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Merrylands Town Centre Public Hearing
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Bass Adasi
Bonnie Aston
Barry Benson
William Bimcos
Anthony Chalhoub
Anthony Chidiac
Clr Colman
Patrick Condon
David Dickson
Peter Fedczynn
David Flower
Sandra Gallagher
Mariya Gosan
Brian Gray

Ron Hand
Charles Hatumale
Ruth Hennessy
Sarah Hennessy
John Hennessy
Raymond Horber
John Hunter

Vasilios loannidis
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Register of Attendees — Saturday 26 November 2011

Merrylands Town Centre Public Hearing

No Name
23 Leonard loannidis, JP
24 Ashok Jalagam
25 J Kent
26 Gillian Kirby
27 Ron Lin
28 Vera Liondas
29 Robyn Lyons
30 Brett Miller
31 Bryn Miller
32 Clr Monaghan
33 Sarah Morrissey
34 Simin Parwana
35 Nafeh Parwana
36 Clr Perry
37 ClIr Pigram
38 ClIr Rajadural
39 Gene Ramirez
40 Kim Reynolds
41 Joseph Rizk
42 Rowena Sebastion
43 Geoffrey Smith
44 Mary Vella
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Merrylands Town Centre Public Hearing
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45 Charles Vella

46 Joan White

47 Clr Whitfield
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Register of Attendees — Monday 28 November 2011
Merrylands Town Centre Public Hearing
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Gail Armstrong

Barton Aston

B Asvont

Roy Bahri

Charmaine Bradley

John Brodie

Elizabeth Brodie

Nikita Chaudhary

Vivek Chaudhary

Joseph Cincotta

Clr Colman

Patrick Condon

Frank Cozzupoli

John Criuta

Nirida Desai

Nigel Dickson

David Dickson

Norine Dickson
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Register of Attendees — Monday 28 November 2011

Merrylands Town Centre Public Hearing

No. Name

19 Carlo DiGiulio

20 David Flower

21 Sandra Gallagher

22 Marciya Gojan

23 Brian Gray

24 CIr Grove

25 Ron Hand

26 Craig Heaton

27 John Hennessy

28 Dr HugoHo

29 Ray Horder

30 John Hunter

31 Ashok Jalagham

32 Diane Jogia

33 Gillian Kirby

34 Alan Knight

35 Lisa Lake

36 Xi Lin

37 Chris Maley

38 Brett Miller

39 Bryn Miller

40 Bernie O'Kane
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Register of Attendees — Monday 28 November 2011

Merrylands Town Centre Public Hearing

No. Name

41 June O'Kane

42 ClIr Pigram

43 Clr Rajadurai

44 Shane Sloane

45 Geoffery Smith

46 Peter Stenning

47 Joy Vassallo

48 Clr Whitfield

49 Merv Ismay (GM)

50 Greg Raft (Director, EPS)
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List of Speakers — Saturday 26 November 2011
Merrylands Town Centre Public Hearing

No. Name of Speaker
1 Bass Adasi

2 Mr Benson

3 Anthony Chidiac
4 Patrick Condon
5 David Dickson

6 Peter Fredezyna
7 Raymond Horter
8 John Hunter*

9 Ashok Jalagam
10 Vera Liondas

11 Sarah Morrissey*
12 Geoffrey Smith

* Indicates those speakers that handed up written notes of the verbal submission made.
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List of Speakers — Monday 28 November 2011
Merrylands Town Centre Public Hearing

No.

10
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* Indicates those speakers that handed up written notes of the verbal submission made.

Name of Speaker
John Brodie
Nikita Chaudhary
Joseph Cincotta
Patrick Condon
Frank Cozzupoli*
Nigel Dickson
David Dickson*
Carlo Digiulio
David Flower*
Sandra Gallagher*
Ron Hand*

Craig Heaton
Gillian Kirby*
Chris Maley

Brett Miller

Bryn Miller*

Mark Pigram
Vasee Rajadurai*

Geoffrey Smith*

T 61293809911
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Summary of Verbal Submissions — Saturday 26 November 2011
Merrylands Town Centre Public Hearing

No. | Name of Speaker | Interest/address Comments/Theme of submission
1 Patrick Condon Newman Street e Senior Manager in a Local Government
(born in Merrylands) Authority;

e History of DHLEP 2010

¢ Concerned over increases in height

o Traffic congestion;

e Train congestion;

o Crime;

e Stressed out;

e Construction cost impacts;

o Political lobbying to increase height;

o Disparity between zoning heights;

e Solar access impacts from increased heights;

o NSW LEC will override the controls;

o Difficult to understand the public notification
details; and

e Concerned councillors are imposing changes
without concern for resident’s needs.

2 Sarah Morrissey Albion Avenue ¢ Increased building height should only apply to

(resident) the commercial zone;

e Too much development, too soon;

¢ Height increases disproportionate to local
communities vision;

e Solar access impacts upon adjoining residential
property.

¢ Has Council considered the following:

- Climate impacts;

- Wind tunnels

- Fire services;

- How many buildings.

e Melbourne Special areas Planning report — CBD
control objectives. Ground level exposure to
sunlight, building height limit proposed
inconsistent with Draft LEP. Recommended 10
storeys with review in 10 years’ time

e Formal and public response

3 John Hunter Station Street e Opposed to 20 storey height;

e 30 years shopper;

e Seven (7) storey building corner Pitt Street;

e Surprised that residents were not concerned;

e Residents had no idea of zoning changes.
Therefore a petition was raised;

e 600 residents have signed the petition raising
concern;

¢ Believe petition is a true reflection of public
opinion and opposition;

e Concerned the petition is not viewed in the
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No. | Name of Speaker | Interest/address

Comments/Theme of submission

same light as a letter;
e Opposed to 20 storey height;
e High rise is not good accommodation.

