
 
 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 
 

POLICY MEETING 


10 May 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 10 MAY 2016 at 6:30 PM. 

Peter Head 
GENERAL MANAGER 

3 MAY 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. 

SECTION 1 - MAYORAL MINUTES 

SECTION 2 - HIGH PRIORITY ITEMS 3 

ITEM 2.1 POST-GATEWAY DETERMINATION REVIEW DECISION - 
BALMAIN LEAGUES CLUB PRECINCT ................................................. 4
 

ITEM 2.2 NEW BALLOT FOR LGNSW BOARD ELECTIONS .............................. 19
 

SECTION 3 – OTHER REPORTS 25 

ITEM 3.1 SUMMARY OF RESOLUTIONS ........................................................... 26
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ITEM 3.2 POST EXHIBITION REPORT FOR DCP 2013 AMENDMENT NO. 6: 

REMOVAL OF A TREE WHERE A RESIDENT SUFFERS FROM A 

SERIOUS MEDICAL CONDITION ........................................................51
 

ITEM 3.3 PARKING OF ABANDONED AND UNATTENDED TRAILERS AND 
CARAVANS .........................................................................................55
 

ITEM 3.4 LEICHHARDT HOUSING ACTION PLAN 2016   2025 ..........................65
 
ITEM 3.5 GATEWAY DETERMINATION: 100-102 ELLIOTT STREET, 


BALMAIN ........................................................................................... 175
 
ITEM 3.6 LEICHHARDT INDUSTRIAL PRECINCT PLANNING ......................... 195
 
ITEM 3.7 ANNANDALE CONSERVATION AREA EXTENSION - UPDATE ........ 413
 
ITEM 3.8 IMPLEMENTATION OF NSW FOOD AUTHORITY ‘SCORES ON
 

DOORS’ PROGRAM AND POLICY .................................................... 429
 
ITEM 3.9 DEALINGS WITH BROADSPECTRUM (TRANSFIELD) AND WILSON 


ITEM 3.10 REDFERN ALL BLACKS PARTNERSHIP - KOORI KNOCKOUT 

GROUPS ........................................................................................... 448
 

2016................................................................................................... 460
 
ITEM 3.11 LEICHHARDT HOUSING COMPETITION ..................................... 464
 

SECTION 4 – CLOSED COUNCIL 496
 

ITEM 4.1 LEGAL SERVICES REPORT ............................................................. 497
 

The General Manager to read out the recommendations made in Closed Council. 
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ITEM 2.1 POST-GATEWAY DETERMINATION REVIEW DECISION -
BALMAIN LEAGUES CLUB PRECINCT  


Division Environment and Community Management 
Author Senior Strategic Planner 
Meeting date 10 May 2016 Policy Meeting 

Strategic Plan Key Service 
Area 

Community well-being 
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 advise Council of the Department of Planning 
and Environment’s decision on Council’s request 
for a post-Gateway Determination review for the 
precinct. 

Background  In August 2015 Council resolved (C357/15P) to 
forward a planning proposal requesting that the 
Minister for Planning make a Gateway 
Determination to amend Leichhardt Local 
Environmental Plan (LEP) 2013 to rezone the 
Balmain Tigers precinct from ‘Business’ to ‘Local 
Centre (B2)’ and introduce site specific controls 
for floor space ratio, maximum building height and 
building setbacks.  

The Minister’s delegate issued the Gateway 
Determination on 2 October 2015 deciding that 
the amendment to LEP 2013 should not proceed 
as it was inconsistent with s.117 Ministerial 
Directions and State Environmental Planning 
Policy (SEPP) 32 resulting in a reduction in 
development potential and capacity on the site. 
At the Ordinary meeting held in October 2015 
Council resolved (C501/15) to request the 
Minister for Planning undertake a review of the 
Gateway Determination. 

The landowner’s appeal against Council’s 
Deemed Refusal of the current development 
proposal on the site (D/2015/438) is currently 
underway in the Land and Environment Court. 

Current Status On 29 April 2016 Council received the decision 
from the Department of Planning and 
Environment relating to Council’s post-Gateway 
Determination request. This decision includes the 
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advice provided to the Department by the 
Planning Assessment Commission on the matter.  

Relationship to existing 
policy 

The post-Gateway Determination Review was 
lodged with the Minister of Planning as resolved 
by Council (C501/15). 

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 note the Department of Planning and 
Environment’s decision on the post-Gateway 
Determination Review for the Balmain Leagues 
Club site and acknowledge the Planning 
Assessment Commission’s comments that the 
planning framework for the Balmain Leagues Club 
Precinct should be updated. 

Notifications NIL 
Attachments 1. Post-Gateway Determination Review decision  
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Purpose of Report 

To advise Council of the Department of Planning and Environment’s decision on 
Council’s request for a post-Gateway Determination review for the precinct. 

Recommendation 

That Council note the Department of Planning and Environment’s decision on the 
post-Gateway Determination Review for the Balmain Leagues Club site and 
acknowledge the Planning Assessment Commission’s comments that the planning 
framework for the Balmain Leagues Club Precinct should be updated.  

Background 

In August 2015 Council resolved (C357/15P) to forward a planning proposal 
requesting that the Minister for Planning make a Gateway Determination to amend 
Leichhardt Local Environmental Plan (LEP) 2013 to rezone the Balmain Tigers 
precinct from ‘Business’ to ‘Local Centre (B2)’ and introduce site specific controls for 
floor space ratio, maximum building height and building setbacks. 

The Minister’s delegate issued the Gateway Determination on 2 October 2015 
deciding that the amendment to LEP 2013 should not proceed as it was inconsistent 
with s.117 Ministerial Directions and State Environmental Planning Policy (SEPP) 32 
resulting in a reduction in development potential and capacity on the site. 

At the Ordinary meeting held in October 2015 Council resolved (C501/15) to request 
the Minister for Planning undertake a review of the Gateway Determination. 

The landowner’s appeal against Council’s Deemed Refusal of the current 
development proposal on the site (D/2015/438) is currently underway in the Land 
and Environment Court. 

Report 

In February 2016 the Department of Planning and Environment referred Council’s 
request for a post-Gateway Determination Review to the Planning Assessment 
Commission (PAC) asking for advice on the matter. 

On 29 April 2016 Council received the decision from the Department of Planning and 
Environment relating to Council’s request (see Attachment 1) including PAC 
comments. The Department of Planning and Infrastructure have determined that the 
Gateway Determination should remain unaltered.  

The Commission has met with the Department, Council representatives and the 
applicant to discuss key issues. The Commission has also reviewed the background 
of the current development application, the merits of the planning proposal, the views 
of Council and the Department, Council’s justification for the Gateway Review and 
the Department’s Gateway Panel report. 
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The Commission’s findings acknowledge Council’s concerns that the current 
planning framework for the site should be updated and that existing and forecast 
traffic patterns/movements should be taken into account in future planning for the 
site. There is agreement between the Planning Assessment Commission and the 
Department that there is merit in re-examining site specific controls for the precinct in 
Leichhardt LEP 2013 and that the proposed Local Centre (B2) zoning for the precinct 
is appropriate. The Commission also notes that the indicative urban design 
outcomes proposed by Council are based on appropriate urban design principles.    

However the Planning Assessment Commission judges that Council’s planning 
proposal as it currently stands has provided limited justification for the reduction in 
development capacity proposed for the precinct and that there are other possible 
design outcomes which could achieve Council objectives which have yet to be tested 
to facilitate the site’s development and density potential.  

The Commission therefore supported the Department of Planning and Environment’s 
decision that Council’s proposal to rezone the site and impose new planning controls 
had insufficient justification and should not proceed past Gateway to an LEP 
amendment. 

Summary/Conclusions 

The preparation of a new or revised planning proposal while the Land and 
Environment Court’s decision on development application D/2015/438 is pending 
would be premature. The current legal proceedings will largely determine whether 
the proposal put forward by the owner of the site has validity and will progress any 
further in its current form.    

The Planning Assessment Commission have identified that there is nothing in the 
current zoning and planning controls in Leichhardt LEP 2000 which apply to the 
precinct which would prevent the type of development outcome envisaged by 
Council in the proposed LEP amendment.  

Should the Court uphold Council’s Deemed Refusal of the current development 
application there is an opportunity for both Council and the owner of the site to revisit 
the zoning and planning controls which apply to the precinct to achieve a satisfactory 
built form outcome for both the applicant and the local community.    

Attachments 

1. Post-Gateway Determination Review decision 
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ITEM 2.2 NEW BALLOT FOR LGNSW BOARD ELECTIONS
 

Division Corporate and Information Services 
Author Manager Governance and Administration 
Meeting date 10 May 2016 Policy Meeting 

Strategic Plan Key Service 
Area 

Sustainable services and assets 

SUMMARY AND ORGANISATIONAL IMPLICATIONS
 

Purpose of Report To advise Council that a new ballot is being held 
for positions on the LGNSW Board and to 
determine voting delegates. 

Background  NIL 
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 Council determine its 5 voting delegates for 
the new ballot for LGNSW Board Elections. 

Notifications NIL 
Attachments 1. Correspondence from LGNSW 

Policy Council Meeting 10 May 2016      ITEM 2.2 



 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
  

Page 20 

Purpose of Report 

To advise Council that a new ballot is being held for positions on the LGNSW Board 
and to determine voting delegates. 

Recommendation 

That Council determine its 5 voting delegates for the new ballot for LGNSW Board 
Elections. 

Report 

Council has received correspondence from LGNSW on 19 April 2006 shown as 
Attachment 1 advising that a new ballot will be held for some positions on the 
LGNSW Board. The new ballot arises from an election inquiry concerning the 
election of members of the Board at the Association’s 2015 Annual Conference. On 
29 March 2016 the Federal Court of Australia made an order declaring the election 
of 13 persons on the Board void and each such person not to have been elected. 
The offices of President and Treasurer were unaffected, and the Court determined 
that three other directors were not impacted by the irregularity because of the size of 
their respective primary votes. 

The Federal Court of Australia has ordered a new ballot (NSD53/2016) be conducted 
for the following positions on the LGNSW Board:  

 Vice President from a Metropolitan/Urban council;  

 Vice President from a Regional/Rural council;  

 Directors from a Metropolitan/Urban council) (5); and  

 Directors from a Regional/Rural council (6).  

The ballot will be conducted by post. Ballot material will be posted to ‘voting 
delegates’ as defined by the rules of the Association and Members of the Board on 
Thursday, 9 June 2016. The ballot will close on Thursday, 30 June 2016 at 10:00am. 
Council has five voting delegates and has been requested to provide the name and 
postal address of their voting delegates to the Association by 12:00 noon, Thursday, 
2 June 2016. No changes to voting delegates will be accepted after this time. 

Attachments 

1. Correspondence from LGNSW 
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ITEM 3.1 SUMMARY OF RESOLUTIONS 


Division Corporate and Information Services 
Author Manager Governance and Administration 
Meeting date 10 May 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 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 3.2	 POST EXHIBITION REPORT FOR DCP 2013 AMENDMENT 
NO. 6: REMOVAL OF A TREE WHERE A RESIDENT 
SUFFERS FROM A SERIOUS MEDICAL CONDITION  

Division Environment and Community Management 
Author Student Strategic Planner 
Meeting date 10 May 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 The purpose of this report is to: 
1. Advise Council of the outcomes of the public 

consultation on the proposed amendment to 
the Leichhardt Development Control Plan 
2013. 

2. Obtain a Council Resolution to adopt the 
proposed amendment to Leichhardt 
Development Control Plan 2013. 

Background  On 23 February 2016, Council resolved (C47/16) 
to exhibit the proposed amendment to Leichhardt 
Development Control Plan 2013 in accordance 
with the requirements of the Environmental 
Planning and Assessment Act 1979, 
Environmental Planning and Assessment 
Regulation 2000 and Council's Community 
Engagement Framework. 

Current Status The Leichhardt Development Control Plan 2013 
was placed on public exhibition for 29 days from 
22 March 2016 to 20 April 2016 in accordance 
with the requirements of relevant legislations and 
policy. During this period two (2) submissions 
were received. 

Relationship to existing 
policy 

The report responds to Council Resolution C47/16 
as referred to above. 

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 adopt the exhibited proposed 
amendment in relation to Clause C1.14.7 to 
Leichhardt Development Control Plan 2013. 

Notifications NIL 
Attachments 1. Leichhardt Development Control Plan 

Amendment 6 Part C Section-1 (as proposed) 
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Purpose of Report 

The purpose of this report is to: 

1. Advise Council of the outcomes of the public consultation on the proposed 
amendment to the Leichhardt Development Control Plan 2013. 

2. Obtain a Council Resolution to adopt the proposed amendment to 
Leichhardt Development Control Plan 2013. 

Recommendation 

That Council adopt the exhibited proposed amendment in relation to Clause C1.14.7 
to Leichhardt Development Control Plan 2013. 

Background 

On 23 February 2016, Council resolved (C47/16) to exhibit the proposed amendment 
to Leichhardt Development Control Plan 2013 in accordance with the requirements 
of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979, Environmental Planning 
and Assessment Regulation 2000 and Council's Community Engagement 
Framework. 

Report 

History 

On 23 February 2016 Council resolved (C47/16) to make the following changes to 
Leichhardt Development Control Plan 2013 (DCP): 

"a) Clause C1.14.7 Criteria for Assessment be amended by adding: 

Control C13 

(h) the tree is the primary and agitating source of a medical condition, which 
cannot be effectively treated/alleviated without the removal of the tree as a 
causing factor.  

Council may consider removal where an application is supported by a medical 
certificate from a practicing and specialist medical practitioner (e.g. 
immunologist or allergy specialist) demonstrating that there is a direct link 
between the subject tree and the owners illness. Where the tree is considered 
to be of landscape significance and can only be identified as one contributing 
factor of many within the surrounding landscape with its removal likely to 
provide no overall benefit or medical relief (e.g. where allergens are airborne 
etc.), removal will not be supported." 
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Community Engagement 

The proposed amendment to Leichhardt Development Control Plan 2013 was 
exhibited for 29 days from 22 March 2016 to 20 April 2016. The consultation was 
undertaken in accordance with Council’s Community Engagement Framework. 
Notification of the community consultation included: 

	 A quarter-page public notice/advertisement in the local newspaper (Inner 
West Courier) on 22 March 2016; which has a circulation of around 80,000 
and a readership of 100,000 plus; and 

	 Advertised prominently on the Council's website throughout the 
consultation period. 

The proposed amendment to Leichhardt Development Control Plan 2013 Part C -
Place - Section 1 was made available to the public for 29 days from 22 March 2016 
to 20 April 2016 via: 

 Council's website; 
 copies at Council’s Customer Service Centre, Leichhardt Library and 

Balmain Library. 

