. Investors lend to New Zealand Community Housing Finance (CHF) 
2. CHF lends to Community Housing Organisations (CHO).  	CHOs either on a 

project finance basis with each advance being secured only against specific 
properties or on a general basis with each advance being secured against 
specific properties as well as there being a general charge over the other 
assets of the CHOs (if any). Lending on a project finance basis means that 
CHF would only have access to the specific property being funded for security 
purposes and not to any of the borrower’s other assets in the event of default 

3. CHOs borrow from CHF to develop residential properties 
4. Qualified affordable buyers buy the developed properties from the CHOs 
5. The purchase price is in theory sufficient for the CHOs to repay CHF and for 

CHF to repay the investors 
6. Auckland City Council provides a partial guarantee to the investors (and 

therefore it is a partial guarantee of CHF rather than the CHOs) 
7. In the event of default, CHF would have to rely on there being sufficient value 

recovered from the sale of the secured property and / or the other assets of 
the CHOs to fully repay the investors. In the event that there was not sufficient 
value, the investors would call on the Council partial guarantee. Councils 
provides up to 20c in the dollar. 

The risks are contained by Auckland City Council by placing a cap on its exposure – 
that is, 20c for every $1 Bond. Auckland Council’s total contingent exposure under 
this guarantee is limited to $6 million. Bond holders will be able to call on the 
Auckland Council guarantee in the event of CHF not being able to meet its financial 
commitments to Bond holders as they fall due. 

It is still too early in the trial to determine its success or otherwise at this time. 
Council Officers will continue to monitor this trial and report to Council when results 
are known. 

3. The recommended way forward on housing bonds 

To develop the housing bond scheme (but without committing Council at this time) a 
full business case (including a risk assessment) needs to be developed. In this 
regard, we recommend that we approach the State Government to provide funds to 
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develop the business case. A consultant is required to undertake this work as it is 
highly specialised and beyond the expertise of council staff (estimated cost up to 
$50,000). 

Before we approach the State Government for funding, Officers will need to liaise 
with community housing providers and other councils to gauge their level of interest 
in a bond scheme. Officers will then develop a project proposal (based on the 
Auckland City Council trial) as the basis of its approach to the State Government for 
funding. 

At the same time, we can approach the Commonwealth Treasury to review the 
concept of housing bonds scheme in New Zealand and Europe and their applicability 
or otherwise to Australia. This work does not negate the need for a business case for 
the Treasury analysis will be at a very high level and will not provide the level of 
detail that will be included in the aforementioned business case. 

The reasons for suggesting we approach the Commonwealth Treasury are that are 
the secretariat to the newly established Affordable Housing Working Group. This 
Working Group is now seeking submissions on innovative ways to improve the 
availability of affordable housing in Australia - submissions close on 11 March 2016. 
More information on the Working Group and Terms of Reference are available at the 
following weblink: 
http://www.treasury.gov.au/ConsultationsandReviews/Consultations/2016/CFFR
Affordable-Housing-Working-Group. 

Conclusions 

Council Officers have registered interest in lodging and Expression of Interest 
regarding the NSW Government Social and Affordable Housing Fund (SAHF). This 
proposal is consistent with the recent s23A Guidelines issued by the OLG in relation 
to financial expenditure 

The recent Auckland City Council housing bond guarantee program may be 
applicable in the Australian context as a means to delivery more affordable housing. 
However, much work needs to be undertaken to comprehensively review the merits 
or otherwise of such a scheme, including the development of a full business case. In 
this regard, the following suggested course of action is proposed: 

1. Council Officers develop a project proposal on a housing bonds guarantee 
scheme similar to that being implemented by Auckland City Council 

2. Council initiate discussions with community housing providers on the need for 
such a scheme (or another such scheme) and their level of interest in 
participating in same. These discussions will be based on the project proposal 
developed above. 

3. Approach other SSROC Councils on the concept and there support in 
developing a business case 

4. Approach the State Government to provide funds to develop a Business Case 
to assess a housing bonds scheme and council guarantee scheme. The 
project scope outlined at point 1 will inform this request. 
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5. Write to the Commonwealth Treasury to request that they explore the issue of 
housing bonds as part of their current review and explore housing bond trial in 
NZ applicability to Australian context and appropriate funding vehicles. 

If Council were to proceed with this scheme, it would need to be mindful of the s23A 
Guidelines in this regard. These Guidelines are available at www.olg.nsw.gov.au. 