Memorial Avenue
(grew up in the area)

4 Bass Addasi

e Slow growth has taken place — change is good;

e However change has to be adopted with good
planning;

¢ Heights are considered on the high side;

¢ Give the choice to the people to choose their
housing type; and

¢ Give the choice to good design.

Villier Street
(long term resident)

5 Ashok Jalagam

e Change is good;

e However changes should be implemented
carefully;

o Maximum height of 10 storeys — revisit the
situation in 15 years;

e Ecologically Sustainable Design (ESD) controls
and consideration needs to be
incorporated/considered;

e Dense population;

o Traffic and parking is already congested;

e Has T&P impact study been done on potential
impacts; and

e Restrict height to no more than 10 storeys.

6 Vera Liondas Chetland Road

¢ Not against development;

e Concerned for increase in height of amended
plans;

e Strongly against car parking, traffic congestion,
infrastructure (water pressure, sewer), rubbish
generation, disappearance of community heart
— the town centre is not a city centre.

7 Anthony Chidac Developer

(born Westmead)

e Strongly endorses Speaker 2 (Sarah Morrissey);

e This process has been going on for six (6)
years;

¢ Believe the process has been very informative
and appropriately consultative;

e Object to 20 storeys in height;

e Should be reduced and reviewed in the future;

o Need focus on hub areas;

¢ Need to include civic centre;

e DCP needs to include minimum floor plate sizes
for units;

e Growing community need to create more stock
to ensure affordability.

8 Geoffrey Smith Military Road

e Believes corruption;

¢ Believes it is not a public meeting;

e Opposed to changes;

¢ Believes the process has not been consultative;

e Parking congestion;

¢ Refused acknowledgement of submission; and

e Wants answers from Council in respect to
previous letters.

SJB Planning
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Name of Speaker

Interest/address

Comments/Theme of submission

Brian Gray

Not stated
(resident)

Why are we doing things in reverse?

No infrastructure. Infrastructure upgrade should
come before redevelopment;

LEP and DCP is part of Labour State
Government;

Stuck with this until next government can
change this;

Private/public partnerships allow an avenue for
change in zoning e.g. Stocklands
road/driveway; and

Joint Regional Planning Panel (JRPP) overrides
the decision of Council — rubber stamping.

10

Mr Benson

Not stated

Wasn't sure whether he could make these
meetings;

What'’s the point of giving address when no
advice is going to be provided in response;
Concerned over process of giving details at
door to the public hearing;

Questioned the 20 storey height control in
relation to the Addlestone Road car park; and
Questioned the future provision of parking in the
context of the current parking “nightmare”.

11

Mr Ray Horber

Not stated

Everyone appears to have a concern over the
proposed height;

Everyone appears not to have been notified of
the proposal;

Questioned others whether they know of 20
storey height changes (had made phone calls
the previous night);

Concerned that there are many people they
don’t want high rise development because they
are not advised of height changes particularly;
and

o Need for a better clarification and advertising of

these changes.

12

Peter Fedczynn

Addlestone Road

e Opposed to high rise development;
e Opposed to dense living (i.e. within 30

kilometres of the CBD).

SJB Planning

SJB Planning (NSW) Pty Ltd ACN 112 509 501
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Summary of Verbal Submissions — Monday 28 November 2011

Merrylands Town Centre Public Hearing

No. | Name of Speaker

Interest/address

Comments/Theme of submission

1 Gilliam Kirby

Newman Street

e Opposes the 20 storey height limit;

e Lives in an apartment;

¢ Alleges Council told her that she was
the only one in opposition;

e Petition — 700+ signatures;

¢ Wayman, Addlestone and Newman
Streets most affected;

e Considers Councillors out of touch with

the residents;

¢ Residents are fearful of public
speaking;

o Newspaper used for advertising does
not go to all residents;

e Poor public consultation/exhibition —
was exclusionary;

¢ Impact of proposal on infrastructure

capacity;

Amenity impacts

Uncharacteristic development;

Impact on property value;

Profiteering by developers — increase

driven by request of four landowners;

¢ Believes proformas and petitions
should have equal standing to
individual letters;

e DP&I unsupportive of unrestricted FSR;

¢ Probity — transparency in the process;

o Wrote a letter to Council on 11
October 2011 — no response;

¢ Increase density without increasing
height ;

¢ Revitalisation of Stocklands mall —
seven (7) storey (cnr of Neil Street) —is
achievable;

e Lower heights mean lower cost to
build;

¢ Wanted to hear a greater explanation
as to how the DHLEP 2011 heights
etc. came about but has not; and

¢ Alleges one developer has now spoken

out against increasing heights.
Submission handed up.

2 Carlo Digiulio

Liverpool
(lives in Bondi Junction)

¢ Housing shortage;

¢ Housing affordability;

e Impacts on the local economy;
e Supports the DHLEP 2011,

.2/490 Crown St, Surry Hills
Sydney NSW 2010
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No. | Name of Speaker

Interest/address

Comments/Theme of submission

o B4 — reallocate/redistribute height into
the Neil Street precinct;

e Parking should be restricted to a

maximum (as opposed to a minimum).

Parking restriction required to

encourage a work/live/shop mentality,

encourage public transport, discourage

private car ownership;

FSR/GFA - Inconsistencies created by

FSR limitation isolated; and

Speak has no vested interest.

3 Vasee Rajadurai

North Ward Councillor

e Potential impacts from the Merrylands
Town Centre on the north ward;

e Impact on increasing population on
public infrastructure (library and
swimming pool);

¢ Planning process/development
process — lack of understanding and
knowledge;

o Bigger building will cause bigger
problems;

e Small buildings can just be torn down,
big buildings have to stay (cost);

e How did Council arrive at the proposed
20 storey height controls?

¢ How many dwellings and people will

result from the up zoning?

Are there any other areas where the

population could go;

What about 14 storeys?

Stakeholders and developers — need

gain — how do we strike a balance?