Consultation Outcomes 

Two (2) submissions were received by Council during the public exhibition period. 
Both the submissions were from local residents. 

	 The first submission was not directly related to the proposed DCP 
amendment as it was a request from an elderly person for assistance with 
removal of fallen street tree leaves from his garden. This request has been 
referred to the Leichhardt Home Maintenance and Modification Service who 
have offered assistance to the resident. 

	 The second submission was opposed to the proposed amendment, unless 
there are "better and more adequate qualifiers" for tree removal on medical 
grounds. The submission did not suggest what such additional qualifiers 
might be. The exhibited draft amendment includes stringent tests that must 
be passed before removal of a tree would be approved on medical grounds. 
Consequently additional qualifiers are considered to be unnecessary. 

Summary/Conclusions 

It is recommended that the Council approve the proposed amendment to Leichhardt 
Development Control Plan 2013 and adopt the amended Leichhardt Development 
Control Plan 2013. 

Attachments 
1. Leichhardt Development Control Plan Amendment 6 Part C Section-1 (as 
proposed) 
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ITEM 3.3 PARKING OF ABANDONED AND UNATTENDED TRAILERS 
AND CARAVANS 

Division Infrastructure and Service Delivery; 
Environment & Community Management 

Author Traffic Manager; and 
Manager, Compliance & Enforcement  

Meeting date 10 May 2016 Policy Meeting 

Strategic Plan Key Service 
Area 

Accessibility 
Place Where We Live And Work 

SUMMARY AND ORGANISATIONAL IMPLICATIONS
 

Purpose of Report To note advice received from the Office of Local 
Government and a reply letter from RMS, and to 
recommend a trial of parking restrictions in 
nominated streets in the LGA. 

Background  At Council's Policy Meeting held on 10th 
November 2015 a Mayoral Minute on the "New 
Legislation Governing Abandoned and 
Unattended Trailers and Caravans" was 
considered. Council then resolved: 

"That Council 

1. Write to Minister for Roads, Maritime and 
Freight Duncan Gay requesting that the 
Impounding Amendment (Unattended Boat 
Trailers) Act 2015 No 27 be gazetted at the 
earliest possible opportunity.  

2. Write to the Chief Executive, Roads and 
Maritime Services requesting that Council’s 
request to implement “No Parking, Motor 
Vehicles Excepted” provisions be reviewed." 

Current Status Nil 
Relationship to existing 
policy 

Nil 

Financial and Resources 
Implications 

Nil 

Recommendation 1. That 'No Parking - Motor Vehicles under 4.5t 
GVM Excepted; 7AM-7PM' signage be 
installed in the following streets on a 12 month 
trial with the results being reported back to 
Council: 
 McKell Street, Birchgrove 
 Church Street, Birchgrove (Cameron St-

McKell St) 
 Railway Parade, Annandale adjacent to 

existing 2P resident parking scheme 
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 Lilyfield Road, Lilyfield in the section 
between the existing 10P and 2P RPS 
restrictions. 

2. That the RMS, Police and Local Member 
representatives be notified of Council's 
intention and no action be taken for the 14 day 
consideration period by RMS and Police. 

3. That subject to advice received from the RMS 
and Police representatives within the 14 day 
period, a notification letter be mailed out to all 
affected properties advising of the trial, 
including notification on Council's social media 
platforms and website. 

Notifications Nil 
Attachments 1. Copy of RMS letter. 

2. Copy of OLG Circular 16-09. 
3. Copy of proposed 'No Parking - Motor Vehicles 

under 4.5t GVM Excepted' sign. 
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Purpose of Report 

To note advice received from the Office of Local Government and a reply letter from 
RMS, and to recommend a trial of parking restrictions in nominated streets in the 
LGA. 

Recommendation 

1. That 'No Parking - Motor Vehicles under 4.5t GVM Excepted; 7AM-7PM ' signage 
be installed in the following streets on a 12 month trial with the results being 
reported back to Council: 
 McKell Street, Birchgrove 
 Church Street, Birchgrove (Cameron St-McKell St) 
 Railway Parade, Annandale adjacent to existing 2P resident parking scheme 
 Lilyfield Road, Lilyfield in the section between the existing 10P and 2P RPS 

restrictions. 
2. That the RMS, Police and Local Member representatives be notified of Council's 

intention and no action be taken for the 14 day consideration period by RMS and 
Police. 

3. That subject to advice received from the RMS and Police representatives within 
the 14 day period, a notification letter be mailed out to all affected properties 
advising of the trial, including notification on Council's social media platforms and 
website. 

Background 

At Council's Policy Meeting held on 10th November 2015 a Mayoral Minute on the 
"New Legislation Governing Abandoned and Unattended Trailers and Caravans" 
was considered by Council. 

An extract of the Minute is copied below. 

"The Leichhardt Council LGA experiences an ongoing problem with owners 
leaving trailers – with or without boats – on the streets for long periods of time. 

This takes away parking and is essentially privatising public spaces for private 
use. Many of these boat owners do not even reside in the Leichhardt LGA. 

The NSW Government has recently passed Impounding Amendment 
(Unattended Boat Trailers) Act 2015 No 27, which makes provisions for 
impounding boat trailers left unattended on streets.  

This legislation is not set to be gazetted until 2017. When it is in force, the 
Legislation will allow Council to begin regulatory action to impound an abandoned 
trailers, boat trailer and caravans after 28 days. 

It allows for fines of $220 to be applied to owners who refuse a Council direction 
to move a trailer. 

However Council will have difficulty enforcing the legislation as written, as prior to 
issuing any direction for impounding, the Council must first determine that the 
trailer has not moved in 28 days and that the trailer is abandoned.  
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The resource allocation to determine if a trailer had moved within a 28 day period 
would be high. 

Furthermore, for a trailer to be classified as abandoned, Council must make 
contact with the last known owner of the trailer. Even if unregistered, if the last 
known owner lays claim to the trailer then Council will not be able to apply the 
provisions and the trailer could not be impounded.  

Council has considered alternatives to address the issues outside the new 
legislative provisions. These considerations have included: 

1) 	 The installation of 10P parking provisions which would allow Parking Officers 
to issue penalties for overstaying the time restriction each day. However, this 
provision is indiscriminate and would oblige officers to fine residents parking 
for longer than 10 hours in their street. 

2) 	The Roads and Maritime Services (RMS) have been approached about 
employing a parking provision that has been used successfully in Cronulla, in 
which areas are designated “No Parking, vehicles excepted”. This would 
allow Council to provide parking restrictions that would stop trailer owners 
leaving trailers and boats on the street, without disadvantaging residents. 
Unfortunately, the RMS has rejected this proposal through the Traffic 
Committee, deeming it a ‘non-regulatory sign’. However, precedent has been 
set in the Sutherland Shire Council area indicating that this provision is an 
acceptable practice. 

The State Government needs to take action as quickly as possible to allow 
Council to begin enforcing these provisions (however weak or difficult to enforce 
they may be). Furthermore, the State Government needs to undertake a fresh 
review of the legislation to increase its strength. A number of options available to 
the NSW Government include: 

I. 	 Making it an offence to leave any trailer on a public road that is not 
attached to a registered motor vehicle 

II. 	 Allowing Council to install “No Parking, vehicles excepted” signage in 
problematic areas" 

Council resolved: 

"That Council 

1. 	 Write to Minister for Roads, Maritime and Freight Duncan Gay requesting that the 
Impounding Amendment (Unattended Boat Trailers) Act 2015 No 27 be gazetted at 
the earliest possible opportunity. 

2. 	 Write to the Chief Executive, Roads and Maritime Services requesting that 
Council’s request to implement “No Parking, Motor Vehicles Excepted” provisions 
be reviewed." 

Report 

Letters were forwarded to the Minister for Roads, Maritime and Freight and the Chief 
Executive of Roads and Maritime Services in line with Council's resolution. 
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A reply has been received from the Chief Executive indicating that RMS was 
considering Council's request further in light of amendments to the Impounding Act 
1993, which will come into effect on 1st October 2016.  RMS will advise council on 
the outcome no later than June 2016.  A copy of the letter is attached as Appendix 
1. 

The Office of Local Government (OLG) has also recently issued NSW Councils with 
Circular 16-09 advising of the phase in of new powers to assist in managing boat 
trailer parking. A copy of the OLG Circular 16-09 is attached as Appendix 2. 

The NSW Government has passed the Impounding Amendment (Unattended Boat 
Trailers) Act 2015, which makes provisions for impounding boat trailers left 
unattended on streets. The legislation will allow Council to begin regulatory action to 
impound an abandoned trailer, boat trailer and caravans after 28 days.  Although this 
will not apply to boat trailers where a residential parking permit has been issued by a 
council in a resident parking scheme area, Leichhardt Council's resident parking 
permit policy does not allow the issue of parking permits to be used for boats, boat 
trailers, caravans, buses or trucks for a number of reasons, with the main one being 
the high demand for on-street parking in the municipality. 

It should be noted that whilst new legislation has been passed through parliament, 
the provisions will still result in difficulties for Councils to enact.  Council has raised 
the issues below with the Minister for Roads and RMS: 

a. 	The ability for Council to determine that the trailer has not moved for a period of 
28 days and subsequently abandoned (and resource allocated to prove 
consistency with the provision).  

b. For a trailer to be classified as abandoned, Council must make contact with the 
last known owner of the trailer. Even if unregistered, if the last known owner lays 
claim to the trailer then Council will not be able to apply the provisions and the 
trailer could not be impounded. 

c. 	The limited penalties for leaving the trailers in the public domain being set at 
$220 not being an adequate deterrent. 

On the basis of the issues raised above and on the success of the installation of 
restricted signage by Sutherland Shire Council, it is considered that Council should 
undertake a similar trial of 'No Parking - Motor Vehicles under 4.5t GVM Excepted; 
7AM-7PM' signage in four nominated streets in the LGA prior to implementing the 
signage on a permanent basis. 

Proposal 

Recent observations of the 'No Parking - Motor Vehicles Excepted' signage installed 
in Hume Road, Cronulla indicated that the signage had been amended to now read 
'No Parking - Motor Vehicles under 4.5t GVM Excepted'.  A copy of the sign is 
attached as Appendix 3. 

This amendment apart from excluding vehicles without motors e.g. boat trailers etc, 
now excludes trucks (as defined under the NSW Road Rules) and vehicles of 4.5t 
GVM or higher mass. 
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Discussions were held with Sutherland Shire Council staff who advised that local 
residents had expressed concerns regarding a trend of boat and other trailers being 
parked in Hume Road and council initially conducted a 12 month trial of the subject 
parking restrictions. An earlier proposal of installing '12P' parking restrictions was 
rejected by the Sutherland Traffic Committee due to concern that the trailer parking 
would be transferred to other streets in the area. Council then resolved to install the 
'No Parking - Motor Vehicles Excepted' signage and notified the RMS, Police and 
Local Member representatives of Council's intention.  Council received no appeal 
from either the RMS or Police representatives and installed the signage.  Recently, 
the amended signage was supported by the Sutherland Traffic Committee. 

The evaluation of the trial indicated that since the installation of the signage, trailer 
parking had been successfully eliminated from Hume Road and "before and after" 
surveys of the unrestricted roads in the immediate vicinity of the restricted area 
revealed no increase in on-street trailer parking.  The local community supported the 
subject signage and Council resolved to implement the signage on a permanent 
basis. 

Conclusion 

Based on the installation of the subject signage by Sutherland Shire Council and 
positive outcome, it is recommended that 'No Parking - Motor Vehicles under 4.5t 
GVM Excepted; 7AM-7PM' signage be installed in the following streets on a 12 
month trial with the results being reported back to Council: 

 McKell Street, Birchgrove 
 Church Street, Birchgrove (Cameron St-McKell St) 
 Railway Parade, Annandale adjacent to existing 2P resident parking scheme 
 Lilyfield Road, Lilyfield in the section between the existing 10P and 2P RPS 

restrictions 

Subject to Council approval of the trial, the RMS, Police and Local Member 
representatives should be notified of Council's intention and no action be taken for 
the 14 day consideration period by RMS and Police. 

Following no appeal being lodged by RMS or Police, a notification letter should be 
mailed out to all affected properties advising residents of the trial, including 
notification on Council's social media platforms and website. 

Attachments 

1. Copy of RMS letter. 
2. Copy of OLG Circular 16-09. 
3. Copy of proposed 'No Parking - Motor Vehicles under 4.5t GVM Excepted' sign. 
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ITEM 3.4 LEICHHARDT HOUSING ACTION PLAN 2016 2025 


Division Environment and Community Management 
Author Team Leader Community Planning and 

Development 
Group Manager Community and Cultural Services 
Director Environment and Community 
Management 

Meeting date 10 May 2016 Policy Meeting 

Strategic Plan Key Service 
Area 

Community well-being 
Place where we live and work 

SUMMARY AND ORGANISATIONAL IMPLICATIONS
 

Purpose of Report To present the Leichhardt Housing Action Plan 
2016 – 2025 for Council to adopt (post exhibition). 

Background  The Draft Housing Action Plan 2016 – 2025 was 
endorsed for public exhibition by Council in March 
2016 (C105/16P). Council noted as part of the 
resolution that an allocation of funds in 2016/17 is 
required to implement housing actions. 

Current Status Submissions and comments received during the 
public exhibition have been analysed and the 
Leichhardt Housing Action Plan 2016 – 2025 is 
ready for Council to adopt. 

Relationship to existing 
policy 

Aligns with existing Council resolutions. 
Gives direction to LEP, DCP, s.94. 

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 endorse the Leichhardt Housing 
Action Plan 2016 – 2025. 

Notifications Members of the Housing Advisory Committee; 
Key stakeholders including SSROC; Neighbouring 
Councils; LG NSW; Unions NSW. 

Attachments 1. Leichhardt Housing Action Plan 2016 – 2025 

Policy Council Meeting 10 May 2016      ITEM 3.4 



 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

 
 
 
 
 

Page 66 

Purpose of Report 

To present the Leichhardt Housing Action Plan 2016 – 2025 for Council to adopt 
(post exhibition). 

Recommendation 

That Council endorse the Leichhardt Housing Action Plan 2016 – 2025. 

Background 

The 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. 

A report prepared in response to a series of Council resolutions dating back to March 
2013 was presented to Policy Council Meeting in September 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. 

The Draft Housing Action Plan 2016 – 2025 was endorsed for public exhibition by 
Council in March 2016 (C105/16P). Council noted as part of the resolution that an 
allocation of funds in 2016/17 is required to implement housing actions. 

Council resolved (C105/16P) that 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. 