Attachments 

1. 	 Registration for Expression Of Interest in the Social and Affordable Housing 
Fund 

2. 	 Ministerial Investment Order 
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2. Ministerial Investment Order 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1993 

Investment Order 

(Relating to investments by councils) 

I, David Campbell, MP, Acting Minister for Local Government, in pursuance of 
section 625 (2) of the Local Government Act 1993 and with the approval of the 
Treasurer, do, by this my Order, notify for the purposes of section 625 of that Act that 
a council may only invest money (on the basis that all investments must be 
denominated in Australian Dollars) in the following forms of investment: 

(a) any public funds or Government stock or Government securities of the 
Commonwealth or any State of the Commonwealth; 

(b) any debentures or securities guaranteed by the Government of New South 
Wales; 

(c) any debentures or securities, issued by a public or local authority, or a statutory 
body representing the Crown, constituted by or under any law of the Commonwealth, 
of any State of the Commonwealth or of the Northern Territory or of the Australian 
Capital Territory and guaranteed by the Commonwealth, any State of the 
Commonwealth or a Territory; 

(d) any debentures or securities issued by a Territory and guaranteed by the 
Commonwealth; 

(e) any debentures or securities issued by a council (within the meaning of the Local 
Government Act 1993); 

(f) mortgage of land in any State or Territory of the Commonwealth; 

(g) purchase of land (including any lot within the meaning of the Strata Schemes 
Management Act 1996) in any State or Territory of the Commonwealth;  

(h) interest bearing deposits in a bank authorised to carry on the business of banking 
under any law of the Commonwealth or of a State or Territory of the Commonwealth; 

(i) interest bearing deposits with a building society or credit union. 

(j) any bill of exchange which has a maturity date of not more than 200 days; and if 
purchased for value confers on the holder in due course a right of recourse against a 
bank, building society or credit union as the acceptor or endorser of the bill for an 
amount equal to the face value of the bill; 

(k) any securities which are issued by a body or company (or controlled parent entity 
either immediate or ultimate) with a Moody’s Investors Service, Inc. credit rating of 
``Aaa’’, ``Aa1’’, ``Aa2’’, ``Aa3’’, “A1” or ”A2” or a Standard & Poor’s Investors 
Service, Inc credit rating of ``AAA’’, ``AA+’’, ``AA’’, ``AA-’’; “A+”, or “A” or a Fitch 
Rating credit rating of “AAA”, “AA+”, “AA”, “AA-”, “A+” or “A”; 

(l) any securities which are given a Moody’s Investors Service Inc credit rating of 
``Aaa’’, ``Aa1’’, ``Aa2’’, ``Aa3’’,“A1”; “A2” or ``Prime-1’’ or a Standard and Poor’s 
Investors Service, Inc credit rating of “AAA”, “AA+”, “AA”, “AA-”, “A+”; “A”; “A1+” or 
“A1” or a Fitch Rating credit rating of “AAA”, “AA+”, “AA”, “AA-”, “A+” or “A”; 
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(m) any debentures or securities issued by a bank, building society or credit union; 

(n) a deposit with the Local Government Investment Service Pty Ltd; 

(o) a deposit with the New South Wales Treasury Corporation or investments in an 

Hour-Glass investment facility of the New South Wales Treasury Corporation. 


Dated this 15th day of July 2005. 


Hon DAVID CAMPBELL, M.P., 


Acting Minister for Local Government
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ITEM 3.11 REQUEST BY COUNCILLOR JOBLING TO ATTEND MIXED 
USE DEVELOPMENT CONFERENCE  

Division Corporate and Information Services 
Author MANAGER GOVERNANCE AND 

ADMINISTRATION  
Meeting date 8 March 2016 Policy Meeting 

Strategic Plan Key Service 
Area 

Sustainable services and assets 

SUMMARY AND ORGANISATIONAL IMPLICATIONS
 

Purpose of Report To advise Council that approval has been given 
under delegation for Councillor Jobling to attend 
the Mixed Use Development Conference in 
Melbourne from 16-18 March 2016 

Background  NIL 
Current Status NIL 
Relationship to existing 
policy 

Aligns 

Financial and Resources 
Implications 

This proposal is consistent with the recent s23A 
Guidelines issued by the OLG in relation to 
financial expenditure. 