NSW government — continuing same

process — overcrowding, creating

slums;

Community wants 10 storeys — Council

officers propose 20 storeys — where do

we strike a balance? and

Councillors — some do not live in the

area they will not have to deal with the

impacts they are not serving the
community interest.

4 Brett Miller

Aristone Road,
Greystanes (resident)

Opposes 20 storey development;
Height uncharacteristic;
Overdeveloped — dormant properties
(glut of property);

Considers 12 storeys more
appropriate; and

Improve the spread of height across
the LGA - as opposed to the
concentrated density and height
increases.

SJB Planning

SJB Planning (NSW) Pty Ltd ACN 112 509 501
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No. | Name of Speaker

Interest/address

Comments/Theme of submission

whole. Not simply that some
community members do not want the
development near them.

14 | Sandra Gallagher

Local residents

e Lives and shops in the areg;

e Social and community feel;

¢ Believed Holroyd to be a good Council
— therefore had been apathetic about
changes;

e Poor public consultation;

o Failure to submit comments in
response to DHLEP 2010 was not
because she doesn’t care;

e Does not support 20 storeys or DHLEP
2011;

e Social impacts - renters, transient
population, social isolation. Increased
mobility of rental population erodes
social fabric and contributes to a lack
of community and leads to an increase
in crime and antisocial behaviour;

¢ Impact of public transport
infrastructure and services;

¢ Parking and traffic impacts;

e Lack of commuter parking — increase
in travel time to work;

e 69% of residents will drive and
therefore impact on traffic;

¢ Pollution impacts due to increase
number of cars;

e Pedestrian impacts;

o Electricity capacity/less sustainable —
high consumption, increase in black
outs;

¢ High rise development is not
environmentally sustainable;

o Adverse impacts on local economy;

¢ Infrastructure improvements should
occur prior to increasing density and
heights; and

e Should retain existing heights in
Merrylands town centre.

Submissions handed up.

15 | Chris Maley

Represents two
landowners and local
trader

¢ Red rooster is the only recent (in the
last seven (7) years) development to
occur in Merrylands town centre;

o | EP permitting eight (8) storey
development has not encouraged
redevelopment to date. Need to get
higher development;

¢ Merrylands Town Centre looks tired;

e Town centre needs urban design and
development of architectural merit;

o Flexibility of design; and

o Redevelopment/revitalisation

SJB Planning

SJB Planning (NSW) Pty Ltd ACN 112 509 501
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No. | Name of Speaker | Interest/address Comments/Theme of submission
necessary.
16 | Joseph Cincotta Undeclared e Supports C.Maley comments;

¢ No recent major redevelopment in
town centre;

o Multi storey development can
contribute to positive public amenity
(inc. safety) and good design;

e Council and community want to
improve Merrylands;

o Appropriate design controls required;

* Need for change (analogy of mobile
phone); and

o Appropriate design response will
mitigate adverse amenity impacts.

17 David Dickson

8 Wayman Place

e Submission handed up;

o Interface zone — 20 storey to rear and
side boundary;

e Was unaware of the DHLEP 2011;

e Contacted councillors they refused to
talk;

¢ Gillian Kirby has acted to assist in
understanding the process and the
proposal;

¢ Other residents have attended the
meeting and David Dickson is speaking
on their behalf;

e Amenity impacts (loss of solar access,
loss of privacy, noise and acoustic
impacts);

¢ Devaluation of property;

¢ Quality of life compromised;

¢ Impact on parking (already congested
on street parking)

o Exacerbate existing congestion;

o Insufficient public transport services;

¢ Development inconsistent with local
character;

e Council is “devious” — misrepresented
the proposal and height changes;

e No councillor has accepted the offer to
visit Wayman Place. Why is this? and

¢ Revert to DHLEP 2010, relocate high
rise to their city centre.

Petition signed by residents of Wayman

Place was handed up.

18 | Mark Pigram

Previously serving
Councillor and Deputy
Mayor

e Supports the concerns of the residents
objecting to the proposal;

e Those in support (to the exclusion of
two (2)) do not live in Holroyd. The
hearing is about the voice of the
community;

e Current population increase 100,000
people, proposed state government
target 11,500. If they could

SJB Planning

SJB Planning (NSW) Pty Ltd ACN 112 509 501
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No. | Name of Speaker

Interest/address

Comments/Theme of submission

accommodate the current population
of the last 20 years why do they need
to go to 20 storeys to accommodate
this (relatively minor) population
increase?;

e Stopped from previously talking at
council meetings;

e 20 storeys and no FSR — came out of
nowhere. Driven by the Merrylands
RSL;

¢ DP&l has told Council they need to
reintroduce controls. DP& | have told
Holroyd they have gone too far with 20
storeys’;

¢ City of Sydney has high rise and as
such high levels of crime;

e Lack of open space for children in high
rise;

e Limited capacity of schools to
accommodate new pupils’; and

e RSL are profiteering — unreflective of
the “digger” ethos and legacy.

19 Patrick Condon

Newman Street

e Crime and violence — police box was all
that Merrylands used to have due to
the low incidence of crime (there was
no demand for a station) — now there is
an enormous police station;

e Shootings no longer publically
reported;

¢ Increasing crime contributing to
increasing stress;

o Proximity of police station to high rise
will negate the need for police to drive;

¢ Development will lead to slums and
loss of property values;

e Stocklands Mall has contribute to the
decline of Merrylands Town Centre.

SJB Planning

SJB Planning (NSW) Pty Ltd ACN 112 509 501
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Explanation Planning Terminology

Strategic Framework

The State Government sets broad planning strategies through documents such as the Metropolitan Plan
for Sydney 2036 and lower level Subregional Plans. These documents deal with the location of housing
and employment including specific numerical targets that identify numbers of new dwellings and jobs to
be accommodated in each Local Government Area.

This broad framework is then translated into documents that are capable of guiding development at a
local level. This is achieved, in part, through the preparation of Local Environmental Plans (LEP).