Report 

Exhibition of the Leichhardt Housing Action Plan 2016 – 2025 

The Draft Housing Action Plan 2016 – 2025 was endorsed for public exhibition by 
Council in March 2016 (C105/16P).  The Draft Housing Action Plan has been on 
public exhibition for 30 days. The Draft Housing Action Plan and has been circulated 
the to key stakeholders including SSROC, Local Government NSW, Unions NSW, 
neighbouring councils and NSW Government and statutory bodies for their review 
and comments. 
Interested parties were been invited to both respond with written comments during 
the exhibition period, and to participate in a discussion of the Draft Strategies and 
Actions at the Housing Policy Committee of 23 March 2016. Six submissions have 
been received and analysed to inform the final plan recommended to Council for 
adoption. 
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Feedback from the community and key stakeholders 

Strong support for the Housing Action Plan has been received during the public 
exhibition. A table summarising the submissions received is presented below: 

Submission / 
Comment 
made by 

Submission/Comment Adjustment to 
Housing Action 
Plan 

1. Marrickville 
Council 

Comment: 
Keen to collaborate on Affordable 
Housing 

No adjustment 
required. 

2. Resident Comments: 
 ALL affordable housing should 

have accessible bathrooms, given 
that disabled people are such a 
significant component of those in 
need of affordable housing. 

Refer to Planning 
Staff for consideration 
as an require 
adjustment to DCP. 
Included in Plan as 
new Strategy 1, 
Action 7 

 Section 94 contributions are 
absolutely unnecessary for 
affordable housing. Cost of 
approximately $13,000 for 53 sq 
metres apartment is not 
reasonable. 

Refer to Officers for 
consideration in the 
current review of the 
s.94 Plan. 
No adjustment to 
Housing Action Plan. 

 New group of people requiring To be explored in 
affordable housing - young single affordable housing 
people who have intermittent and projects. Note 
casual work. Boarding houses may substantial supply of 
suit this group of people or housing boarding house 
of a different typology form. accommodation in 

the Leichhardt LGA 
over recent years. No 
adjustment required. 

 Requirement for acoustic reports Exemption not 
for DAs for Affordable Housing is supported. No 
not supported – adds to the fees adjustment required. 
and cost of the housing. 

3. Resident Questions: 
 How people actually apply for 

affordable housing in their local 
area? 

 Has work started on the Hay Street 
car park site? 

Communication with 
resident to answer 
questions. No 
adjustment required. 

4. Resident Questions: 
 How do you ensure that a 

Communication with 
resident to answer 
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purchaser does not make a profit 
on a resale? 
Do they have to sell at a discount 
to another prescribed purchaser? 

questions. No 
adjustment required. 

5. Resident Question: 
 Is the Affordable Housing Action 

Plan linked to the Parramatta Road 
strategy by Urban Growth? 

Communication with 
resident to answer 
question. No 
adjustment required. 

6. Resident Comments: 
 Commend Council on writing a 

comprehensive plan seeking 
to address housing diversity 
issues. Given the current demand 
pressures on housing, 
the plan seeks to inform the 
community on different housing 
opportunities and is pivotal to the 
future of Leichhardt. 

Noted. No adjustment 
required. 

 The collaboration between Council 
and Housing NSW, women's 
shelters, crisis accommodation 
and social housing support should 
be highly commended and 
recognised. 

Noted. No adjustment 
required. 

 Leichhardt LGA has a declining 
range of young workers. This is a 
clear indication of the lack of 
affordable housing across the LGA 
and a clear demonstration that 
Leichhardt needs to improve their 
policies to deliver truly affordable 
housing. Even from an 
economic perspective, if you don't 
have the younger workforce with a 
higher disposable income in the 
area, the local commercial strips 
will suffer as the older workforce 
looks towards retirement and 
saving money. 

Noted. No adjustment 
required. 

 The actual delivery of affordable 
housing is not being achieved in 
any NSW LGA. Even pro-social 
housing CoS council cannot meet 
it's own targets which are more 
generous than the majority 

Noted. No adjustment 
required. 

Policy Council Meeting 10 May 2016      ITEM 3.4 



 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

Page 69 

of LGAs. The delivery and register 
of such housing should be 
measured and recorded on a 
public record to hold Councils and 
developers accountable. It seems 
that once the DA is approved, 
Councils (all of them) washes their 
hands of the development. 

 As a generalisation, Leichhardt 
LGA is home to a militant NIMBY 
base. Accordingly the provision of 
meaningful affordable housing is 
therefore constrained by loud, 
angry objectors who are familiar 
with the right buzz words and 
connections to either defer and 
reduce proposed development of 
any scale or achieve a refusal. 
Whilst dealing with this important 
issue can not necessarily be 
achieved through this policy, 
Council can certainly take a harder 
line and faster approach when 
dealing with objections for 
permissible development. 
Engagement policies could be 
written in order to cease sterilising 
development (and thereby 
affordable housing) in the area. 

Noted. No adjustment 
required. 

 A renaming of 'boarding houses' 
may be in order given 
the incredibly poor public image a 
'boarding house' has. Some 
examples may include: 
'lodgings', 'workers housing', 'living 
hubs', 'rooming house'. 

Noted. No adjustment 
required at this stage, 
to be considered in 
future project 
delivery. 

 As per the Kyme Place Rooming 
House discussed in the plan, use 
of Council's car parks to develop 
affordable housing is an excellent 
idea! 

Noted, reflected as 
an Action in the Plan. 

 Despite the resistance to medium-
high density development, 
inclusionary zoning should be 
considered to deliver affordable 
housing and potentially reduce the 
cost of land prices created by 
upzoning. The value of bonus floor 
space for affordable housing trade 

Noted, reflected as 
an Action in the Plan. 
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offs (for units, not floor area) 
should also be explored. 

 The provision of discounted 
housing bonds is also an excellent 
idea to provide additional 
affordable housing. 

Noted. No adjustment 
required. 

 Affordable housing targets should 
clearly be implemented. These 
should be included in sub-district 
plans alongside housing targets. 

Noted, reflected as 
an Action in the Plan. 

 Support should be given for Laneway housing is 
secondary dwellings to be addressed in Strategy 
permissible in R2 and R3 zoning. 6, Action 4. No 
Especially along laneways. adjustment required. 

 The average boarding house 
rent in many inner city areas is 
only slightly below the average 
rental rates of housing / units, 
especially given the deficient 
student accommodation in the 
Sydney area. This issue needs 
further exploration. 

Noted. No adjustment 
required. 

 As a whole, the plan makes 
excellent recommendations that 
will hopefully be implemented by 
the Council and followed through 
at the DA to OC stage. 

Noted. No adjustment 
required. 

7. Inner West Comments: Allocation by 
Tenants  Strategy 1, Action 1, Single person affordable housing 
Group households are the largest group 

of households in Leichhardt LGA, 
and comprise 27.8% of 
households, - Council’s monitoring 
of population and housing issues. 

providers will be 
informed by 
demographics of 
people eligible for 
affordable housing. 
No adjustment 
required. 

 Strategy 1, Action 2, uniformity of 
housing definitions across all 
agencies and levels of 
Government needed. 

Agreed, the action is 
to advocate for 
consistency. No 
adjustment required. 

 Strategy 1, Action 3, include a 
definition of ‘relevant housing’ 

No adjustment 
required. 

 Strategy 1, Action 4, How will data 
be collected? 

Data analysed will be 
Census data and 
planning approvals 
data. No adjustment 
required. 

 Strategy 1, Action 5, clear in intent 
and purpose.  

No adjustment 
required. 
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 Strategy 1, Action 6, change to Innovative options 
“innovative and affordable options including vertical 
for older residents to age in place”. villages are 

permissible 
developments. 
Adjustment made. 

 Strategy 2, Action 1, add Will be consistent 
“appropriate to the LGA’s with identified needs. 
demographic needs”. No adjustment 

required. 
 Strategy 2, Action 3, could be used 

to leverage more low income and 
affordable housing in 
redevelopments such as the 
Parramatta Rd Renewal. 

Agreed. No 
adjustment required. 

 Strategy 2, Action 4, support this 
Action and request that income 
eligibility limits for affordable 
housing are adjusted for each 
region based on median rents and 
house sale prices. 

Affordable rents are 
adjusted to incomes 
to ensure that are 
affordable. No 
adjustment required. 

 Strategy 2, Action 5, supported. No adjustment 
required. 

 Strategy 2, Action 6, does the use 
of the term “affordable housing” in 
this Action include low income 
housing, with rents assessed at 
25% of income, or is the term 
referring to housing to be provided 
at 80% of market rent? 

Affordable housing is 
defined as housing 
for very low, low and 
moderate income 
households. No 
adjustment required. 

 Strategy 3, Action 1, supports this 
Action include specific detail about 
the kind of deficiencies to be 
addressed, for example 
proportions of 1, 2 and 3 bedroom 
units in both private and social 
housing developments 

Housing dwelling 
types and sizes need 
to be matched to 
need and adjust as 
required, not 
prescribed in an 
action plan. No 
adjustment required. 

 Strategy 3, Action 2, support this 
Action and proposes an 
amendment to include social 
housing. 

Not within the scope 
of Council. No 
adjustment required. 

 Strategy 3, Action 3, asks whether Affordable housing is 
the term “affordable housing” defined in the 
includes low income households? definitions on page 8 

as including Very low, 
Low and Moderate 
income households. 
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No adjustment 
required. 

 Strategy 3, Action 4, support this 
Action and urges Council to define 
the term “affordable housing” 

As above. 

 Strategy 3, Actions 5 and 6, 
support these Actions 

No adjustment 
required. 

 Strategy 3, Action 7, support this 
Action the provision of affordable 
housing within the same area as 
social housing is crucial.  

No adjustment 
required. 

 Strategy 3, Actions 7, 8, 9, 10 and 
11 support these Actions. 

No adjustment 
required. 

 Strategy 4, Actions 1 and 2, Affordable housing is 
support these Actions with specific defined in the 
definition of “affordable housing” definitions on page 8 

as including Very low, 
Low and Moderate 
income households. 
No adjustment 
required. 

 Strategy 5, Action1, support this 
Action and propose that the issue 
of income eligibility limits for 
affordable housing be re-assessed 
with upper limits being based on 
private rents and sale prices within 
the Leichhardt LGA. 

Affordable rents are 
adjusted to incomes 
to ensure that are 
affordable. No 
adjustment required. 

 Strategy 5, Action 2, support this 
Action and encourages Council to 
set the five-yearly cycle to co-
incide with the release of detailed 
Census information about 
population demographics and 
changes. 

Review will use best 
available data. No 
adjustment required. 

 Strategy 5, Actions 3 and 4 
support these Actions. 

No adjustment 
required. 

 Strategy 5, Actions 5 and 6 
support these Actions and 
encourage Council to use their 
communications with NSW 
Government to raise the issue of 
regionally based upper income 
limit thresholds to determine 
eligibility, or increased subsidies in 
high rent and sales price areas 
such as the Leichhardt LGA. 

Not feasible. No 
adjustment required. 

 Strategy 6, Action 1, support this Laneway housing is 
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Action and encourage Council to 
consider the inclusion of laneway 
housing in housing choices. 

addressed in Strategy 
6, Action 4. No 
adjustment required. 

 Strategy 6, Action 2, support this 
Action encourage Council to 
include provision in any Sydney-
wide initiative for recognition of 
private rent and sales prices in the 
Leichhardt LGA as compared to 
less expensive areas of Sydney. 

Not feasible. No 
adjustment required. 

 Strategy 6, Action 3, support this 
Action and encourage Council to 
consider the needs of social 
housing tenants exiting social 
housing, for example on 
commencement of employment, to 
find affordable and secure housing 
in the Leichhardt LGA to maintain 
their social connections at a time 
of transition. 

Addressed by 
allocation policies of 
Affordable Housing 
providers which 
recognise connection 
to local area. No 
adjustment required. 

 Strategy 6, Action 4, support this 
Action. 

No adjustment 
required. 

 Strategy 6, Action 6, support this 
Action and encourage Council to 
include provision within this Action 
to recognise the benefit of laneway 
housing development, specifically 
its potential to deliver more 
affordable housing choices. 

Laneway housing is 
addressed in Strategy 
6, Action 4. No 
adjustment required. 

 Strategy 6, Action 7, support this 
Action and encourage Council to 
make specific provision to include 
new style boarding house 
accommodation in any 
development controls directed 
towards enabling the provision of 
‘Manor House’ and ‘Multi-Dwelling 
Housing’. 

Covered by SEPP. 
No adjustment 
required. 

 Strategy 6, Action 8, support this 
Action. 

No adjustment 
required. 

 Strategy 6, Action 9, support this 
Action and encourage Council to 
develop a policy that improves and 
increases the supply of boarding 
house accommodation in the 
Leichhardt LGA. 

Substantial supply of 
boarding house 
accommodation in 
the Leichhardt LGA 
over recent years. No 
adjustment required. 

 Strategy 7, Action 1, support this 
Action. 

No adjustment 
required. 

 Strategy 7, Action 2, support this Addressed in Plan. 
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Action and encourage Council to 
promote the provision of low 
income and affordable housing 
utilising air space above non-
residential buildings in main street 
locations. 

No adjustment 
required. 

 Strategy 7, Actions 3 and 4, 
support these Actions and 
encourage Council to utilise 
planning controls to ensure that a 
proportion of any aged housing 
built is designated low income and 
affordable housing. 

Council will continue 
to advocate and 
influence for 
affordable aged care 
and housing. No 
adjustment required. 

 Strategy 7, Actions 5 and 6, 
support these Actions and 
encourage Council to use this 
Action to raise the issue of income 
eligibility limits for affordable 
housing being set on a regional 
basis to take account of local 
private rent and sales prices. 

Not feasible. No 
adjustment required. 

 Strategy 7, Action 7, support this 
Action and encourage Council to 
work with local social housing 
tenants and applicants for social 
housing to identify appropriate 
housing choices. 

Supported through 
the work of the 
Community 
Development Officer 
– Social Inclusion. No 
adjustment required. 

 Strategy 7, Action 8, support this 
Action urge Council to include, 
within this Action, the proviso that 
no social housing tenants be 
forcibly relocated outside the 
Leichhardt LGA as a result of 
social housing redevelopment. 

Council position 
clear. No adjustment 
required. 