Recommendation That Council receive and note this report. 
Notifications NIL 
Attachments 1. Program for Mixed Use Development 

Conference  
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Purpose of Report 

To advise Council that approval has been given under delegation for Councillor 
Jobling to attend the Mixed Use Development Conference in Melbourne from 16-18 
March 2016 

Recommendation 

That Council receive and note this report. 

Report 

Councillor Jobling submitted a written request to the General Manager to attend  
the Mixed Use Development Conference in Melbourne from 16-18 March 2016. A 
copy of the program is shown attached as Attachment 1. 

As the deadline for registration was between meetings, the Mayor and General 
Manager approved this request in accordance with the Councillor Policy on Payment 
of Expenses and Provision of Facilities. The cost for attendance at the Conference 
including accommodation and travel is approximately $2,500 and there are funds 
available in the Councillor Conferences budget.  

This proposal is consistent with the recent s23A Guidelines issued by the OLG in 
relation to financial expenditure 

Attachments 

1. Program for Mixed Use Development Conference 
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ITEM 3.12 FLOOR SPACE RATIO GATEWAY DETERMINATION  


Division Environment and Community Management 
Author Manager Environment and Urban Planning  
Meeting date 8 March 2016 Policy Meeting 

Strategic Plan Key Service 
Area 

Community well-being 
Accessibility 
Place where we live and work 
A sustainable environment 
Business in the community 
Sustainable services and assets 

SUMMARY AND ORGANISATIONAL IMPLICATIONS
 

Purpose of Report 

Background  

The purpose of this report is to: 

1. 	advise Council of the Gateway 
Determination issued by the 
Department of Planning and 
Environment in relation to the Floor 
Space Ratio Planning Proposal; and 

2. 	 seek council endorsement to proceed 
to exhibition. 

Council initiated a Floor Space Ratio (FSR) 
Review in 2009. Council considered a report at 
the Policy Meeting 9 June 2015 in relation to the 
Floor Space Ratio Review for land within the R1 
General Residential zone and resolved 
(C263/15P) that Council: 

	 Adopt the recommendations of Option 2 
FSR Controls (Minimal change)  

	 Prepare and submit a Planning Proposal to 
the Department of Planning and 
Environment to amend the Leichhardt 
Local Environmental Plan (LLEP) 2013 to 
introduce changes to the Floor Space Ratio 
that are consistent with the 
recommendations of Option 2 FSR controls 
(Minimal change) for a Gateway 
Determination. 

A Planning Proposal which proposed changes in 
accordance with Option 2 was forwarded to the 
Department of Planning and Environment (the 
Department) for a Gateway Determination on 14 
October 2015. 
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Current Status Council has received a Gateway Determination in 
relation to the Floor Space Ratio Planning 
Proposal 

Relationship to existing 
policy 

Leichhardt Local Environmental Plan 2013 

Financial and Resources 
Implications 

This proposal is consistent with the recent s23A 
Guidelines issued by the OLG in relation to 
financial expenditure. 

Recommendation That Council: 

a) note that the a Gateway Determination has 
been issued in relation to the Floor Space 
Ratio review, 

b) amend the planning proposal to be 
consistent with Option 3 and proceed to 
public exhibition. 

Notifications Potential Gateway Review application to the 
Department of Planning and Environment 

Attachments Gateway Determination 
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Purpose of Report 

The purpose of this report is to: 

1. 	 advise Council of the Gateway Determination issued by the Department of 
Planning and Environment in relation to the Floor Space Ratio Planning 
Proposal; and 

2. 	 seek Council endorsement to proceed to exhibition. 

Recommendation 

That Council: 

a) note that the a Gateway Determination has been issued in relation to the 
Floor Space Ratio review; and 

b) amend the planning proposal to be consistent with Option 3 and proceed to 
public exhibition. 

Background 

Council initiated a Floor Space Ratio (FSR) Review in 2009. Council considered a 
report at the Policy Meeting 9 June 2015 in relation to the Floor Space Ratio Review 
for land within the R1 General Residential zone and resolved (C263/15P) that 
Council: 

	 Adopt the recommendations of Option 2 FSR Controls (Minimal change) 
	 Prepare and submit a Planning Proposal to the Department of Planning and 

Environment to amend the Leichhardt Local Environmental Plan (LLEP) 2013 
to introduce changes to the Floor Space Ratio that are consistent with the 
recommendations of Option 2 FSR controls (Minimal change) for a Gateway 
Determination. 

A Planning Proposal which proposed changes in accordance with Option 2 was 
forwarded to the Department of Planning and Environment (the Department) for a 
Gateway Determination on 14 October 2015. 