A LEP is a document that identifies Councils, vision and intent for a particular area. This vision is
implemented through land use zoning and numerical controls that limit or place parameters around
development. A LEP will place restrictions on the type of development permitted in particular areas and
on how much can take place on certain land.

To inform the preparation of a LEP to determine the suitability and capacity of land, Council often
undertakes a series of studies. Often these will include a:

¢ Residential Strategy;

e Urban Character Study;

e Transport and Traffic Study; and/or
¢ Retail and Employment Study.

A LEP is a document that has the force of law. By placing controls on land in this way both communities
and developers are given a level of certainty in respect to the broad form and nature of development that
can or is likely to occur. An LEP is a legal tool used to control or place limits on development, essentially a
LEP will state what one can and cannot do with their properties.

The three (3) primary planning controls of a LEP used to achieve this include:

e Zoning;
¢ Height; and
e Floor Space Ratio.

Zoning

Zoning is a black and white tool that restricts the type of uses that can occur in specific areas. It will
permit some uses (with consent) and prohibit others. Zoning is one of the key tools used to implement
Council’s vision. Different zones support different forms of land use.

Height

Height is a numerical control and is a tool for guiding the built form of development. It is measured in
metres from existing ground level to the uppermost part of a building e.g. the roof or a ridgeline. Heights
can be translated into storeys. For example, 15m is approximately equivalent to five (5) storey building
and a roof.
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For commercial buildings height measurements will also include any plant material and/or lift overrun that
sits atop the building.

Building height controls, in reference to planning tools, give the best indication of what a building may
look like. The number of storeys in a residential building can differ from that in a commercial building even
when they are controlled by the same numerical height control. This is because a commercial building
has greater floor to ceiling heights than a residential building.

Floor Space Ratio

Floor space ratio (FSR) is a measure of how much building is potentially able to be accommodated on a
site. It is a proportional relationship between two (2) matters. When used as a development control tool it
is essentially a mathematical calculation of the ratio of the floor area of a building to land area.

For example if a site has an area of 1000m2 and the FSR control is 1:1, this means a building of 1000m?
floor area can be built. If a FSR of 0.5:1 applies to the same site it means that a building of 500m?2 can be
built.

SJB Planning

SJB Planning (NSW) Pty Ltd ACN 112 509 501
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Summary of Questions and Answers
Merrylands Town Centre Public Hearing, Saturday 26 November 2011 and
Monday 28 November 2011

General Questions

Question - Can areas other than the Merrylands Town Centre be discussed?

No. The purpose of the public hearing is to discuss the Merrylands Town Centre only.

Question - Can you have a 65 metre high building from fence to fence in the white zone?

It is feasible depending on the nature of the development (i.e. commercial vs. residential) to permit
development that extends from one boundary to another. However, development control plans will
generally include setback and landscaping controls that may restrict the building form and footprint.

Question - Can the Land and Environment Court (LEC) overrule these Controls?

Whilst the LEC has the power to change the decision of Council and their delegates, it is still required to
consider all controls and policies when making a judgement.

An LEP is based in law, as such the development standards reflected in an LEP have much less flexibility
than those contained in a development control plan (DCP).

Question - Why is the white are exempt from FSR controls?

This is Council’s decision. The omission of a FSR control means that future development is limited by
height, zoning and other site controls, including those found within a DCP that will work to control
density, scale and built form.

Question - Is there a DCP for this DLEP (DHLEP 2011)?

A draft DCP for the town centre was exhibited alongside both DHLEP 2010 and DHLEP 2011. Once
Council has resolved to endorse a DHLEP 2011 for forwarding to the Department of Planning and
Infrastructure, further review and amendments to the draft Development Control Plan 2010 in relation to
the town centre will most likely be required.

Question - Does the State government require and FSR?

The State government strongly recommend a FSR control be adopted.

Question - Is this hearing about the land inside the black line?

The public hearing relates to those areas contained within red line only.

Question - Which bit are you pulling off the LEP?

Council proposes to move forward with the majority of the LEP. Only two (2) areas will be subject to re-
exhibition, including Merrylands and Wentworthville Town Centre.
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Question - When was this resolved?

Council resolved to re-exhibit these areas in November 2011.

Question - Can you show me the Council car park off Addlestone? Does the proposal for 20
storeys cover the car park? What provision is there for car parking loss as a result of height over
Council car parking?

The car park is covered by the 20 storey height control. Matters relating to the future provision of parking
within the Merrylands Town Centre is not addressed within the LEP. Any future development would be
required to provide parking within the development site. The amount of parking would be determined
based on the proposed use or uses within a future development in accordance with the relevant Council
policy, usually a Development Control Plan.

The height control has no direct impact on the use of the site as a car park. Future use of the site for any
other purpose is a matter for Council.

Question - Will the LEP be in force before the implementation of the DCP?

Council aims to have the LEP controls in place at the same time as the DCP. The process of making the
LEP is much longer and may take up to six (6) to seven (7) months, as it is a legal document that is
required to be forwarded to the Department of Planning and Infrastructure (DP&).

During the time that the LEP is being considered by the DP&I Council will progress and finalise the DCP.

Question - Are written submissions being considered by SJB?

Yes. All written submissions relating to the Merrylands Town Centre were provided to SJB Planning. A
summary of each submission has been undertaken and these will be included in the final report.

Question - Are you making a recommendation on the submissions?

No. The report is a factual and will concentrate on categorising what the key issues are, as expressed by
the speakers.

Question - What is the time line on making the report?

The report will be prepared when all sessions of the public hearing have concluded. The report will be
made available to Council prior to Christmas. Council have indicated that the report will be publically
available within seven (7) days of receipt and prior to the report being considered or reported to Council.
Question - Will the 20 storeys take in the whole Merrylands Town Centre?