The following key adjustments have been made to finalise the plan following the 
analysis of submissions and comments received during the public exhibition and the 
resolution of Council (C105/16P): 

5. The Draft Housing Action Plan include a section defining Council's policy in 
respect to the allocation of affordable housing and boarding house tenancies, 
showing the following: 

a. Allocation of affordable housing and boarding house tenancies 
b. 	That the allocation of tenancies for affordable housing created within 

Leichhardt through the input of Council's planning powers and/or resources 
will be determined by the administrating community housing provider; 

c. 	That for other affordable housing stock in the LGA derived through other 
means (such as through acquisitions made by community housing providers), 
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that Council encourage an allocation preference be given to persons with 
established links to the LGA; 

d. 	 That Council report on the feasibility of conditioning accommodation approved 
under the 'new boarding house' provisions to limit tenancies to persons with 
established links to the area. Adjustment to Housing Action Plan: 
Actioned: refer Section 6 

7. Council examine the feasibility of introducing a concession in Council’s rating 
structure in respect of commercial properties where current planning provisions 
provide for residential accommodation on the property and where such residential 
property may be made available and occupied as affordable housing by key workers 
and the outcome be included in the report Adjustment to Housing Action Plan: 
Actioned : Refer Strategy 6, Actions 11 and 12 
Summary of the Leichhardt Housing Action Plan 2016 – 2025 

The Leichhardt Housing Action Plan 2016 – 2025 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 2025+ key service 
areas, principally Place where we live and work and Community well-being: 

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 
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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.  

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. 

Implementing the Leichhardt Housing Action Plan 2016 – 2025 

Council Officers have prioritised actions for delivery in the 2016-17 Delivery Plan. A 
dedicated resource with specialist Housing Policy expertise will be required to 
implement prioritised strategies and actions. Council has allocated $60,000 in the 
Draft Budget for 2016/17 to focus on housing actions 

Immediate priorities will be: 

 Development of relevant relationship/s with Community Housing Provider/s  
 Undertaking review / amendments of DCP to facilitate affordable housing 

outcomes 

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 

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

Summary/Conclusions 

Housing affordability is a key social and economic issue in the Leichhardt area, inner 
city and across Australia. The Leichhardt Housing Action Plan 2016 – 2025 presents 
the evidence base, current context and directions to address housing issues in 
Leichhardt. The Leichhardt Housing Action Plan 2016 – 2025 defines strategies and 
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actions to address housing affordability and provide affordable housing. Immediate 
priorities will be:-

 Development of relevant relationship/s with Community Housing Provider/s  
 Undertaking review / amendments of DCP to facilitate affordable housing 

outcomes 

Attachments 

1. Leichhardt Housing Action Plan 2016 – 2025 
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ITEM 3.5 GATEWAY DETERMINATION: 100-102 ELLIOTT STREET, 
BALMAIN 

Division Environment and Community Management 
Author Senior Strategic Planner 
Meeting date 10 May 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 inform Council of the Gateway Determination 
for the Planning Proposal for 100 -102 Elliott 
Street, Balmain and seek endorsement for the 
Planning Proposal to proceed to public exhibition. 

Background  At the February 2016 Policy Meeting Council 
resolved (C14/16P) to request a Gateway 
Determination from the Minister for Planning for a 
Planning Proposal to rezone parts of the subject 
site to General Residential (R1), Business Park 
(B7), Public Recreation (RE1) and retain Local 
Centre (B2) for the rest of the property.  

Current Status In April 2016 Council received a Gateway 
Determination from the Department of Planning 
allowing the proposed rezoning of the site to 
proceed to public exhibition subject to several 
conditions. 

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’s Planning Proposal for 100-102 
Elliott Street, Balmain be placed on public 
exhibition for a minimum 28 days in accordance 
with the Gateway Determination conditions. 

Notifications Local residents 
State Government Agencies 

Attachments 1. Gateway Determination 
2. Social Impact Assessment 
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Purpose of Report 

To inform Council of the Gateway Determination for the Planning Proposal for 100 -
102 Elliott Street, Balmain and seek endorsement for the Planning Proposal to 
proceed to public exhibition. 

Recommendation 

That Council’s Planning Proposal for 100-102 Elliott Street, Balmain be placed on 
public exhibition for a minimum 28 days in accordance with the Gateway 
Determination conditions. 

Background 

At the February 2016 Policy Meeting Council resolved (C14/16P) to request a 
Gateway Determination from the Minister for Planning for a Planning Proposal to 
rezone parts of the subject site to General Residential (R1), Business Park (B7), 
Public Recreation (RE1) and retain Local Centre (B2) for the rest of the property. 

Report 

On 8 April 2016 Council received a Gateway Determination for the Planning 
Proposal from the Department of Planning and Environment acting as delegate for 
the Greater Sydney Commission. The Gateway Determination allows the rezoning of 
the site as requested by Council to proceed to public exhibition subject to the 
following conditions: 

 Preparation of a social impact assessment; and 

 Inclusion of current and proposed Land Zoning Maps in the exhibited material. 


The Gateway Determination additionally requires consultation with the following 
public authorities under section 56(2) of the Environmental Planning and 
Assessment Act 1979: 

 NSW Roads and Maritime Services; 
 NSW Department of Education and Communities; 
 NSW Health; 
 NSW Department of Family and Community Services; 
 Ambulance Service of NSW; 
 NSW Police Force; 
 Fire and Rescue NSW; 
 Sydney Water; and 
 Energy Australia 

Social Impact Assessment 

Consultants for the owner of the site have provided a detailed social impact 
assessment report (see Attachment 2) to Council on 26 April 2016. The report 
concludes that the proposed rezoning and subsequent conversion of the 19 serviced 
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apartments to residential apartments is consistent with Council’s strategic plans and 
policies and would not have a negative impact upon service provision within the local 
area. 

The report notes that conversion of the serviced apartments is expected to help 
integration of the development with the local neighbourhood, provide additional 
housing stock and increase the safety and security for both existing and future 
residents. The Social Impact Assessment report meets the requirements of the 
Gateway Determination and will be placed on exhibition with all other documentation 
relating to Planning Proposal. 

Summary/Conclusions 

The Planning Proposal and supplementary social impact assessment should be 
placed on public exhibition for 28 days in accordance with the Department of 
Planning and Environment’s Guide to Preparing LEPs (section 5.5.2). 

Local residents will be notified in accordance with Council's Community Engagement 
Framework. All public authorities listed in the Gateway Determination are to be 
provided with the relevant documentation and given 21 days to comment on the 
proposal. 

Attachments 

1. Gateway Determination (PP_2016_LEICHH_001_00) 
2. Social Impact Assessment 
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ITEM 3.6 LEICHHARDT INDUSTRIAL PRECINCT PLANNING  


Division Environment and Community Management 
Author Executive Strategic Planner 
Meeting date 10 May 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 To inform Council of the findings and 
recommendations of the Leichhardt Industrial 
Precinct Planning report and accompanying urban 
design study. 

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

At its Policy Meeting of 8 March 2016, Council 
considered a report on the Leichhardt Industrial 
Precinct Planning interim report prepared by SGS 
Economics and Planning and urban design 
analysis undertaken by Architectus.  

Council subsequently resolved (C99/16P) (in part) 
to endorse the approach of the interim report as 
the basis for completion of the Leichhardt 
Industrial Precinct Planning project and to forward 
a copy to UrbanGrowth NSW for consideration in 
the preparation of the Parramatta Road Urban 
Transformation Strategy. 

Current Status In accordance with the resolution of 8 March 2016 
(C99/16P), the interim report was sent to 
UrbanGrowth NSW. 

The Industrial Precinct Planning report and 
accompanying urban design study have now been 
completed. 
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In April 2016, the University of Sydney and 
Sydney Local Health District submitted a Position 
Paper regarding the Camperdown industrial 
precinct to UrbanGrowth NSW. This supports 
commercial and industrial zonings in the precinct 
to help facilitate the development of a Biomedical 
and Biotechnology Hub. 

This may mitigate against the optional Strategy 3b 
of the SGS Leichhardt Industrial Precinct Planning 
Final Report. This strategy allows a small amount 
of residential development in a new B5 (Business 
Development) zone to help fund new commercial 
and industrial development.    

Relationship to existing 
policy 

The Strategic Sites, Centres and Corridors – 
Parramatta Road project, of which the industrial 
precinct planning work is a component, 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 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 1. That Council receive and note the report on 
Leichhardt Industrial Precinct Planning. 

2. That a further report be presented to Council 
in June which provides a cohesive strategy 
for the Parramatta Road and Norton Street 
corridors, synthesising the findings of 
the following studies: 
- Leichhardt Industrial Precinct Planning; 
- Parramatta Road and Norton Street Urban 

Design Study; 
- Parramatta Road/Norton Street Corridor 

Heritage Study; and 
- Commercial and Retail Study: Norton 

Street and Parramatta Road; 
and incorporates key elements of the 
Leichhardt Council submission on the Draft 
Parramatta Road Urban Transformation 
Strategy. 
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Notifications Community and stakeholder engagement in the 
review of Leichhardt Local Environmental Plan 
2013 and Leichhardt Development Control Plan 
2013. 

Attachments 1. Leichhardt Industrial Precinct Planning Final 
Report 

2. Leichhardt Industrial Precinct Planning Urban 
Design Study 

3. Report to 8 March 2016 Policy meeting on 
Leichhardt Industrial Precinct Planning 

 Interim Report 
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Purpose of Report 

To inform Council of the findings of the Leichhardt Industrial Precinct Planning report 
and accompanying urban design study. 

Recommendation 

1. 	 That Council receive and note the report on Leichhardt Industrial Precinct 
Planning. 

2. 	 That a further report be presented to Council in June which presents a cohesive 
strategy for the Parramatta Road and Norton Street corridors, synthesising the 
findings of the following studies: 
- Leichhardt Industrial Precinct Planning; 
- Parramatta Road and Norton Street Urban Design Study; 
- Parramatta Road/Norton Street Corridor Heritage Study; and  
- Commercial and Retail Study: Norton Street and Parramatta Road 
and incorporates key elements of the Leichhardt Council submission on the Draft 
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. In accordance with actions of the Study, Council 
engaged SGS Economics & Planning to undertake a subsequent phase of industrial 
precinct planning. 

At its Policy Meeting of 8 March 2016, Council considered a report on the Leichhardt 
Industrial Precinct Planning interim report prepared by SGS Economics and Planning 
and urban design analysis undertaken by Architectus.  

Council subsequently resolved (C99/16P) (in part) to endorse the approach of the 
interim report as the basis for completion of the Leichhardt Industrial Precinct 
Planning project and to forward a copy to UrbanGrowth NSW for consideration in the 
preparation of the Parramatta Road Urban Transformation Strategy. 

Report 

The Industrial Precinct Planning report and accompanying urban design study have 
now been completed. The findings of the feasibility testing, multi-criteria analysis and 
risk assessment remain as presented in the interim report and discussed in the 
report to Policy Council on 8 March 2016.  

In parallel with the completion of this report, a University of Sydney and Sydney 
Local Health District partnership made a submission to UrbanGrowth NSW 
advocating that the Camperdown industrial precinct should be retained for 
employment uses as part of a Biomedical and Biotechnology Hub. Officers will 
assess this prospect in conjunction with the SGS study and incorporate their 
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conclusions in the report on a strategy for the Parramatta Road and Norton Street 
corridors to be presented to the June Policy Council meeting. For example the SGS 
optional strategy of introducing a small amount of residential development to fund 
new employment development in Camperdown is likely to be unsuitable and 
unnecessary under such a scenario. 

Notwithstanding the above, the SGS Industrial Precinct Planning Final Report further 
develops the options for the LGA’s industrial precincts subsequent to the March 
2016 Interim Report, with a number of key changes which are outlined below. 

Option 1: Business as usual approach 

Option 1 remains as outlined in the interim report. This option assumes that the risk 
of precinct fragmentation and land use conflict that comes with encouraging 
additional uses is too great to entertain. As such, it recommends no zoning changes 
within the LGA’s IN2 (Light Industrial) precincts but does recommend strengthening 
of the role of the Precincts.   

Option 1 aims to protect the LGA’s industrial precincts and strengthen industrial 
character. 

Protection 
Strategy 1: Retain industrial (IN2) categorisation in majority of industrial precincts 
Strengthening of industrial character 
Strategy 2: Differentiate between industrial uses in the LGA 
Table 1: Option 1 Strategies 

Action 1.1 proposes retention of the IN2 (Light Industrial) zoning of ten of the LGA’s 
eleven industrial precincts and Action 2.2 proposes rezoning Moore Street South to 
IN1 (General Industrial) to reinforce its role and function as a ‘traditional’ industrial 
precinct. 

The rationale for Action 1.1 is the shortage of industrial floorspace in the LGA 
identified in the Industrial Lands Study undertaken by SGS in 2014. While the 
retention of IN2 zoned land will not necessarily increase industrial floorspace, it will 
actively protect against future development that may introduce land-use conflicts as 
well as ensure there is no continual erosion of remaining stock. 

Justification for the introduction of the IN1 (General Industrial) zone into LEP 2013 is 
that it would enable differentiation between industrial uses and precincts within the 
LGA. While many of the precincts are comprised of small clusters of industrial units 
whose function fits with the IN2 zoning, there are some precincts that due to their 
size and role, are more ‘traditional’ industrial precincts. Moore Street South is 
Leichhardt’s largest ‘traditional’ industrial precinct with regards to role and function. A 
rezoning to IN1 (General Industrial) would signal that this precinct is not the place for 
peripheral industrial uses to be considered and will not be a location for alternative 
uses such as commercial or residential. 

Although feasibility testing undertaken by SGS for Moore Street South suggested 
that in some instances the introduction of commercial and/or residential could deliver 
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an increase in floorspace, the implications of the loss of this precinct due to 
fragmentation and land-use conflicts is too great to contemplate and that seeking a 
marginal increase in floorspace may jeopardise the future of the precinct.  

Option 2: Policy change for key precincts 

This option assumes a scenario where: 
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 employment 
floorspace. 

As such, this Option would reconceive the future roles of the Council’s major 
industrial precincts and the actions required to progress this Option are outlined in 
Table 2. 

Strategy 3a: Development of Camperdown as a distinct commercial precinct 
Strategy 3b: Development of Camperdown as an industrial mixed-use precinct 
Strategy 4: Re-configure the zoning of the Camperdown precinct 
Strategy 5: Be proactive in aligning the Tebbutt Street/Parramatta Road Precinct 
with the future of the Parramatta Road Strategy 
Strategy 6: Retain and protect all other industrial precincts 
Table 2: Option 2 Strategies 

The vision for Camperdown presented in the interim report has now been expanded 
upon to include two potential futures: 
1. 	 Development of Camperdown as a distinct commercial precinct (Strategy 3a) 
2. 	 Development of Camperdown as an industrial mixed-use precinct (Strategy 3b) 

Strategy 3a: Development of Camperdown as a distinct commercial precinct 

ACTION 3.1 Introduce B5 (Business Development) zone to LEP 2013 and prohibit 
the use of ‘Residential Accommodation’. Under the LEP 2013, the 
objectives of the zone should seek to: 
-	 Enable a mix of business, warehouse and related land uses that 

require a large floor area in locations that are close to and that 
support the viability of centres. 

-	 Encourage strategic employment opportunities and support the 
viability of industrial centres.  

-	 Promote uses with active street frontages.  