Report 

On 19 February the Department of Planning and Environment issued a Gateway 
Determination in respect of this planning proposal (refer attachment). The 
Department has not accepted Council’s position for the planning proposal to adopt 
Option 2 and have instead directed Council to use Option 3.  The Department’s 
Assessment Report considers that Option 2 contains provisions which will reduce the 
permissible residential density of land. 

The Determination also requires that no lots will have an FSR that is reduced from 
the current FSR (i.e., for parts of Rozelle where lots are greater than 450 square 
metres in size). 
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Lot Size Annandale Balmain Birchgrove Leichhardt Lilyfield Rozelle
 Opt.2 Opt.3 Opt.2 Opt.3 Opt.2 Opt.3 Opt.2 Opt.3 Opt.2 Opt.3 Opt.2 Opt.3 
0-149.9 0.8 0.9 0.9 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.7 0.8 0.9 0.9 0.8 0.9 
150-299.9 0.7 0.8 0.7 0.9 0.8 0.9 0.6 0.7 0.6 0.8 0.6 0.8 
300-449.9 0.6 0.7 0.7 0.8 0.6 0.8 0.5 0.6 0.5 0.7 0.6 0.7 
450+ 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.7 0.6 0.7 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.5 0.6* 

Current 
Control 

0.6 0.7 0.7 0.5 0.5 0.5/0.7 

Comparison Table: proposed FSRs for Option 2 and Option 3.  

The options which are available to Council in relation to this matter are:  

a) Council can accept the Gateway Determination conditions for the Floor Space 
Ratio Planning proposal, amend the planning proposal and proceed to public 
exhibition; or 

b) Council can consider lodging a Gateway Determination Review Application 
within 14 days of the decision (4 March 2016). This application would require 
that Council provide further justification to support a review of the 
Determination. 

This proposal is consistent with the recent s23A Guidelines issued by the OLG in 
relation to financial expenditure. 

Attachments 

Gateway Determination 
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ITEM 3.13 MORT BAY PARK PLAN OF MANAGEMENT-REVISED 
IMPLEMENTATION PRIORITIES 

Division Environment and Community Management 
Author Senior Parks and Open Space Planner 

Manager Parks and Assets 
Meeting date 8th March 2015 

Strategic Plan Key Service 
Area 

Community well-being 
Accessibility 
Place where we live and work 
A sustainable environment 
Sustainable services and assets 

SUMMARY AND ORGANISATIONAL IMPLICATIONS
 

Purpose of Report To update Council on the outcomes of community 
consultation and the preparation of a revised 
priority action and master plan for Mort Bay Park. 

To seek Council adoption of a revised master plan 
for the park. 

Background  In December 2014 Council considered a report on 
the implementation status of the Actions in the 
Mort Bay Park Plan of Management (adopted in 
2005) and resolved to undertake the following: 

1. That the report be received and noted. 

2. Council notes that the report provides a suitable 
basis for further consultation with residents 
concerning the outcomes of the implementation 
of the Mort Bay Park Plan of Management 
(2004) 

3. Council considers that it is now timely to conduct 
a further round of consultations and resolves to 
seek comments from residents on further action 
that may be appropriate in respect of the 
implementation of the current plan of 
management for the park. 

4. That Council provide costings to the 2015/16 
budget considerations on the installation of 
unified palisade fencing to replace the temporary 
cyclone fencing on the perimeter of Bay, Short 
and Philip Streets (Refer C450/14). 

Current Status Community consultation has been completed and 
priority actions revised. 

Relationship to existing Adopted Master Plan and Plan of Management for 
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policy Mort Bay Park (2004) 
Financial and Resources 
Implications 

A number of priorities have significant cost 
implications including the proposed new public 
toilets which are recommended for the Thames 
Street entrance to the park and the proposed 
swimming enclosure. The cost implications of 
such projects require further analysis and 
reporting to Council. 

Recommendation That Council: 

1. Adopt the revised priority action plan for Mort 
Bay Park and proceed with actioning the 
high priority maintenance actions highlighted 
in the plan in 2016/17. 

2. Receive a report on detailed costings of 
identified capital items contained within the 
revised priority action plan and opportunities 
for funding and delivery. 

3. Note that further investigation on the 
feasibility of the proposed swimming 
enclosure is required prior to Council 
committing to any future delivery of this 
particular project. 