No. The 65 metre (20 storey) height control only applies to land shown on the Building Height Control
Map (HOB_012 & 013) shown purple and indicated by an “AA”. This area is generally confined to the core
of the Merrylands Town Centre bound by Newman Street to south, McFarlane Street to the north
extending to take in Pitt Street and the Neil Street Precinct, Addlestone Street to the east and the railway
to the west.

Holroyd Council are not currently looking at applying the 65 metre (20 storey height limit) elsewhere.

Question - Will this set a precedent for other areas of Holroyd to go up to 65m?

Council is not currently considering other areas outside the Merrylands Town Centre for a 65 metre height
control.

4/6

SJB Planning

SJB Planning (NSW) Pty Ltd ACN 112 509 501



rylands Questions.docx

6547_11.2_Mer

It will not set a precedent for increasing heights all over Holroyd Council, as changing the height limits
applied to other areas would involve further and separate LEP amendment process.

Question - What about other non-contentious areas? When are they to be considered?
Possibly in December, more likely February.

Question - With re-exhibition will all current “stuff” be reconsidered?

Yes. [Answered: Adan Davis, Holroyd Council Strategic Planning Manager]

All submissions will continue to be considered, combined with the report that will be prepared by SUB
Planning on those matters discussed and arising from the public hearing.

Question - Does not consider that the need to register allows for the undertaking of “true” public
forum?

The need to register is procedural and informative purposes to allow for suitably sized facilities to be
arranged and permit Council to remain in contact with all persons present. People had been requested to
register in advance of each session or on the night for these reasons.

Question - What is the difference between the two zonings B4 and R4?

The B4 zone is a mixed use zone. Usually R4 does not allow for retail/business premises and is typically a
high density residential zone. However commercial and retail uses are allowed as additional uses.

Accordingly, the distinction in this instance, is that the B4 zone does not allow for residential
accommodation as defined by the Standard Instrument (effectively you cannot develop for the purpose of
only providing residential dwellings). The B4 zone will only allow for a form of residential development
referred to as Shop top housing. In the B4 zone development for wholly residential uses is permitted.
Question - Does the “blue” part have a commercial part?

[The “blue” within the Merrylands Town Centre is the B4 Mixed Use zone].

Yes. This zone permits retail/business uses. Residential accommodation in the form of shop top housing
is also permitted.

Question - Is there a ratio to how many residential buildings can be put on them?
No. The core of the Merrylands Town Centre does not currently have an FSR control applied.

Question - As there is no FSR and NSW government prefers that you have an FSR, what is
Council’s comment?

FSRs are currently being modelled and will be subject to a further period of exhibition.

Question - Will the town centre FSRs be higher than what is around the town centre at the
moment?

Yes. [response provided by Adan Davis, Holroyd Council].
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Question - In the white area can you build from gutter to gutter — boundary to boundary?

In respect to commercial development you would expect to be able to build boundary to boundary up to
a certain level. DCP controls generally require some stepping back to achieve and maintain street level
amenity, particularly in relation to residential development.

Question - Are these liveable flats? Are they going to be enclosed? What if someone knocks a
beer bottle from a high level?

Development Control Plans provide guidance on the design. Issues relating to design and safety are
considered as part of the Development Assessment process.

Question - Can you please show on the map what provision has been made for parking?

The draft LEP maps are not required to show parking.

Question - Are you saying there are no provisions for parking?

Parking is a matter generally dealt with at detailed design stage as part of a Development Application.
The number of parking spaces required to be provided for a development will depend on the use or mix
of uses proposed. Parking controls are generally contained within a DCP.

It is a standard requirement for developments to provide all required parking on the site to which the
development relates. There are also other avenues to ensure parking, i.e. contributions in lieu. Generally
each development has to accommodate its own parking on its own site.

Question - LEP 1991 showed two green zones that are now gone under the DHLEP 2011. What is
the green zone? Does that mean the green zone has been deleted in the new LEP? Does it mean

that there will be no park?

[The green zoned areas being referred to is known as the Sarah Daniels Park and an open pedestrian
entrance to Stocklands]

[Answer by Adan Davis] One space was private recreation owned by Stocklands and the other was the
Sarah Daniels Park owned by Council. For the present the latter will be retained by Council. There are no
plans to redevelop the site for another purpose in the near future.

Council has no plans to remove the park at this time.

Question - What is the proportion of parking spaces required to be provided for public housing?

State Environmental Planning Policy (Affordable Rental Housing) 2009 allows for dispensation of certain
parking requirements in relation to public housing developments.
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Summary of Written Submissions
Merrylands Town Centre Public Hearing

Summary of all submission — Merrylands Town Centre

Submission Type No. Excluding Proforma
Support 27 26

Object 97 80

Neutral 13 9

TOTAL 137 115

Summary of Written Submissions - Merrylands Town Centre

*O = objection; S= support; N= neutral; CS = Conditional Support; UD = Undisclosed

No. Position Form Response | Comments
(Y/N)
1. N e Recognises the role of the Merrylands Town Centre and the importance of stimulating growth through the use of
planning controls;
e Merrylands is partly controlled by Parramatta City Council (PCC) — the proposed 20 storey height controls in
comparison the 4-6 storey height controls of PCC suggests that further research is required by Holroyd in relation to:
- Urban design impacts —on local character and adjoining lands;
- Economic feasibility;
- Traffic and transport implications — to include the PCC section of Merrylands.
Requests that the final decision be delayed until reports and studies into the above issues can be undertaken to support the
proposal.
2 N o No objection;
e Impact will be assessed at future DA stage or upon lodgement of section 73 certificate applications with Sydney Water;
e  Proponents of future developments will be required to fund necessary adjustments to infrastructure.
3 O e Height — dramatic increase from 3 to 20 storeys
o  Overshadowing (extending 200m);
e Long term resident — has been fighting increasing density and height;
e  Loss of privacy;
e Increasing traffic (Newman Street and Memorial Avenue);
e  Pedestrian impact;
e Does not believe that the increase in height represents good planning; and
e Believes the proposal is a “grab” by Council for money from developers.
4 0] e 20 storey height is considered inappropriate as it will contribute to increased traffic and parking impacts.
e  Proximity of Merrylands to Parramatta (identified major centre). Increasing height will see a similar development scale
and adversely affect local character.
e Does not see the reason for a 20 storey height control.
e Requests Council to reconsider.
5 O Proforma — refer to comments in submission no 4.
6 O o Believes the residential development above shopping strips is profit driven or simply “mad”.
e Raises concern regarding anti-social behaviour (particularly children) living in high density, high rise developments due to
lack of open space.
e  Considers the structure of the DHLEP 2011 to be misleading, indicating zoning in one section and then permissible
uses in another.
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Summary of Written Submissions — Merrylands Town Centre