The rationale for Action 3.1 is that applying the B5 (Business Development) zone will 
build on the unique potential of the Camperdown precinct, resulting from its proximity 
to the CBD and major institutions (Royal Prince Alfred and Sydney University), to 
enable the precinct to leverage commercial office floorspace and industrial uses.  

Strategy 3a is predicated on the precinct forming a direct relationship with a 
partnering institution such as RPA or the University of Sydney or grouping of such 
institutions. This strategy is not recommended without such an alliance. 
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The advisability of Council pursuing Strategy 3a has however been strengthened by 
the Sydney Uni/Health District April submission proposing that Camperdown become 
a critical part of a Biomedical and Biotechnology Hub.  

Strategy 3b: Development of Camperdown as an industrial mixed-use precinct 

As an alternative to Strategy 3a, Strategy 3b presents a more mixed-use, but 
potentially riskier approach to planning the future of the Camperdown precinct. The 
Biomedical and Biotechnology Hub proposal reinforces the suitability of Strategy 3a 
as a possible basis for the future of Camperdown. Conversely, it makes the 
introduction of a small amount of residential development to fund new employment 
development (Strategy 3b) more unsuitable and unnecessary.    

Strategy 3b comprises the following Actions: 

ACTION 3.2 	 Introduce B5 (Business Development) into LEP 2013 and include 
‘Residential Accommodation’ as a permitted use with consent. Under 
the LEP 2013, the objectives of the zone should seek to: 
-	 Enable a mix of business, warehouse and related land uses that 

require a large floor area in locations that are close to and that 
support the viability of centres. 

-	 Provide for limited residential development in conjunction with 
permissible active ground floor uses. 

-	 Encourage strategic employment opportunities and support the 
viability of industrial centres. 

-	 Promote uses with active street frontages. 

While this action proposes to include 'Residential Accommodation' in 
the B5 (Business Development) zone, the intent would be to prohibit 
low and medium density residential uses.  

ACTION 3.3 	 Provide additional direction with regards to floorspace proportions and 
height of buildings for the B5 (Business Development) zone in either 
the LEP or DCP. This would limit the total amount of residential GFA 
to approximately 20-30% of total GFA for individual development and 
control the minimum ceiling height on the ground floor of buildings in 
the B5 (Business Development) zone to at least 4 metres. 

The rationale for the above actions is that allowing some residential development in 
the B5 zone will encourage a mix of uses and enhance the feasibility of new 
developments. Action 3.3 proposes to limit the amount of residential floorspace 
within individual developments to ensure that the predominant land use within the B5 
zone is business-focussed. 

Feasibility testing undertaken by SGS indicates that conventional industrial and 
commercial redevelopment in the Camperdown precinct is unlikely to be financially 
viable without a cross-funding residential component. The Biomedical and 
Biotechnology Hub concept reinforces the advisability of retaining the precinct for 
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purely employment uses and Council officers are unlikely to recommend Strategy 3b 
in their proposed report to the June Policy meeting.  

Strategy 4: Re-configure the zoning of the Camperdown precinct 

Irrespective of whether Strategy 3a or Strategy 3b is ultimately Council’s policy 
preference for the precinct, the zoning configuration proposed for the Camperdown 
precinct remains the same in Strategy 4. As identified in the Interim Industrial 
Precinct Planning report, land on the periphery of the precinct is identified for 
rezoning to B5 (Business Development) (Action 4.1) while the core of the precinct is 
to retain its IN2 zoning (Action 4.2) (refer Figure 1 below).  

Figure 1: Camperdown Precinct Structure Plan 

The rationale for the rezoning to B5 is that the location of the Camperdown precinct 
in relation to the CBD and institutions such as the University of Sydney and RPA 
means it is well positioned to accommodate supporting industries. A B5 (Business 
Development) zone would permit a more commercial focus while enabling retention 
of many of the existing industrial uses. It would also capture much of the existing 
land use profiles, such as Bulky Goods Retail, that currently line this section of 
Parramatta Road. The retention of the IN2 zoning in the centre of the precinct 
acknowledges the desire to limit operational impact on the industrial core by locating 
non-industrial uses on the periphery. The proposed zoning configuration also aims to 
retain as much industrial floorspace as possible, ensuring that land remains available 
for the range of light industrial uses that require a location close to the CBD.  
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There are existing non-industrial uses operating on the perimeter of and within 
Leichhardt’s industrial precincts which do not impact the key function of the industrial 
precincts. While the rezoning from IN2 (Light Industrial) to B5 (Business 
Development) will result in a loss of the industrial zone, it will not necessarily result in 
a complete loss of land use. An analysis undertaken by SGS has revealed that most 
of the current light industrial and commercial land uses are also permitted in the B5 
(Business Development) zone. 

The boundaries of the B5 and IN2 zones have been revised since the interim report 
to take account of the existing B7 site, protect a substantial proportion of IN2 land 
and provide a single zoning to Pyrmont Bridge Road to reinforce this corridor.  

Strategy 5: Be proactive in aligning the Tebbutt Street/Parramatta Road Precinct with 
the future of the Parramatta Road Strategy 

Under Option 2, the vision for the Tebbutt Street/Parramatta Road precinct remains 
as identified in the interim report. Strategy 5 aims to more closely align the land use 
future of the precinct with that presented in the Draft Parramatta Road Urban 
Transformation Strategy, incorporating a range of uses benefiting from the precinct’s 
location and transport access. This includes rezoning the IN2 land on the eastern 
edge of Tebbutt Street, north of number 7, to B4 (Mixed Use) (action 5.1); rezoning 
IN2 land between Tebbutt Street and Hathern/Brown Street and between Flood 
Street and Elswick Street to B6 (Enterprise Corridor); and retention of the IN2 zoning 
and current controls between Flood and Upward Streets (action 5.3) (refer Figure 2 
below). 

Figure 2: Tebbutt Street/Parramatta Road Precinct Structure Plan 
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The primary reason for the potential rezonings is to demonstrate a proactive 
approach by Council to prospective change in the Tebbutt Street/Parramatta Road 
precinct. This would complement the direction of UrbanGrowth NSW and encourage 
the retention of more of the industrial precinct. Notwithstanding, the proposed zones 
are also consistent with existing and adjacent land uses and the B6 zone will retain 
opportunity for some industrial uses. 

Strategy 6: Retain and protect all other industrial precincts 

While not included in the interim report, Strategy 6 merely clarifies that where land in 
the Camperdown and Tebbutt Street/Parramatta Road precincts is rezoned, all other 
industrial precincts are to be retained and protected.  

Option 2 has been developed in response to the pressure for land use change in the 
Camperdown and Tebbutt Street/Parramatta Road precincts coming from the 
Parramatta Road Urban Transformation Strategy process. SGS have recommended 
that this approach (and its subsequent strategies and actions) would enable Council 
to be proactive in controlling the future of these precincts and help Council to lead 
discussion on the future of these two major precincts, rather than see them be 
forcibly rezoned as part of a wider urban renewal strategy.  

The option recognises the wider State government and university/health institutional 
context that these two precincts operate within and seeks to articulate a logical future 
for them. It also acknowledges, that there are clear risks if new zones and land uses 
are introduced to Leichhardt’s existing industrial precincts. With the Industrial Lands 
Study forecasting that the LGA’s industrial floorspace deficit will increase, there is a 
need to protect what remains. Accordingly, Option 2 also seeks to safeguard the 
remaining smaller precincts across the LGA from redevelopment.  

Urban Design Study 

Architectus were engaged to undertake an urban design study to inform and 
complement the SGS Industrial Precinct Planning. The recommendations of the 
study are outlined below. 

Built form controls 

Following built form testing for the land identified in Option 2 for potential rezoning to 
B4 and B6 in the Tebbutt Street/Parramatta Road precinct and B5 in Camperdown, 
the following controls have been recommended: 

Floor space ratio (FSR) 2.5:1 

On sites larger than 5,000sqm, where new street and/or 
laneway connections have been recommended (for 
example the large site in the NW corner of the 
Camperdown Precinct) an FSR of 2:1 has been typically 
achieved in the testing. 

Building height 19.2m (where two levels of 6m floor-to-floor industrial 
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and two levels of 3.6m floor-to-floor commercial or 
residential) 

26.4m (where two levels of 6m floor-to-floor industrial 
and four levels of 3.6m floor-to-floor commercial or 
residential and laneway connection or open space 
provided) 

Setbacks Zero setback for all ground and first floor levels. 

Minimum 10m setback to be provided to Johnstons 
Creek corridor. 

The built form testing undertaken for Camperdown is based on SGS’s Strategy 3a 
where the land identified for possible rezoning to B5 is developed for the purposes of 
a commercial precinct comprised of industrial and commercial uses, with residential 
accommodation prohibited. For the land in the Tebbutt Street/Parramatta Road 
precinct identified for possible rezoning to B6, the built forms tested include a 
maximum of 20% residential floorspace.   

Capacity 

The built form testing has identified the following capacities within the Camperdown 
and Tebbutt Street/Parramatta Road precincts: 

Industrial 
(sqm) 

Commercial 
(sqm) 

Jobs (based 
on 1 job per 
50sqm) 

Residential 
(sqm) 

Dwellings 
(based on 1 
per 85sqm 
gross floor 
area) 

Camperdown 72,000 38,000 2200 - -
Tebbutt 
St/Parramatta 
Rd 

57,000 11,000 1,360 16,000 194 

While the above figures represent net increases in industrial floorspace of 2000sqm 
in the Camperdown precinct and 13,000sqm in Tebbutt Street/Parramatta Road, it is 
unlikely that the net increases and the abovementioned capacities would be fully 
realised under the rezoning of land in these precincts from IN2 to B4 (Mixed Use), 
B5 (Business Development) and B6 (Enterprise Corridor). These estimates have 
been arrived at by applying potential built form outcomes developed using urban 
design principles. They do not necessarily reflect actual outcomes that the SGS 
study anticipates. Given the additional uses that would be permissible within these 
zones, it is more plausible to expect the amount of industrial floorspace to remain the 
same or decrease. Notwithstanding, SGS have established that the majority of light 
industrial and commercial uses currently operating in the Camperdown and Tebbutt 
Street/Parramatta Road precincts will continue to be permitted under the B5 and B6 
zones. 

Urban design principles for the Johnstons Creek corridor 
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The following principles for development adjacent to the corridor are proposed:  
 Provide a north-south connection on the western side and/or above the existing 

concrete channel – the existing ownership patterns and the recently completed 
Chester Street Park make this the most logical location for an active transport 
corridor. 

 Provide clear sight lines and natural light access to the active transport corridor 
to improve passive surveillance. 

 New development to provide a minimum 10m setback to the corridor. The 
finished ground levels of the setback area should be within 1m of the top of the 
concrete channel to facilitate public access along the corridor and improve 
visibility. 

 Provide tree planting within the proposed 10m setback zone on IN2 and 
proposed B5 land to visually buffer existing residential houses on the western 
side of the channel. 

The study also explores the positives and negatives of two alternatives for achieving 
the Johnstons Creek corridor pedestrian and cycle link. One option is a bridge over 
the stormwater channel and the other route is over the rear portions of adjoining 
residential properties which would need to be acquired. 

Superstop location and public domain spines 

The Draft Parramatta Road Urban Transformation Strategy (DPRUTS) provides 
indicative zones for public transport super stops within each of its identified 
Precincts. The Industrial Precinct Urban Design Study recommends alternate 
locations in the Camperdown and Taverners Hill (Tebbutt Street/Parramatta Road) 
precincts. 

Under the DPRUTS, the Camperdown super stop zone straddles the intersection 
with Pyrmont Bridge Road, while Architectus recommend locating the stop on the 
eastern side of the intersection. Similarly, in Taverners Hill the DPRUTS has the 
zone located across the intersection with Flood Street, while the Industrial Precinct 
Planning urban design study moves it to the eastern side of the intersection. These 
relocations correlate with Architectus’ structure plans for the precincts which 
reinforce Pyrmont Bridge Road and Flood Street as the primary public domain 
spines. 

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

Summary/Conclusions 

The Leichhardt Industrial Precinct Planning Final Report presents options for the 
LGA’s industrial precincts. These options, together with the urban design, 
commercial and retail and heritage studies for Parramatta Road and Norton Street 
approved by Council in March 2016 as a basis for policy development, will be further 
evaluated by Council officers. This will culminate in the preparation of a cohesive 
strategy for the corridors based on a synthesis of the recommendations of the 
studies. This strategy will be presented to Council at its Policy meeting in June. 
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Attachments 

1. 	 Leichhardt Industrial Precinct Planning Final Report 
2. 	 Leichhardt Industrial Precinct Planning Urban Design Study  
3. 	 Report to 8 March 2016 Policy meeting on Leichhardt Industrial Precinct 

Planning Interim Report 
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ITEM 3.7 ANNANDALE CONSERVATION AREA EXTENSION - 
UPDATE 

Division Environment and Community Management 
Author Senior Strategic Planner 
Meeting date 10 May 2016 Policy Meeting 

Strategic Plan Key Service 
Area 

Community well-being 
Accessibility 
Place where we live and work 
A sustainable environment 

SUMMARY AND ORGANISATIONAL IMPLICATIONS
 

Purpose of Report To update Council on the status of the Annandale 
Conservation Area Extension project and advise 
on the cost of the heritage study and next steps. 

Background  At the September 2015 Ordinary Meeting Council 
resolved (C458/15) that a review of the 2004 
Godden McKay Logan Heritage Review Stage 2 
be undertaken to identify actions required to 
extend Annandale Conservation Area. 
At the March 2016 Policy Meeting Council 
resolved (C102/16P) to defer consideration of this 
review pending advice with respect to the cost of 
undertaking the heritage study required to justify 
extending the Conservation Area. 

Current Status Response to C458/15 and C102/16P 
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 

NIL. Council officers will carry out an in-house 
assessment of those properties within the suburb 
of Annandale that are located outside the existing 
Annandale Conservation Area (C1). 
This proposal is consistent with the recent s23A 
Guidelines issued by the OLG in relation to 
financial expenditure. 

Recommendation That: 

1. Council note that a heritage review of 
relevant properties which lie outside 
the Annandale Conservation Area and 
which are identified in Figure 2 of 
Attachment 2 to determine whether a 
Planning Proposal is required to amend 
Leichhardt Local Environmental Plan 
LEP 2013 and extend the Conservation 
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Area can be completed by current 
strategic planning staff and that there 
will be no additional costs to Council; 
and 

2. The findings of this heritage review be 
reported to the July 2016 Policy 
meeting with a recommendation on 
whether preparation of a draft Planning 
Proposal to extend the Area and 
amend Leichhardt Local Environmental 
Plan (LEP) 2013 would be justified on 
heritage grounds. 