4. With regards to tree management along the 
peripheral edges of Mort Bay Park, adopt a 
policy of selective tree removals to create 
view corridors and filtered views from the 
streetscape through to the Harbour 
Foreshore. In addressing biodiversity and 
habitat needs, Council develop a landscape 
scheme in the bush regeneration areas of 
the park which focuses on the development 
of lower understory shrub and smaller 
specimen tree planting. 

5. Note the recent influx of boat trailer parking 
in Mckell Street and refer this issue to the 
Traffic Committee for further investigation on 
options for addressing parking concerns. 

Notifications Local residents and park users. 
Attachments Attached 1 Adopted Master Plan 2004 

Attachment 2 Revised Master Plan 2016 
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Purpose of Report 

To update Council on the outcomes of community consultation and the preparation 
of a revised priority action and master plan for Mort Bay Park. 

To seek Council adoption of a revised master plan for the park.  

Recommendation 

That Council: 

1. 	 Adopt the revised priority action plan for Mort Bay Park and proceed with 
actioning the high priority maintenance actions highlighted in the plan in 
2016/17. 

2. 	 Receive a report on detailed costings of identified capital items contained within 
the revised priority action plan and opportunities for funding and delivery. 

3. 	 Note that further investigation on the feasibility of the proposed swimming 
enclosure is required prior to Council committing to any future delivery of this 
particular project. 

4. 	 With regards to tree management along the peripheral edges of Mort Bay Park, 
adopt a policy of selective tree removals to create view corridors and filtered 
views from the streetscape through to the Harbour Foreshore. In addressing 
biodiversity and habitat needs, Council develop a landscape scheme in the 
bush regeneration areas of the park which focuses on the development of lower 
understory shrub and smaller specimen tree planting. 

5. 	 Note the recent influx of boat trailer parking in Mckell Street and refer this issue 
to the Traffic Committee for further investigation on options for addressing 
parking concerns. 

Background 

In December 2014 Council considered a report on the implementation status of the 
actions in the Mort Bay Park Plan of Management (adopted in 2005) and resolved to 
undertake the following: 

1. 	 That the report be received and noted. 

2. 	 Council notes that the report provides a suitable basis for further consultation with 
residents concerning the outcomes of the implementation of the Mort Bay Park Plan 
of Management (2004) 

3. 	 Council considers that it is now timely to conduct a further round of consultations 
and resolves to seek comments from residents on further action that may be 
appropriate in respect of the implementation of the current plan of management for 
the park. 
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4. 	 That Council provide costings to the 2015/16 budget considerations on the 
installation of unified palisade fencing to replace the temporary cyclone fencing on 
the perimeter of Bay, Short and Philip Streets (Refer C450/14). 

5. 	 With regards to tree management along the peripheral edges of Mort Bay Park, 
Council adopt a policy of selective tree removals to create view corridors and 
filtered views from the streetscape through to the Harbour Foreshore. In 
addressing biodiversity and habitat needs, Council develop a landscape scheme 
in the bush regeneration areas of the park which focuses on the development of 
lower understory shrub and smaller specimen trees. 

Report 

Mort Bay Park is a regional level parkland which supports a wide range of recreational 
activities and is highly focal and popular within the local community. The park and its use 
has increased since the inception of a Plan of Management and its associated master 
plan in 2004 (Attachment 1). The installation of the children’s playground, the 
development and success of the community gardens, the multi-purpose courts, the child 
care centre, bush care activities, the connectively with Ballast Point Park and the 
maturing of the natural features of the park all contribute to the success and popularity of 
the park. 

As an events space, Mort Bay Park is a popular venue for children’s’ birthday parties, 
picnics and family gatherings, community outdoor theatre events and as a key vantage 
point for the new years eve firework celebrations. The Yeend Street pontoon and 
dingy/kayak storage racks along with the ferry services to and from the Thames Street 
ferry wharf are other key attractors which support use and enjoyment of the park. 

Park Renewal Works 2013-15 

The adopted 2004 Plan of Management and Master Plan (Attachment 1) provides 
the overlying management framework for the park, its management and 
development. In the last three years a number of priority renewal works have been 
completed at Mort Bay Park. Table 1.0 highlights key renewal projects which have 
been commissioned and completed in recent times.. 

Table 1.0 Mort Bay Park Completed Renewal Projects 2013-16.  

Year Completed works 
2013/14 Renewed all lighting / new poles with LED lights installed. 