*O = objection; S= support; N= neutral; CS = Conditional Support; UD = Undisclosed

No. Position Form Response | Comments

(Y/N)

Believes that previous landowners have been misled or cheated of future development potential.
Impact of redevelopment on retail/commercial renting prices in the local area (i.e. will increase and force out existing
tenants).
Impact of construction on footpaths and roads.
e  Corruption and fraud — Council can “pick and choose” who builds what, where.
Considers that as Merrylands main street already benefits from a 9 storey height control that there is already corruption
present.

Impacts on traffic and parking;

Impact on road infrastructure;

Amenity impacts (solar access/overshadowing of the public domain);

Ongoing Waste Management (rubbish removal, illegal dumping); and

Impact on existing local character — 20 storey height limit will see redevelopment similar to Parramatta.
Incompatible height.

Height

Impact on traffic and parking.
Believes that that redevelopment could be beneficial just not at the scale (20 storey) proposed.

Long term (30 years) does not believe this is proposed. Believes the development will destroy the “heart and charm”.

©
(@)
.

Increased floor space ratio.
Disagrees with changes to their property at 7/328 Merrylands Road.
People aged 45 and over cannot cope with the level of proposed change.

10. (@) Increase in traffic;

Impact on infrastructure;

Impact on parking;

Impact on local character due to proposed height (20 storeys);
Considers the proposal a “Pathetic Strategy”;

Does not consider the proposal to contribute to the value of the areg;

Would like to see the Holroyd community remain unchanged.

11. 0] Long term resident (35 years);

Considers the current community disjointed and overpopulated;

Local area is congested and overrated;

Shopping precinct does not cater for a diverse community (rather clothing for “teeny boppers”).

Existing anti-social behaviour impacts — akin to the “wild west”.

Believes Council should focus on solving the issues of the existing community as opposed to redeveloping the main
street to permit 20 storeys that benefits shop owners and developers (indicates that these people are not residents).
Raises issue with proposed increase in population.

Insufficient infrastructure to support current population.

Considers the standard of living to have dropped.

Considers the proposal to lack planning and foresight.
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Summary of Written Submissions — Merrylands Town Centre

*O = objection; S= support; N= neutral; CS = Conditional Support; UD = Undisclosed

No.

Position

Form Response

(Y/N)

Comments

12.

o)

Traffic and parking impacts;

“centralisation of ethnic groups” has adversely affected the economic viability of local shops and clubs.

13.

o)

Zoning change between Station, Addlestone and Newman Streets will adversely affect:

Traffic and parking; and
Solar access.

14.

Height;

Visual impact (change in character);
Parking impacts;

Amenity (solar access, wind tunnels);

Residents and communities will not benefit from the height increase;
Anti-social behaviour associated with high rise, high density developments (as seen in the ABC TV series The Bill).

15.

Parking impacts;

Amenity impacts (overshadowing, loss of privacy); and
“don’t ruin a nice suburb. Parramatta is 5 minutes away”.

16.

Insufficient infrastructure to support 20 storey development.

17.

Impact on property values
Amenity impact (noise, pollution); and
Impact on parking.

18.

Considers that insufficient planning has been undertaken to determine the suitability of the proposed 20 storey height

limit;

Development being driven by landowners and profiteers; and
Impact of proposal on traffic and parking (Newman Street).

19.

Impact of traffic and parking;
Overcrowding; and
Objects to 20 storey height limit.

20.

Objects to 20 storey height limit;
Impact on traffic and parking; and
Insufficient infrastructure.

21.

Doesn’t like 20 storey development;
Overcrowded; and
Parking already a problem.

22.

Amenity Impacts (loss of privacy, loss of solar access);

Impact on parking; and
Objects to 20 storey height limit.

23.

Impact on traffic;

Amenity impacts (noise, pollution loss of solar access); and

Objects to 20 storey height limit.
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Summary of Written Submissions — Merrylands Town Centre

*O = objection; S= support; N= neutral; CS = Conditional Support; UD = Undisclosed

No.

Position

Form Response

(Y/N)

Comments

24,

o)

Y

Objects to 20 storey height limit;
Impacts on parking;

Amenity impacts (noise);

“not Parramatta”

25.

Objects to 20 storey height limit;

Amenity impacts (view loss);

Impact on traffic and parking;

Waste management impacts (dumping); and
Out of character.

26.

Objects to 20 storey height control;
Insufficient existing parking;
Overcrowded; and

Amenity impacts (loss of solar access).

27.

Object 20 storey;
Traffic impacts; and
Amenity impacts (noise).

28.

e  Objects to 20 storey height control;
Amenity Impacts (loss of solar access); and
Parking.

20.

Objects to 20 storey height control;
Traffic impact; and
Inconsistent with local area (“not in the make up of the place”).

30.

Objects to 20 storey height control;

Waste management impacts;

Parking constraints;

Impact on property values;

Antisocial behaviour due to overpopulation; and
Amenity impacts (loss of privacy).

31.

Objects to 20 storey height controls;
Impact on parking; and
Waste management.