Notifications NIL 
Attachments 1. March 2016 Policy Council resolution 

(C102/16P) 
2. March 2016 Policy report 
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Purpose of Report 

To update Council on the status of the Annandale Conservation Area Extension 
project and advise on the cost of the heritage study and next steps. 

Recommendation 

That: 

1. 	 Council note that a heritage review of relevant properties which lie outside 
the Annandale Conservation Area and which are identified in Figure 2 of 
Attachment 2 to determine whether a Planning Proposal is required to 
amend Leichhardt Local Environmental Plan LEP 2013 and extend the 
Conservation Area can be completed by current strategic planning staff 
and that there will be no additional costs to Council; and 

2. 	 The findings of this heritage review be reported to the July 2016 Policy 
meeting with a recommendation on whether preparation of a draft 
Planning Proposal to extend the Area and amend Leichhardt Local 
Environmental Plan (LEP) 2013 would be justified on heritage grounds. 

Background 

At the September 2015 Ordinary Meeting Council resolved (C458/15) that a review 
of the 2004 Godden McKay Logan Heritage Review Stage 2 be undertaken to 
identify actions required to extend Annandale Conservation Area. 

At the March 2016 Policy Meeting Council resolved (C102/16P) to defer 
consideration of this review pending advice with respect to the cost of undertaking 
the heritage study required to justify extending the Conservation Area. 

Report 

The March 2016 Policy Council report provided a review of the Godden Mackay 
Logan (GML) Heritage Study Stage 2 (2004) and the findings of Council consultants 
NBRS in their heritage assessment of the Parramatta Road Corridor. At the March 
meeting Council resolved (C96/16P) to endorse the NBRS Parramatta Road / Norton 
Street Heritage Study. 

The review and the original GML study found that many of the properties in 
Annandale located outside the Annandale Conservation Area may be worthy of 
inclusion in the Area, contribute to the collective heritage significance of the suburb 
and should be protected from potential demolition.  

The report recommended that a further assessment applying the same standard and 
methodology as NBRS be completed for those Annandale properties located outside 
the Annandale Conservation Area that were not assessed in the Parramatta Road 
Heritage Study (see Attachment 2, Figure 2). This assessment would provide 
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evidence as to whether the Conservation Area should be extended and to justify a 
potential Planning Proposal to amend LEP 2013. 

Approximately 200 Annandale properties outside Conservation Area will need to be 
assessed. Council officers will use the method and format employed by NBRS in the 
Parramatta Road / Norton Street Heritage Study to complete the survey. 

This will be an in-house study and no additional costs to Council are expected. 

Summary/Conclusions 

The Council’s Strategic Planning team should apply the NBRS Parramatta Road / 
Norton Street Heritage Study methodology to complete the assessment of all 
properties within the suburb of Annandale, but which are outside the Conservation 
Area to determine whether the Area should be extended and if so to what extent. 

The results of this assessment will be reported back to Council.   

Attachments 

1. March 2016 Policy Council resolution (C102/16P) 
2. March 2016 Policy report 
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ITEM 3.8 IMPLEMENTATION OF NSW FOOD AUTHORITY ‘SCORES 


ON DOORS’ PROGRAM AND POLICY 


Division Environment and Community Management 
Author Manager Compliance & Enforcement 
Meeting date 10 May 2016 Policy Meeting 
Strategic Plan Key Service 
Area 

Community well-being 
Place where we live and work 
Business in the community 

SUMMARY AND ORGANISATIONAL IMPLICATIONS
 
Purpose of Report To provide Council with information on the NSW 

Food Authority ‘Scores on Doors’ Food Safety 
Program and seek Council endorsement to 
commence the public exhibition process for a 
Draft Food Safety ‘Scores On Doors’ Policy.  

Background At the Council Meeting on 23 February 2016, 
Council resolved to, “Investigate and report back 
to Council the implementation of a Scores on 
Doors Scheme in Leichhardt LGA.” Council 
Officers have prepared a draft policy to enable the 
commencement of community consultation. 

Current Status The NSW Food Authority currently mandates that 
when undertaking Food Premises inspections, 
Food Safety Inspectors rate premises against the 
‘Scores on Doors’ criteria. This is included the 
inspection reports Council currently provides to all 
food premises operators. 

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 1. That in accordance with Council’s 
Community Engagement Framework, 
Council commence a public exhibition and 
education process regarding the ‘Scores on 
Doors’ program and Council’s Draft Food 
Safety ‘Scores On Doors’ Policy as follows: 

a. One weekly local newspaper 
advertisement for a total of four weeks 

b. Notice placed on Council website  
c. Weekly social media notifications via 

Council Facebook and Twitter 
accounts 

d. Notice placed in Council e-news 
newsletter 

e. Presentations to be provided to 
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chamber of commerce meetings 
f. notification and information letters be 

sent to all registered food premises 
g. walk in discussion sessions on the 

program be held on a weekly basis 
over a four week period at: 
 1 x Balmain Library 
 1 x Leichhardt Council Town Hall 

2. That a report on the outcomes of the 
community consultation process be prepared 
and forwarded to Council for determination 
on the Draft Food Safety ‘Scores On Doors’ 
Policy implementation 

Notifications NIL 
Attachments 1. Draft Scores on Doors Policy 
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Purpose of Report 

To provide Council information on the NSW Food Authority ‘Scores on Doors’ Food 
Safety Program and seek Council endorsement to commence the public exhibition 
process for a Draft Food Safety ‘Scores On Doors’ Policy. 

Recommendation 

1. 	 That in accordance with Council’s Community Engagement Framework, 
Council commence a public exhibition and education process regarding the 
‘Scores on Doors’ program and Council’s Draft Food Safety ‘Scores On Doors’ 
Policy as follows: 

a. 	 One weekly local newspaper advertisement for a total of four weeks 
b. 	 Notice placed on Council website  
c. 	 Weekly social media notifications via Council Facebook and Twitter 

accounts 
d. 	 Notice placed in Council e-news newsletter  
e. 	 Presentations to be provided to chamber of commerce meetings  
f. 	 notification and information letters be sent to all registered food premises  
g. 	 walk in discussion sessions on the program be held on a weekly basis 

over a four week period at: 
 1 x Balmain Library 
 1 x Leichhardt Council Town Hall 

2. 	 That a report on the outcomes of the community consultation process be 
prepared and forwarded to Council for determination on the Draft Food Safety 
‘Scores On Doors’ Policy implementation 

Background 

At the Council Meeting on 23 February 2016, Council resolved to, “Investigate and 
report back to Council the implementation of a Scores on Doors Scheme in 
Leichhardt LGA.” Council Officers have prepared a Draft Food Safety ‘Scores On 
Doors’ Policy to enable the commencement of community consultation. 

Report 

In accordance with NSW legislation (Food Act 2003) undertakes regular food 
premises inspections to ensure all premises meet strict government regulations in an 
attempt to prevent health hazards to the community. 

When undertaking food premises inspections, Council’s Food Safety Officers assess 
the premises against the provisions of the: 

 Food Act 2003 
 Food Regulation 2010 
 Food Standards Code 
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The role that food businesses play in the local community is becoming more 
important, as people’s lives get busier and they source their food from outside their 
home. Food businesses also form an important part of the local economy creating 
economic activity, employment, bringing people into the area and retaining those 
who live and work in it by providing reliable meal options.  

Council and the community benefit from the local food industry and rely on food 
premises and the part they play in the diverse local economy.  

At the same time, consumer expectations are rising, in particular that: 

1. 	 Food premises have the highest levels of compliance with hygiene and food 
safety standards 

2. 	 Consumers are able to have access to official information so they can make 
their own decision about where they eat, and 

3. 	 Council activity such as food inspections are not only done, but are seen to be 
done. 

Council’s Environmental Health Officers already undertake food inspections to 
ensure compliance with hygiene and food safety requirements. Where necessary, 
they undertake compliance action. Food premises issued with on-the-spot Penalty 
Notices may appear on the NSW Food Authority’s high profile Name & Shame 
register. 

However, the opportunity exists for Council to be proactive in providing transparency 
around the inspections as well as an additional incentive for businesses to maintain 
and increase their inspection results, thereby improving the quality of local food 
premises. To further support council’s significant work in this area, council should 
also take part in the NSW Scores on Doors program. 

Program Details 

In this regard, Scores on Doors is the NSW hygiene and food safety scoring program 
that displays the results of food premises regular inspections. Each business is given 
a rating following a routine inspection by a Food Safety Officer. This is based on how 
well the business is meeting the requirements of food hygiene law at that time. In 
particular, the scores are based on: 

	 How hygienically the food is handled – safe preparation, cooking, reheating, 
cooling, and storage 

	 What condition the structure of the premises is in – cleanliness, repair, layout, 
lighting, ventilation and other facilities 

	 How the business manages what it does to make sure food is safe, so the 
officer can be confident standards will be maintained in the future 
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Sydney has a world-class dining scene and food businesses are generally very good 
at complying with food safety and hygiene requirements. However the program is 
designed to drive food safety and therefore a reduction in foodborne illness. 

Scores on Doors is a promotional program that recognizes and celebrates those 
food businesses that are complying with NSW hygiene and food safety 
requirements. It can be an excellent marketing program and selling point for small 
businesses. 

When a business achieves good to excellent standards, at an unannounced 
inspection, they are awarded a star rating by the officer. A certificate is then issued 
by the Food Safety Authority (Council or NSW Food Authority) and positioned in a 
highly visible place for customers to see. This is usually in the front window or door 
of the business. 

Good to excellent operators are also listed on Council’s website and the free ‘Scores 
on Doors App’. The ratings are as follows: 

Rating Definition 

5 stars – Excellent 
The business has achieved the highest level of compliance 
with food safety standards. 

4 stars – Very good 
The business has very good safety practices in place. Some 
minor areas where standards were not meet will need to be 
addressed. 

3 stars – Good 
The business has a good standard of food compliance. A 
number of areas, although not serious, need to be 
corrected. 

Scores on Doors gives greater visibility and transparency of compliance by food 
businesses. The program allows a consumer to choose where to eat out or shop for 
food. The program is focussed on retail food service businesses that process and 
sell food that is ready-to-eat, intended for immediate consumption, and potentially 
hazardous if not handled correctly and under the right conditions. These are the 
higher risk premises that have the greatest potential to cause foodborne illness if 
food is not handled correctly. 

The premises that the ‘Scores on Doors’ scheme is limited to include certain higher 
and medium risk retail food service businesses (as defined by the NSW Food 
Authority Priority classification of businesses framework and Priority Classification 
System Version 4 dated 27 April 2010). For the program to apply high and medium 
risk food premises must be processing and selling food in NSW that is: 

 Ready-to-eat; and 
 Potentially hazardous (i.e. requires temperature control); and 
 For immediate consumption 
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These businesses include: 

 Restaurants 

 Take away shops
 
 Pubs
 
 Hotels
 
 Cafes 

 Bakeries 

 Clubs
 
 Delicatessens 

 Supermarkets selling hot food 


The scheme is not intended for low risk food premises or those serving pre-
packaged food  e.g. service stations, butchers, green grocers, temporary markets, 
mobile food vending vehicles, or premises licensed by the NSW Food Authority. The 
voluntary program was first piloted in 2010 and was then expanded to a trial in 2011-
2012. Following feedback from councils and food industry stakeholders a few 
elements of the program have been enhanced to reduce perceived barriers to 
participation in the program (for example, the meaning of the ratings are being made 
more clear and businesses will no longer be asked to sign a legal agreement to 
participate). Importantly, the rating certificate that is displayed carries an explanation 
of what it represents, a warning about relying solely on the rating and a disclaimer 
from liability for the council for any acts by the food business or about the condition 
of the premises. 

How would this work? 

1. 	 Following council’s existing routine inspections, eligible food premises would 
receive a hygiene and food safety rating based on points allocated under the 
Scores on Doors guidelines, akin to a demerit system; the standard Food 
Premises Assessment Report that council inspectors use promotes 
consistency in points allocation; 

2. 	 NSW Food Authority provides the certificates free of charge to councils for 
each of the three ratings: Good, Very Good or Excellent; businesses 
assessed with critical breaches or too many lesser breaches are not awarded 
any grade or certificate; 

3. 	 Certificates can be issued on the spot at the time of the inspection, or sent out 
afterwards, it is proposed the Leichhardt will issue all certificates at the same 
time following the completion of the annual inspection regime; 

4. 	 The rating certificate would be displayed on the front window or near the 
entrance to the premises; and 

5. 	 There need be no extra work for council staff as a result of participating in the 
program. 

6. 	 An appeal process will be implemented  
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Councils participating in Scores on Doors program 

There are numerous Food Safety Enforcement Agencies who have opted in to 
participating in the Scores on Doors program.  These include: 

 Ashfield Council  
 Ballina Council 
 Bankstown Council 
 Bathurst Council 
 Bega Valley Council 
 Blacktown Council 
 Bland Council 
 Bombala Council 
 Botany Bay Council 
 Burwood Council 
 Cabonne Council 
 Canada Bay Council 
 Cessnock Council 
 Cootamundra Council 
 Deniliquin Council 
 Forbes Shire Council 
 Goulburn Mulwaree Council 
 Greater Taree Council 
 Great Lakes Council 
 Griffith Council 
 Hawkesbury Council 
 Holroyd Council 
 Hornsby Council 
 Kogarah Council 
 Lachlan Council 
 Liverpool Council 
 Manly Council 
 Mid-Western Council 
 Mosman Council 
 Narromine Council 
 Newcastle Council 
 Parkes Council 
 Parramatta Council 
 Queanbeyan Council 
 Randwick Council 
 Ryde Council 
 Shoalhaven Council 
 Singleton Council 
 Sutherland Council 
 Sydney City Council 
 Sydney Harbour Federation Trust 
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 Tumut Council 
 Wagga Wagga Council 
 Warringah Council 
 Wingecarribee Council 
 Wollondilly Council 
 Wyong Council 

How Scores on Doors program can benefit Leichhardt Council 

As participation in Scores on Doors does not require food premises to do anything 
extra, other than display its certificate near a prominent, public position such as a 
front window or behind the counter. “Score on Door” scheme should be easily 
implemented. The NSW Food Authority currently mandates that when undertaking 
Food Premises inspections, Food Safety Officers rate premises against the ‘Scores 
on Doors’ criteria. This is included in the inspection reports Council currently 
provides to all food premises operators. 

The Scores on Doors program is underpinned by the standard NSW inspection 
checklist (Food Premises Assessment Report or FPAR) that is already in use to 
conduct food premises inspections. The FPAR is provided free to councils from the 
NSW Food Authority and has built-in check points that can be used to calculate the 
Scores on Doors rating. The NSW Food Authority provides the display certificates at 
no cost for each of the three rating grades, and council inspection staff can routinely 
hand these over at the conclusion of the inspection. There is no need for additional 
work. 