Raised height of the seawall and replaced weathered 
stone blocks in seawall in the Yeend St section of the park. 
Tree trimming of figs around all light poles. 

2014/15 Renew spray seal path Yeend St side of park 
Repair stone seawall steps near dock 
Renew all metal seats with Aluminium seats/ stage 1 
Renew hardwood logs around Dock /stage 1 
Deco granite repairs/ top up, and concrete dish drain 
installed along McKell St path for stormwater run off 

2015/16 Installation of Public Toilet Wayfinding signage 
Replace 2 old bubblers with drink stations 
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Replace Remaining metal seats with Aluminium seats/ 
Stage 2 
Replace hardwood timber logs around dock/ stage 2.  
Replace gal handrails around docks where rusted. 
Yeend St stairs; replace treads with non-slip treads, 
replace gal handrail where rusted. 
Quotes obtained for Bay Street fence renewal. Works to 
be commenced in 2016 

Community Engagement  

On the 31st October 2015 Council held a public meeting at Mort Bay Park to discuss 
with the community implementation priorities associated with the adopted plan of 
management and master plan for Mort Bay Park. The public meeting was advertised 
through the following means: 

 Notification to the Precinct Committee 
 Letter drop to local residents 
 Notices throughout the park 
 Notification on Council’s web site. 

A total of 79 residents attended. the public meeting. Councilors in attendance 
included: Councillor Byrne, Councillor Stamolis and Councillor Breen.  Council 
Officers present: included the Senior Parks and Open Space Planner and the 
Manager Parks and Assets. The appointed consultant from Environmental 
Partnership was also in attendance. The key issues and opportunities which were 
discussed at the public meeting are summarised in Table 1.1 below  

Table 1.1 Public Meeting-Issues and Opportunities 

Biodiversity and Tree 
Management  

Choice of trees-Don’t like fig trees- they are nonnative Council 
should to consider removal ?  

Casuarinas should be thinned and the height reduced-views have 
been lost from Mort Street residents 
Height of Casuarinas has removed the winter sun element from 
residential properties.  Tree management of Casuarinas should be 
looked at 
Replace the biodiversity area with smaller shrubs remove all large 
trees See above – selected thinning of native tree canopy to open 
corridors / access to views 
Restore City skyline views and views of the harbour.   
Replace the biodiversity area with smaller shrubs remove all large 
trees 
Undertake selected thinning of native tree canopy to open 
corridors / access to views 

Art and Culture Interpretation of our Indigenous culture is required in the park  
Sculpture work-What is it ? where is the interpretation-can it be 
relocated ? 

General Park 
Management Issues 

Picnic area near the community garden not being maintained 
properly by Council 
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Weeds between child care center and the community garden need 
addressing 
Shift bins away from seating areas 

Lighting Lighting improvements across the path network-need to be 
reviewed 

Key Developments 
Proposals Put 
forward by the 
Community 

Move forward with the development of the Philip/Bay Street 
Lookout 

Steel Railing Bay Street-remove  review as part of lookout project 
Develop some seating in the sunny areas for winter sunshine 
enjoyment 
Consider swimming area off finger wharfs and investigate Waste 
Pollutant traps 
Place public toilets near the ferry wharf 
Mckell Street introduce no parking to address boat trailer storage 
and a residential parking scheme along Mckell Street and Yeend 
Street 
Provide a large shelter in the park Perhaps rather than one large – 
several smaller shelters 
Educate the community on after dark noise 
Install a community notice board in the park 
Address boat trailers in McKell Street and Yeend Street- the park 
is becoming a boat trailer park.  Council to review 
Shade over the Child care center and the child care car park  

Maintenance Issues Open up area behind the basketball and remove thick vegetation 
stranger danger too dense-encourages anti-social behavior.  This 
area was not implemented as per plans – the POM suggested 
more open terracing here 
Picnic area near the community garden not being maintained 
properly by Council to review 
Weeds between child care center and the community garden need 
addressing See notes above 
Fig trees damaging Short Street wall-could fall over  Council 
Arborist should review 
Signage for the Public Toilets required (note: actioned and 
completed) 
Additional Bins and dog dispensers required 
Bin Frequency Needs to be reviewed-Bin numbers and frequency 
of emptying 
Address as a matter of urgency the hole in the park near the 
former container wharf 
Rotten Timber remove replace 
Lighting Improvements need to holistically review 
Pocket Park-Poorly maintained-not mowed for some time 
More dog dispensers required in the park 
Bottom two stairs near container wharf are collapsing 
Restore Short Street views 

Review of kerbside drainage to Short Street Required 
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The minutes and key issues arising from the public meeting were published on 
Council’s web site and were also sent to residents who registered their attendance at 
the public meeting. 
Revised Implementation Plan 

Following the outcomes of the public meeting Council officers and the appointed 
consultant reviewed the 2004 park master plan and its implementation priorities. The 
plan has subsequently been updated to reflect community views and incorporate 
Council officer recommendations. A revised implementation plan has been 
developed (refer to Attachment 2). 