32.

Change in height to permit 20 storeys (65m) is a dramatic change.

Proposed height increase is contrary to the advice of planning staff and was made in the absence of a “commissioned”
modelling study to determine the full extent of impacts.

Existing provision of off-street —parking associated with multi-unit dwellings inadequate.

Commuter parking inadequate near railway station (Merrylands).

Increase in population will affect parking
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Summary of Written Submissions — Merrylands Town Centre

*O = objection; S= support; N= neutral; CS = Conditional Support; UD = Undisclosed

No.

Position

Form Response

(Y/N)

Comments

Traffic impacts;

Pedestrian impact (due to increase vehicle movements);

Amenity impacts (loss of solar access).

Overcrowding.

Would like Council to rescind their decision and reinstate the DHLEP presented in October 2010.

33.

Considers R4 zoning in Station Street more appropriate as this would permit an increase in rental accommodation.
10 to 20 storeys is inappropriate for Holroyd. It should be reduced by half

34.

Objects to the whole (or even part) of the proposed 20 storey height limit.

Overcrowding — Merrylands is a town not a major city.

Amenity impacts (loss of solar access);

Waste Management (dumping);

Traffic and parking impacts

Uncharacteristic; and

Progression of the development would be a deterrent for the objectors in going to Merrylands.

35.

Impact on traffic and parking;
Impact on road infrastructure; and
Impact on waste management services.

36.

Objects to the 15-20 storey height control;
Consideration should be given to the rights of residents;
There is no need for high rise development in Merrylands.

37.

Objects to the 15-20 storey height control;

Insufficient infrastructure;

Lack of certainty in permitting development of the proposed scale;
Impacts on overcrowding;

Does not see the benefit for residents;

Considers the proposal a way for Council to increase rates and revenue;
Will adversely affect the existing character of the area.

38.

On behalf of the residents at 6-8 Addlestone Road, Merrylands:

Amenity impacts (loss of privacy to private open space and internal areas of dwellings, noise);
Overpopulation;

Traffic and parking impacts;

Waste management;

Inappropriate development scale; and

Will affect local character (small town v. big city).
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Summary of Written Submissions — Merrylands Town Centre

*O = objection; S= support; N= neutral; CS = Conditional Support; UD = Undisclosed

No.

Position

Form Response

(Y/N)

Comments

39.

o)

N

Does not believe that Councillors are listening to the community;
Poor communication of the proposal to residents;
o Believes the proposal will take away six basic rights of life, including:
* to work and own your own home;
* 1o have full unobstructed sunlight to your entire property at all times of day;
* 10 have a lawn, flower and vegetable garden and grow fruit trees;
* to have complete privacy in back yards;
* 10 have a no stress environment (no noise);
* 10 be safe and not killed or injured in your backyard.
Will affect resale of existing housing stock;
Amenity impact (loss of solar access all day, loss of privacy, noise);
Impact on landscaping;
Antisocial behaviour
Construction impacts;
Waste management (dumping and street litter); and
Holroyd City Council taking no responsibility for their actions, dictatorial and corrupt.

40.

Submission relates specifically to No. 169 -171 Pitt Street Merrylands:

e  Seeks consideration to increase height from 23m to 50m. Due to the proximity of the site to the town centre and railway
station. Considers the increase in height consistent with the directions of the MetroPlan 2036.

e Considers a 23m height limit as severely restrictive. Considers that the 50m would provide an improved transition from

65m at the core of the town centre to the westerly adjoining 15m height zone.

Believes the intent and objectives of the Metro Strategy and Plan have been overlooked.

Considers the sites inclusion in the B4 zoning a clear indication from Council that the site is within the town centre.

Considers the objectives of the B4 zone to affirm the site as key component of the town centre.

Adjoining sites can be developed up to 10 and 15m heights and as such the nominated sites are suited to 50m height

controls. Considers the increased height would permit flexibility in the design, but still be restricted by overall FSR;

Overshadowing is likely but reasonable as the properties likely to be affected are business.

e Relates the importance of the site to the RSL site on the southern edge of the town centre, that has a 50m height limit.
Envisages future development to be at nil boundary setback. However in the absence of a specific building design they
cannot comment on impacts any further.

e  Considers the site to form a “Gateway to Merrylands”

41,

Submission relates specifically to No. 182 Pitt Street Merrylands — raises the same matters and justification for change as
given in submission no 40.

42.

e Objects to 20 storey height control;

o Traffic impacts;

e  Condition of roads; and

o Capability of Services (train network capacity).
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Summary of Written Submissions — Merrylands Town Centre

*O = objection; S= support; N= neutral; CS = Conditional Support; UD = Undisclosed

No.

Position

Form Response

(Y/N)

Comments

43.

o)

N

Proforma:

Amenity impacts (loss of solar access);

Impacts on, on-street parking;

Height is uncharacteristic;

Believe the proposal stems from the request of only four (4) landowners;

Believes the proposal contradicts planning controls and objectives to ensure development that reflects local character,
solar access and privacy;

Were unable to address Council at their meeting of 2 August 2011;

Request reconsideration of the proposal;

Does not believe the proposal provides for a gradual transition between zones.

Invites Councillors to attend their property to view the potential impact.

Consider the development to be detrimental to their lifestyle.

Apologise for seeking assistance from an adjoining landowners as they did not know what to write and Council would
not return their calls.

44,

Proforma refer to no. 43

45.

Proforma refer to no. 43

46.

Proforma refer to no. 43

47.

O|0|0|0

Pzl el dl 74

Proforma (based on submission No. 32):

Objects to the proposed height changes;

Does not believe the proposal represents sound planning;

Amenity Impacts (loss of solar access)

Traffic and parking impacts;

Service capacity (trains);

Considers areas along McFarlane and the railway should be released first, with further assessment of impacts made.
Council’s direction is inconsistent with planning staff opinion.

A further public hearing should be held.