Public visibility of the Scores on Doors ratings helps create competition and an 
incentive for food premises to maintain and improve their food safety culture.  This 
can lead to greater levels of compliance and therefore less need for follow up visits 
and resource intensive compliance action. It can also mean fewer consumer 
complaints. This program will enable council officers to focus on the poor performers 
in the area, while the complying businesses are given the opportunity to strive for a 
better score in the next routine inspection and save money. 

Council and its community benefit from the local food industry and rely on the role it 
plays in a diverse local economy. The Scores on Doors program is designed to 
reward food premises that do the right thing by their customers. Displaying a rating 
certificate can be a source of trust for consumers that food businesses have been 
inspected and met minimum standards in critical areas. 

NSW Food Authority Research on the program 

In 2011, the NSW Food Authority released an evaluation report into the program. 
This report undertook surveys and discussions with consumers, Councils, business 
operators and an Hospitality Industry Working Group. 

Below is extracts of the key elements of the NSW Food Authority report. 
The evaluation used qualitative and quantitative including: 
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 face-to-face or telephone interviews 
 two consumer focus group sessions by an independent social researcher 

(TNS Research) 
 300 postal surveys completed by consumers living and/or working that had 

eaten at a participating business 
 consultation with CHOICE (consumer advocates) 
 a series of workshops/teleconferences with councils operating ‘Scores on 

Doors’ 
 online questionnaires via survey monkey  
 an assessment of hygiene inspection data 
 consultation meetings with the Food Regulation Forum and Retail and Food 

Service 
Industry Advisory Group 

The report provides that overall there was a favourable reaction from both focus 
groups for the ‘Scores on Doors’ scheme and that the program is a positive initiative 
that benefits both consumers and food businesses. 

The overall opinions of food businesses who participated were positive: 

	 93% indicated they would continue with the scheme  
	 82% believe that participation in a ‘Scores on Doors’ scheme will help to raise 

awareness of food safety standards within their business and be a positive 
reinforcement for staff attitude and behaviour 

	 100% of respondents were happy with the information material (fact sheets, 
guidelines, consumer cards) provided  

	 86% indicated they would be willing to pay for a re-inspection ahead of the 
next scheduled inspection if they received a poor score and had taken 
measures to rectify 
breaches 

	 57% prefer the star grading format as the best display of the standard of food 
safety and in their business 

The surveys sought responses from consumers who had eaten at participating 
businesses on their opinions and recognition of the ‘Scores on Doors’ program. 292 
responses were received. Overall opinions of the Pilot were very positive. The vast 
majority of respondents thought ‘Scores on Doors’ would be useful and if grades 
were displayed by more businesses in NSW, they would use them to help make 
decisions about where to eat. 

A summary of responses to the survey questions follows: 

 44% of consumers surveyed claim to have used ‘Scores on Doors’ to make a 
decision on where to eat 

 83% of consumers surveyed are likely to use ‘Scores on Doors’ to make a 
decision about where to eat in the future 

	 76% preferred a star grading format as that which best displays the standard 
of food 
safety in food businesses.  

	 39% of consumers understood a ‘C’ grade to mean that the business isn’t 
perfect and that might affect my decision to eat there. 21% indicated that the 
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business might not be perfect, but would still feel comfortable about eating at 
that business. 

 8% of consumers indicated they would only eat at ‘A’ graded businesses with 

a further 31% indicating they would only eat at an ‘A’ or ‘B’ graded business.
 

 88% of consumers indicated they would not eat or be worried about eating 

somewhere that had a ‘P’ grade displayed.  

	 80% found the information cards on the ‘Scores on Doors’ Pilot that were 
displayed on the front counters of participating businesses to be informative 
and/or interesting. 

	 38% would like to see grades available online through a central website, while 
a further 27% would like the opportunity to search for grades on a local 
council website. 30% claim they would not look online for grades 

 Although not prompted, a few consumers spontaneously suggested that the 
‘Scores on Doors’ scheme should be made mandatory for it to be effective. 

A copy of the full report can be found at: 

 
 http://foodauthority.nsw.gov.au/_Documents/scoresondoors/Evaluation 
_Report_SoD.pdf 

 
 http://foodauthority.nsw.gov.au/_Documents/scoresondoors/Appendix_ 
2_SoD.pdf 

 
 http://foodauthority.nsw.gov.au/_Documents/scoresondoors/Appendix_ 
3_SoD.pdf 

Summary/Conclusions 

The Scores on Doors program rewards food premises that do the right thing by their 
customers 

1. 	 the program provides food premises throughout the area with a public 
incentive to raise standards 

2. 	 they offer the potential that higher standards in food premises could mean 
fewer compliance issues requiring follow up and fewer consumer complaints, 
and 

3. 	 most importantly, they will help provide our community with clean and healthy 
value-for-money food products and services, which positively showcase the 
Council’s many communities and culinary attractions. 

Attachments 

1. Draft Scores on Doors Policy 
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ITEM 3.9 DEALINGS WITH BROADSPECTRUM (TRANSFIELD) AND 
WILSON GROUPS 

Division Corporate and Information Services 
Author Manager Governance and Administration 

Procurement and Contracts Coordinator 
Meeting date 10 May 2016 Policy Meeting 

Strategic Plan Key Service 
Area 

Sustainable services and assets 

SUMMARY AND ORGANISATIONAL IMPLICATIONS
 

Purpose of Report To report back to Council regarding a proposal to 
boycott Broadspectrum (Transfield) and Wilsons 
Groups and the resolutions of Marrickville Council 
and the City of Sydney regarding this issue. 

Background  At the Ordinary Council Meeting of 27 October 
2015, Council considered a notice of motion 
regarding a boycott of Transfield and Wilson 
Groups and called for a further report. This report 
was consider at the Council Meeting of  23 
February and Council resolved:- 

1. That Council Officers review and further 
develop existing policies in relation to 
Ethical and Fair trading and report to 
Council on opportunities to advise 
Council in regard to tender processes.  

2. That a further report be provided to 
Council on the adopted position by 
Marrickville Council and City of Sydney 
on this issue. 

Current Status NIL 
Relationship to existing 
policy 

Statement of Business Ethics, Investment Policy  
and Procurement Policy and procedures 

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 give consideration to amendments to 
Council’s Investment Policy, Procurement Policy 
and procedures in relation to dealings with 
Broadspectrum (Transfield) and Wilsons Groups. 

Notifications NIL 
Attachments 1. Legal Advice from Manager Legal Services 

2. Amended Statement of Business Ethics 
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Purpose of Report 

To report back to Council regarding a proposal to boycott Broadspectrum 
(Transfield) and Wilsons Groups and the resolutions of Marrickville Council and the 
City of Sydney regarding this issue. 

Recommendation 

That Council give consideration to amendments to Council’s Investment Policy, 
Procurement Policy and procedures in relation to dealings with Broadspectrum 
(Transfield) and Wilsons Groups. 

Background 

At the Ordinary Council Meeting of 27 October 2015, Council considered a notice of 
motion regarding a boycott of Transfield and Wilson Groups and called for a further 
report. This report was considered at the Council Meeting of 23 February and 
Council resolved:- 

1. That Council Officers review and further develop existing policies in relation 
to Ethical and Fair trading and report to Council on opportunities to advise 
Council in regard to tender processes.  

2. That a further report be provided to Council on the adopted position by 
Marrickville Council and City of Sydney on this issue.   

Report 

Council staff have made enquiries to the City of Sydney and Marrickville councils to 
discover what action they have taken with regards to a proposal to place a ban on 
entering into contracts with Broadspectrum (Transfield) and Wilsons Groups. 

The City of Sydney considered this matter on 14 December 2015 and resolved: 

“the Chief Executive Officer be requested to: 

(i) sign the No Business in Abuse pledge on behalf of the City of Sydney; and 
(ii) conduct a review of the City of Sydney’s investments and procurement 
policies to ensure that the City honours the pledge”. 

The pledge has been signed but staff are still reviewing procurement policies in 
relation to the pledge. 

Marrickville Council considered this matter on 16 February 2016 and resolved: 
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“THAT: 

1. The General Manager sign the No Business in Abuse pledge on behalf of 
Marrickville Council; 
2. Council’s procurement policy be updated to ensure that no new contracts 
with Broadspectrum (formerly Transfield) and Wilson Security, or other 
companies that profit from detention centres, are entered into until their 
association with detention centers cease; 
3. Council’s investment policy be updated to ensure that Council is not 
investing in Broadspectrum (formerly Transfield) and Wilson Security, or other 
companies that profit from detention centres, until their association with 
detention centers cease; and 
4. Council publicly promote Council’s commitment, as one of a range of 
initiatives Council is undertaking to demonstrate support and welcome for 
refugees and asylum seekers.” 

Staff from Marrickville Council have advised that they have taken the following steps 
to implement this resolution:-

	 The procurement policy has been amended to state “No new contracts with 
Broadspectrum (formerly Transfield) and Wilson Security, or other companies 
that profit from detention centres, are entered into until their association with 
detention centres cease”. 

	 The investments policy has been amended to state that Council does not 
make any direct investments with Broadspectrum (formerly Transfield) and 
Wilson Security. 

	 A schedule have been developed which will be incorporated into future 
Tenders and Requests for Quotations such that those Suppliers provide us 
with the appropriate undertaking that they do not profit from detention centres 
before we enter into a Contract with them. 

Review of Policies 

Council’s Manager Legal Services provided written legal advice at the Council 
Meeting on 23 February, which is shown as Attachment 1. This legal advice stated 
that “to simply have a resolution that we will not deal with the Group is arguably in 
breach of the Regulation and the Local Government Act 1993, and may be a breach 
of the Competition and Consumer Act 2010 (Commonwealth) section 4D”. 

To limit any possible litigation against Council for breach of the above legislation, 
Council could makes the following changes to its Investment Policy and Procurement 
Policy and Procedures:- 

1. Include a schedule in all future Tenders and Requests for Quotations requiring 
suppliers to complete a declaration that their company including all company 
holdings do not provide any services to Detention Centres. This declaration 
would then become a mandatory selection criteria in all tenders and requests 
for quotations and any company that provides services to Detention Centres 
would be a non-conforming tender/quote. 
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2. Amend Council’s Purchasing Policy to require that each tender and request 
for quotation include a mandatory selection criteria for the Declaration of 
Providing Services to Detention Centre as described in point 1 above. 

3. Amend Council’s Statement of Business Ethics to include a statement that 
tenders and quotations will require each potential supplier to complete a 
Declaration that they do not provide services to Detention Centres. This 
amendment is shown in red as Attachment 2. 

4. Amend Council’s Investment Policy to state that Council will not directly invest 
in Broadspectrum (Transfield) and Wilsons Groups. 

These suggested changes have been reviewed by Council’s Manager Legal 
Services who is supportive of this approach, if Council determines to proceed with 
these changes. 

Summary/Conclusions 

Council staff have reviewed the resolutions of Marrickville and City of Sydney 
councils and in light of the legal advice provided by Council’s Manager Legal 
Services, have suggested that Council could make amendments to Council’s 
Procurement Policy and Procedures, Investment Policy and Statements of Business 
Ethics. Council Officers are of the opinion that these amendments will ensure 
contracts and investments are not entered into with Broadspectrum (Transfield) and 
Wilsons Groups and will avoid the possibility of breaching legislation. These 
proposed amendments to existing policies and procedures negate the need to 
develop an Ethical Trading Policy. 

Attachments 

1. Legal Advice from Manager Legal Services 
2. Amended Statement of Business Ethics 
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ATTACHMENT 1 - LEGAL ADVICE  


Leichhardt Council Contracts with Transfield and Wilson’s Group of 

Companies (Group) 


Advice sought 

By resolution dated 27 October 2015, Council resolved to seek information on 
any investments with the Group; and to seek advice on whether Council could 
refuse to contract with the Group in the future. Council has no investments 
with the Group, and this advice concerns Council’s ability to refuse to deal 
with the Group. 

Executive Summary 

I do not believe Council can merely pass a resolution that says we will not 
deal with the Group.  I believe that Council can adopt a policy of accepting 
tenders only from reputable tenderers who live up to high ethical 
standards. Those standards can look to the human rights record of the 
tenderer (if there are any issues which have involved ethical trading or human 
rights issues) and a tenderer could be excluded on those grounds. The 
objective sought by Council may be achieved by having an ethical trading 
policy. 

Instructions 

Although not within my instructions I am aware that the Group have engaged 
in practices that have allegedly caused the death or mental harm to many 
refugees within their care.  The Group has been successful in tendering for 
the care and control of hundreds of refugees, and the quality of that care has 
been questioned on the basis of breaches of human rights by the 
Commissioner for Human Rights Gilliam Triggs and other authoritative bodies. 

Analysis 

I have read the officers’ report and concur with their comments about the 
Local Government (General) Regulation 2005  (Regulation) concerning the 
need to tender.  My only point of contrast is that if the Group responds to a 
tender it is not appropriate to simply dismiss their tender on the basis of the 
resolution.  There needs to be sound reasons for rejection, especially if the 
tender in other regards is competent.  To simply have a resolution that we will 
not deal with the Group is arguably in breach of the Regulation and the Local 
Government Act 1993, and may be a breach of the Competition and 
Consumer Act 2010 (Commonwealth) section 4D. 

Another method 

If the attempt to exclude the Group is seen as part of a wider course of action 
by those affronted by the Group’s breach of human rights it could run afoul of 
secondary boycott legislation and expose Council to fines and orders. 

The Council can secure the same result legally by adopting an ethical trading 
policy which can include issues such as those which have caused Councillors 
to question any business relationship with the Group. 
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I have discussed this with the Group Manager Community and Cultural 
Services who has indicated that there is value in consolidating our policies in 
this regard so as to have an overarching policy dealing with ethical and moral 
trading. 

I trust this is of assistance.  Please do not hesitate to call should you require 
more information. 
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ITEM 3.10 REDFERN ALL BLACKS PARTNERSHIP - KOORI 
KNOCKOUT 2016  

Division Environment and Community Management 
Author Team Leader Community Planning and 

Development 
Community Development Officer – Aboriginal 
Programs 

Meeting date 10 May 2016 Policy Meeting 

Strategic Plan Key Service 
Area 

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

SUMMARY AND ORGANISATIONAL IMPLICATIONS
 

Purpose of Report To advise Council of the Draft Partnership 
Agreement with Redfern All Blacks (RAB) for the 
2016 Koori Knockout tournament, including the 
complimentary social and cultural activities and 
the funding requirements. 

Background  Council at it’s 2016 April Ordinary meeting 
endorsed the partnership for the 2016 Koori 
Knockout tournament, including fee waivers for 
use of sporting grounds. Council requested a 
report to the 2016 May Policy meeting with the 
draft Partnership Agreement with RAB including 
the funding requirements and an outline of 
complimentary social and cultural activities. 