Revised Implementation Plan Key Priority Action Items 

The key priorities area highlighted in the revised implementation plan (Attachment 
1) are highlighted below in Table 1.2 

Key 

H 1-2 years target 
M 3-7 years target 
L 8- 10 years 
target 

Plan 
Reference 

Action Item Indicative 
Cost 
Estimate 

Priority 1.0 Art and Culture 
H 1.1 Interpretation of Indigenous 

culture required in the park – 
location to be determined  along 
the 
foreshore / indicative location 
shown 

$5000 

H 1.2 Interpretive artwork / signage to 
former Stanley Works building 
Site and Dry Dock 

$5000 

2.0 Biodiversity and Tree 
Management 

H 2.1 Review management of 
Bushland regeneration areas  -
Develop landscape scheme to 
address view concerns and 
rehabilitate vandalised areas with 
agreed lower level planting 

$3,000 

M 2.2 Review existing Casuarina sp 
planting to Mort Street & Yeend 
Street - Consider thinning out of 
Casuarina's to improve filtered 
views 

$5,000

 3.0 Lighting 

M 3.1 Assess lighting across the main 
path routes from the ferry wharf 
to Mckell Street and from 
Cameron street to the off leash 
area of the park Implement 
required lighting improvements 

$15,000 
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4.0 Seating 
M 4.1 Install seating in sunny areas of 

the park location to be 
determined 

$10,000 

5.0 Additional Proposals in 
response to Community Issues 

H 5.1 Develop a landscape scheme 
from the Bay Street Look out 
which will include removal of the 
steel railings and replacement of 
the mesh wire fence along Bay 
Street. The landscape plan 
should include design proposals 
to enhance the existing entrance 
from Bay Street to Mort Bay Park 

$3,000 

M 5.2 Investigate the provision and 
potential of gross pollution traps 
to address water quality issues. 
Consider swimming area off 
finger wharfs subject to water 
quality 

$3,000 

M 5.3 Develop a concept plan and 
undertake community 
consultation on the provision of 
public toilets near the children’s 
playground and ferry wharf 

$3,000 

H 5.4 Liaise within Council to 
investigate parking management 
to address boat trailer storage 
including potential for residential 
parking scheme along Mckell 
Street and Yeend Street 

N/A 

L 5.5 Provide additional shelter in the 
park - review benefits of one 
large vs several smaller shelters - 
location to be determined  / 
indicative location shown 

$10,000 

L 5.6 Install a community notice board 
in the park 

$2,500 

M 5.7 Liaise with Child Care over 
potential for shade over the Child 
care centre play area and the 
child care car park 

$25,000 

L 5.8 Provide Shade Sail over the 
picnic area adjacent to the 
community garden 

$25,000 

H 5.9 Address weeding issues to areas 
adjoining community garden - 
consider review of fence location 
to assist 

$2,500 

Proposed Swimming Enclosure 
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A significant proposal which arose from the 2004 master plan is the development of 
a swimming enclosure off the finger wharfs in the park. This proposal requires a 
detailed feasibility study and future reporting and consideration by Council. The costs 
associated with addressing storm water runoff and windblown material in this area of 
the harbour needs to be carefully assessed as does the cost benefit analysis of such 
a proposal. Council already has a harbour pool located in close proximity to Mort Bay 
Park at Elkington Park (a distance of 1.3km from the park). Further reporting on this 
issue is a consideration for Council. 

Boat Trailer Parking Issues 

In the last year a significant issue has arisen with an influx of boat trailers being 
parked in Mckell Street. The area is currently free for parking and up to 12 boat 
trailers are parking along the park boundary. It is recommended that Council 
consider restricted parking in this area and that the matter is referred to Council’s 
Traffic Committee for further investigation and consideration.  