Current Status Draft Partnership Agreement 
Relationship to existing 
policy 

Consistent with Council’s Reconciliation Action 
Plan and Leichhardt 2025+. 

Financial and Resources 
Implications 

Funds of $61,000 are required to be allocated 
from the next quarter budget review. This 
proposal is consistent with the recent s23A 
Guidelines issued by the OLG in relation to 
financial expenditure. 

Recommendation That Council: 
1. Note the Draft Partnership Agreement between 
Council and RAB and delegate authority to the 
General Manager to execute the agreement. 
2. Note the program outline of complimentary 
social and cultural activities. 
3. Allocate $61,000 from the next quarter budget 
review to support the 2016 Koori Knockout 
tournament. 

Notifications NIL 
Attachments Draft Partnership Agreement (to be circulated 

separately) 
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Purpose of Report 

To advise Council of the Draft Partnership Agreement with Redfern All Blacks (RAB) 
for the 2016 Koori Knockout tournament, including the complimentary social and 
cultural activities and the funding requirements. 

Recommendation 

That Council: 

1. Note the Draft Partnership agreement between Council and RAB and delegate to 
the General Manager to execute the agreement. 

2. Note the program outline of complimentary social and cultural activities. 

3. Allocate $61,000 from the next quarter budget review to support the 2016 Koori 
Knockout tournament. 

Background 

The NSW Koori Rugby League Knockout Carnival (Koori Knockout) is one of the 
biggest Indigenous gatherings in Australia. Organisers created the knockout as an 
alternative tournament to be more accessible to Indigenous players than the state 
rugby league.  Koori Knockout draws 130 teams from Aboriginal communities across 
NSW. 

The first knockout was held at Camdenville Oval, St Peters, on the October long 
weekend of 1971 with 8 participating teams. Uncle Jimmy Little was the inaugural 
president of the Koori United Team that won the Knockout in 1974. Jimmy provided 
the jerseys for the first Koori United games.  

The winning team gains the right to host the next knockout. Redfern All Blacks (RAB) 
as winners of the men’s and women’s 2015 Koori Knockout will host the 2016 Koori 
Knockout. The Koori Knockout is a smoke and alcohol free event. 

After receiving correspondence from the Redfern All Blacks (RAB) the Mayor met 
with RAB on Tuesday, 12th April 2016. The RAB proposed a partnership that would 
see the 2016 tournament held in the Leichhardt Municipality. The partnership is an 
excellent opportunity to support social, cultural and political activities in line with our 
Reconciliation Action Plan. The partnership could result in significant benefits for our 
community. The Koori Knockout is a smoke and alcohol free event. 

Council at it’s 2016 April Ordinary meeting endorsed the partnership for the for the 
2016 Koori Knockout tournament, including fee waivers for use of sporting grounds. 
Council requested a report to the 2016 May Policy meeting with the draft Partnership 
Agreement with RAB including the funding requirements and an outline of 
complimentary social and cultural activities. 
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Report 

Draft Partnership Agreement 

A detailed written proposal outlining the opportunity to partner to hold the 2016 Koori 
Knockout tournament has been developed by RAB and provided to Council. A draft 
Partnership Agreement has been developed using this proposal and the April 
resolution of Council. The Draft Agreement includes an arrangement where a 
proportion of the catering profit from Leichhardt Oval will be allocated to RAB.  RAB 
will acknowledge Leichhardt Council as a major partner and will include Council’s 
logo in promotion materials. 

Outline of Associated Social and Cultural Activities 

The partnership could result in significant benefits for our community, the event is 
expected to bring between 20,000 and 60,000 visitors to the Leichhardt LGA. The 
tournament involves 132 teams comprising children’s, men’s and women’s teams 
and will provide positive role modelling of equality, inclusion and participation in 
active recreation for the local community.  

The following is an outline of associated social and cultural activities: 

 Engage with local businesses prior to the event to ensure awareness of the 
event and they are prepared to make the most of the significant opportunities 
with the substantial numbers of visitors.   

 Local community encouraged attend the tournament and opening and 
closing events at Leichhardt Oval that will include cultural performances.  

   Cultural education tours in the Leichhardt LGA (subject to funding) 
 National Centre for Indigenous Excellence and Haberfield Rowers will be 

providing water sport activities for visiting and local children and young 
people. 

 40 stalls including government and community service providers focused on 
health, wellbeing and community participation. 

   Elders tent, open to Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal elders. 
   Families with children’s tent and children’s activities, open to all families. 
 Tournament ticket holders will receive free entry to participating cultural 

venues in the city, including the Museum of Sydney, Powerhouse Museum 
and Art Gallery of NSW. 

Funding Requirements 

A detailed written proposal outlining the opportunity to partner to hold the 2016 Koori 
Knockout tournament has been developed by RAB.  The key elements of producing 
the tournament and complimentary social and cultural activities that require funding 
support from Leichhardt Council and the estimated costs are: 

 Waste collection at five sporting grounds in Leichhardt (4 days) - $20,000  
 Event operation supported by Council staff (five staff over 4 days) - $21,000 
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 Use of Council buses with drivers - $10,000 
 Additional toilet facilities and cleaning - $8,000 
   Cultural education tours in the Leichhardt LGA - $2,000 
 Event venue planning supported by Council staff - (in-kind) 
 Half price entry to Leichhardt Park Aquatic Centre for Koori Knockout ticket 

holders – (in-kind) 
 Assistance with event promotion – using existing mechanisms (in-kind) 

Estimated Total $61,000 

It is expected that RAB will cover other tournament costs including: 

 Promotion of the event 
 Production logistics for the event 
 Traffic planning 
 Traffic control 
 Referee uniforms 
 Opening event (including cultural performances) 
 Public Liability Insurance 
 Security 
 Ticketing 
 Equipment 
 Volunteer management and refreshments  
 Media coordination, including Koori Mail 
 Television coverage by NITV 
 Gala dinner to draw the games, broadcast live on NITV 
 Coordinating 40 stalls including government and community service providers 

focused on health, wellbeing and community participation.  
 Further costs to produce the tournament 

Other activities in association with the Koori Knockout would be supported by the 
City of Sydney Council and Ashfield Council. The major sponsor for the Koori 
Knockout is UTS. 

Summary/Conclusions 

The partnership with RAB to host the 2016 Koori Knockout tournament in the 
Leichhardt LGA is an excellent opportunity to take practical action on reconciliation 
to and to support social, cultural and political activities in line with our Reconciliation 
Action Plan. The partnership could result in significant benefits for our community 
and local businesses. The Koori Knockout promotes messages of and demonstrates 
inclusion, equality and health. 

Attachments 

1. 	 Draft Partnership Agreement for Koori Knockout 2016 – Redfern All Blacks and 
Leichhardt Council (to be circulated separately) 
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ITEM 3.11 LEICHHARDT HOUSING COMPETITION  


Division Environment and Community Management 
Author Manager Assessments 
Meeting date 10 May 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 The purpose of this report is to advise Council of 
the outcomes of the Leichhardt Housing 
Competition. 

Background  Council resolution C213/13: 
That Council: 
1. Seek the co-operation of the Universities of 
Sydney and NSW, the University of Technology 
and other relevant educational institutions, in 
conducting a design competition for the modern 
inner-west terrace. 
2. Support the project by offering prize money of 
$5000 for the best examples of the modern inner-
west terrace. 

Current Status The competition has been completed. 
Relationship to existing Options for review of the Leichhardt Local 
policy Environmental Plan 2013 & Leichhardt 

Development Control Plan 2013 are provided 
within this report. 

Financial and Resources 
Implications 

If Council wishes to progress a review of its 
planning controls, a budget allocation of $20,000 
would be required. This proposal is consistent 
with the recent s23A Guidelines issued by the 
OLG in relation to financial expenditure. 

Recommendation 1. That Council note the outcomes of the 
Leichhardt Housing Competition. 

2. That Council formally thank the University of 
Sydney and Associate Professor Rod Simpson for 
their participation and assistance convening the 
competition with Council. 

3. That officers commence a review of existing 
planning controls and provide advice to Council 
on: 
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(a) How Council might better facilitate multiple 
generations of families living together on one 
property; 
(b) How Council might better promote a diversity 
of housing product; and 
(c) Whether Council’s long-standing minimum lot 
size of 200m2 acts as an inhibitor to otherwise 
appropriate infill development forms. 

4. That $20,000 be allocated in the quarterly 
budget review, to enable the review of Council’s 
planning controls. 

Notifications Nil 
Attachments Attachment 1 – Summary Document, Leichhardt 

Housing Competition 
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Purpose of Report 

The purpose of this report is to advise Council of the outcomes of the Leichhardt 
Housing Competition, conducted in early 2016. 

Recommendation 

1. That Council note the outcomes of the Leichhardt Housing Competition. 

2. That Council formally thank the University of Sydney and Associate Professor 
Rod Simpson for their participation and assistance convening the competition with 
Council. 

3. That officers commence a review of existing planning controls and provide advice 
to Council on: 

(a) How Council might better facilitate multiple generations of families living 
together on one property; 
(b) How Council might better promote a diversity of housing product; and 
(c) Whether Council’s long-standing minimum lot size of 200m2 acts as an 
inhibitor to otherwise appropriate infill development forms. 

4. That $20,000 be allocated in the quarterly budget review, to enable the review of 
Council’s planning controls. 

Background 

At its meeting of the 28 May 2013, Council in part resolved: 

C213/13 RESOLVED BYRNE 
That Council: 

1. Seek the co-operation of the Universities of Sydney and NSW, the 
University of Technology and other relevant educational institutions, in 
conducting a design competition for the modern inner-west terrace.  
2. Support the project by offering prize money of $5000 for the best examples 
of the modern inner-west terrace.  

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 

Report 

A. Review of the Competition 

In mid-2015, Council officers progressed a partnership with the Faculty of 
Architecture, Design and Planning at the University of Sydney to progress a design 
competition to create the ‘modern inner-west terrace’ being a new model for higher 
density housing. 

The premise of the competition was for students to arrive at solutions surrounding 
housing affordability and density in the Leichhardt LGA, and that were: 
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 suited to ‘infill’ situations; 
 less reliant on private motor vehicles and more responsive to local climatic 

conditions; and 
 a viable alternative to multi-storey unit development. 

A competition brief was prepared, with officers choosing six (6) varying sites across 
the LGA for students to elect to develop their proposals on. While students were 
provided with key development controls surrounding building envelope, key 
prescriptive controls such as FSR and site coverage were set aside in order to 
encourage creative thinking. 

As part of the competition an event, ‘Conversations about Leichhardt’ was held at 
Council on the 2 December 2015, where students and members of the community 
were invited to hear from practising architects and discuss challenges and ideas for 
inner-city housing. The evening was well-attended and guests heard Rob Harper, 
RDO, and Chris Major, Welsh and Major Architects provide real-life examples of 
inner-city housing solutions. 

The competition closed in early February. A total of ten (10) entries were received.  

A competition jury was convened comprising: 
	 Rod Simpson, Environment Commissioner, Greater Sydney Commission and 

Associate Professor, Faculty of Architecture, Design and Planning, University of 
Sydney 

 John Choi, Adjunct Professor of Architecture, Principal CHROFI 

 Chris Major, Welsh + Major Architects
 
 Andrew Nimmo, Adjunct Professor of Architecture, Principal Lahz Nimmo 


Entries were evaluated on: 
 Overall design excellence and creativity 
 A clear position on who the proposal might service - for example, students, the 

elderly, single occupants, lower socio-economic families 
	 An ethos of meaningful community engagement that re-articulates the way 

individuals situate themselves within the broader urban context. With this in 
mind, proposals should develop a position on the following issues: 

-	 The use of public spaces and laneways as an extension of the private 
dwelling, and an alternative to the backyard 

-	 How to draw more people closer to the city, while complimenting 
Leichhardt's historic urban grain the potential of habitable roof spaces 
that comply with existing height controls or challenge them with 
justification 

-	 How common rooms or shared facilities might best be defined and 
utilised, so as to provide additional amenity for residents, offering an 
extension of their living space. 

	 The efficient use of existing land titles, developing a housing model that could 
in theory be replicated across the municipality 

The following winners were selected and awarded their prizes at the March Ordinary 
Meeting of Council: 
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- Postgraduate Winner: Weijie Shen 
- Undergraduate Winners (joint entry): James Feng & Minh Au 

The summary document for the competition is provided in Attachment 1.  

Having had some difficulty in finding a partner for this competition, it is 
recommended that Council formally write to and thank the University of Sydney and 
Associate Professor Rod Simpson for their participation and work in convening the 
competition in conjunction with Council. 

B. Scope for Policy review 

As the jury noted, none of the competition entries contemplated a straightforward re-
interpretation of a conventional terrace house, in a traditional subdivision pattern 

Rather, many challenged existing assumptions and explored opportunities for 
different patterns of living, and interacting with the street and neighbourhoods. 

It noted that the competition was conducted over the same period of time that the 
NSW Department of Planning was undertaking public consultation on a discussion 
paper for medium-density (townhouse) developments (on allotments of over 400m2) 
to be included as part of the State Environmental Planning Policy  (Exempt and 
Complying Development Codes) 2008. At the Policy Council meeting of the 9 
February 2016, Council resolved to make a submission in response to the paper: 
https://www.leichhardt.nsw.gov.au/ArticleDocuments/3528/item2.02-feb2016-
pol.pdf.aspx. 

Leichhardt Council has typically seen very little townhouse-style development. Most 
new housing is provided from site specific re-zonings and redevelopment of former 
industrial sites; mixed-use development in business zones; adaptive re-use of former 
industrial buildings; and some dual-occupancy development. In recent times there 
has also been an increase in boarding house development also. 

Although probably for a variety of reasons, this is likely to be mostly as a result of the 
relatively small existing lot sizes (that would necessitate the consolidation of multiple 
lots) and the FSR controls that apply over these. It is considered prudent to refrain 
from major policy review of townhouse style medium-density development until the 
government’s position on the review of the Codes State Environmental Planning 
Policy has been finalised. It is also noted that there may be some cross-over with 
matters listed under Council’s Housing Action Plan. 

The competition did highlight some other options for review however, including: 
-	 How Council might better facilitate multiple generations of families living 

together on one property, and understanding that residents of these need not 
necessarily live in isolation with complete privacy and separate open space 
areas; 

-	 How Council might better promote a diversity of housing product, including 
challenging the need for a minimum dwelling size; 

-	 Whether Council’s long-standing minimum lot size of 200m2 acts as an inhibitor 
to otherwise appropriate infill development forms. 
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If Council seeks to progress Policy review in this area, a budget allocation of $20,000 
would be required to source external urban design and architectural expertise. 

Attachments 

1. Attachment 1 – Summary document Leichhardt Housing Competition 
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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 

Policy Council Meeting 10 May 2016 
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