Trees and their value in Parks 

Trees are integral components of parks and open space areas. Trees provide a range of 
benefits. Benefits which are summarised below:  

Aesthetics Trees are one of the most important natural landscape elements in parks 
and open space areas. Trees provide shade in the heat of summer and can 
significantly cool an area. 
Sense of continuity-Trees can provide linkages to the past, present and future. 
Improving health Tree canopies trap dust, absorb pollutants, provide shade and 
reduce noise. 
Benefitting the environment By absorbing carbon dioxide, trees help to slow the 
rate of global warming. They reduce wind speeds, lower urban air temperatures and 
prevent flooding by absorbing storm water. 
Boosting wildlife A habitat for birds, bats, insects, fungi and lichen.. 
Strengthening communities Trees contribute to the distinctive character of a place 
and encourage local pride. They are useful teaching resources, places to play and 
reflect. 

Mort Bay Park Tree Management –Policy Directive 

A policy directive is required from Council on tree management within Mort Bay Park. 
Tree Management is a significant issue which has been raised by local residents and 
park users. The adopted Plan of Management (2004) was ambiguous in terms of 
providing directive to Council on the appropriate tree specimens for planting within 
the park. The Mort Bay Park Plan of Management maintains that tree planting should 
be aimed at improving the quality of vegetation within the park whilst maintaining 
views over the park. The adopted Plan of Management also recommends that the 
open character of the park should be maintained for CBD and harbour views.  
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The landscape scheme which was subsequently enacted after 2004 did not maintain 
these policies and the native trees which were planted resulted in time with view 
corridors being marginalised and in some areas lost.  

A new landscape scheme and policy directive from Council is required which 
maintains biodiversity and habitat provision while at the same time creating and 
maintaining view corridors through the park to the Harbour Foreshore.  

It is recommended that selective tree removals along the edges of the park are 
undertaken to create view corridors from the streetscape. View corridors with filtered 
views should be created and a revised planting regime within the designated bush care 
area of the park developed with a key focus on lower understory planting to promote 
habitat and biodiversity. 

Selective tree removal is recommended only along the peripheral edges of the park but 
not within the central areas of the parkland. 

Summary/Conclusions 

Community consultation with residents concerning the implementation of the adopted 
Park Plan of Management for Mort Bay Park has been completed. Community 
participation in the review has been positive. Following the completion of community 
engagement a revised priority implementation plan has been developed for Council 
consideration. The revised implantation plan highlights future actions which will enhance 
Mort Bay Park and its use as a regional recreational facility 

High priority items identified in the revised implementation plan are largely park 
operational issues which require a policy directive form Council. This includes 
addressing bush regeneration issues and tree management in both Bay Street, Yeend 
Street and Mort Street. 

It is proposed that Council undertake selective tree removals along the edge of the 
parkland to restore view corridors to the harbour foreshore. It is not proposed however to 
remove all trees along the edge of the park but to create view corridors and filtered 
views.  Bush regeneration works which focus on understory planting and habitat creation 
is also recommend in the key bush regeneration areas.   

A number of the priority projects identified have significant cost implications for Council 
into the future. This includes the proposed new public toilet facilities and the proposed 
swimming enclosure. This review has highlighted the need for a feasibility and cost 
benefit study on the proposed swimming enclosure The provision of public toilet 
facilities near the ferry wharf can be considered as part of the 2016/17 budget process.  

Attachments 

1. Attachment 1 - 2004 Mort Bay Park Master Plan 
2. Attachment 2 - Revised Master Plan and Implementation Priorities 
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SECTION 4 – CLOSED COUNCIL  
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ITEM 4.1 LEGAL SERVICES REPORT 

Reason for Confidentiality 

This report is CONFIDENTIAL in accordance with Section 10A(2)(g) of the Local 
Government Act 1993, which permits the meeting to be closed to the public for 
business relating to the following: - 

(g) advice concerning litigation, or advice that would otherwise be privileged 
from production in legal proceedings on the ground of legal professional 
privilege 
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ITEM 4.2	 LEICHHARDT OVAL NO. 1 - HIRING AGREEMENT TO 
WESTS TIGERS   

Reason for Confidentiality 

This report is CONFIDENTIAL in accordance with Section 10A(2)(c) of the Local 
Government Act 1993, which permits the meeting to be closed to the public for 
business relating to the following: - 

(c) information that would, if disclosed, confer a commercial advantage on a 
person with whom the council is conducting (or proposes to conduct) 
business 
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