48.

Considers the maximum height proposed by the LEP contravenes section 4.3 for maximum height (document not
stated).

Amenity impacts (loss of solar access, privacy, noise);

Capacity of infrastructure;

Impact of Neil Street development on infrastructure; and

Does not believe the proposal will revitalise the CBD.

49.

Objects to 20 storey height control;
Traffic impacts;

Insufficient planning;

Impact on parking (already a problem);
Amenity impacts (solar access);
Waste management; and
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Summary of Written Submissions — Merrylands Town Centre

*O = objection; S= support; N= neutral; CS = Conditional Support; UD = Undisclosed

No.

Position

Form Response

(Y/N)

Comments

Proposal out of character.

50.

Y

Objects to 20 storey height increase;

Amenity impacts (noise, traffic, loss of privacy, safety);
Parking impacts;

Antisocial behaviour;

Waste management;

Proposal incompatible;

Will alter the character of the area (Parramatta)

51.

Current overcrowding impacts on access to services (doctors, chemist, post office, trains, hospitals);
Impact of further population increase without concurrent increase in services — believes people may die in an
emergency.

52.

Increase in residential density (2A to R3) — may lead to developers seeking to overdevelop the area;
Increase in FSR to 0.7:1 — will contribute to and lead to the development of urban slums; and
Traffic and parking impacts.

53.

Concern regarding height and density increases;

Considers the proposed heights and densities unsustainable;

The proposal is contrary to Council Planning staff advice;

Heights are inconsistent with the character of the area;

Amenity impacts (loss of solar access);

50m height controls will require comprehensive master planning to achieve the best outcome — this will be difficult to
achieve on small and fragmented sites such as those in Merrylands town centre;

Impact on traffic and parking;

Heritage impacts — derived from incompatible nature of the proposed heights and densities with the surrounding
suburbs.

54.

Objects to height;

Heights will attract unwanted attention;
Amenity impacts (loss of privacy);
Safety concerns; and

Traffic increase.

55.

Submission relates specifically to 298 and 302 Merrylands Road and 2 and 2a Cambridge Street

Seeks an increase in permissible height control relating to all of the identified sites;

Considers the FSR restriction of 2:1 unreasonable in contrast to the town centre FSR;

Considers that the stepping down of heights will not support a positive streetscape environment;

Would like to see the 65m height control and unrestricted FSR to be extended between Chetwynd and Addlestone
Road — to “balance” the town centre.
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Summary of Written Submissions — Merrylands Town Centre

*O = objection; S= support; N= neutral; CS = Conditional Support; UD = Undisclosed

No. Position Form Response | Comments
(Y/N)
56. ) N e Objects to zoning boundaries — believes the B6 enterprise corridor should be extended westward to Burford Street and

north west to Treves Street.

e Believes the B4 zone should be extended to include that area bound by McFarlane, Teves, Addlestone and Burford.
Considers the current transition heights inappropriate and too severe. Believes the height limit in this areas should be no
less than 45m with a higher FSR. Considers this more site responsive which will provide for improved streetscapes.

57. O N e Believes that development of multi-storey buildings with more than 5 storeys will affect parking and contribute to slum-
like environments.
58. N N Would like to see the following amendments:

e  Extension of the town centre to the intersection of Treves and Burford Street — increase in height control to 65m and
unlimited FSR for all land in this areas;
The same for Wentworthville town centre — up to Pritchard Street — 50m;
Properties at the corner of Targo Road and Gilba Street should be up zoned to R4;
Corners of Pendle Way, Ettalong and Great Western Highway should have an increase in FSR to 2.1:1 (currently 1:1);
Properties orientated to Great Western Highway from Ettalong down to the proposed B6 zone should be up zoned to
R3 (min) — currently proposed R2;
e Properties along the Great Western Highway zoned mixed use, should be made to provide rear access due to RTA
restrictions on classified roads;
e Raises concern over method of naotification;
Requests a Council workshop for the Draft DCP with local builders, designers and stakeholders; and
e  Also requests a Draft S.94 plan be developed and placed on notification concurrent with the Draft DCP.

59. O N e Redevelopment of his land can only occur through amalgamation with his neighbour. Does not want to amalgamate
and requests Council to review this matter.

60. O N Amenity Impacts (loss of solar access, view loss, privacy loss);

Impact on property value;

20 storey height controls out of character with surrounding development;

Questions the transparency in Council’s decision to increase the height limits;

The proposal is inconsistent with Council’s stated objectives to provide a gradual transition. The proposal has a sharp

transition from 20 to 4 storeys.

Heritage impacts;

Contradictory advice from Council staff in relation to impacts;

Residents unable to speak at Council meeting of 31 May 2011 (only landowners and developers) — perception of bias;

Changes to the DHLEP since this time appear to serve the vocal minority (4 landowners) and profit driven to their

benefit;

e Considers the change to the DHLEP, in particular the extension to those areas with a 20 storey height limit, to have
occurred without proper planning or assessment;

e The planning rationale for the change has not been made clear to residents. The decision has come from Councillors
who are not qualified to make the decision and have ostensibly ignored the advice of the Holroyd planning department;

o  Considers the changes to be contrary to the NSW State government centres based policy;
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*O = objection; S= support; N= neutral; CS = Conditional Support; UD = Undisclosed

No. Position Form Response | Comments
(Y/N)

e  Overdevelopment;

e  Overpopulation;

e Impact on existing infrastructure (water, electricity, sewage, roads and transport — carrying capacity);

o Densities proposed inappropriate for “town centre” status and may not be supported by DP&l (i.e. Lidcombe and
Auburn);

e Impact of flooding;

e Indicates that they have been approached by a Councillor and asked if they would accept a 12-16 storey height limit;

e Concerns that a Councillor may have directly benefited from the change to 20 storeys to the RSL site;

¢ Questions of probity — other Councillors are alleged to be involved in the building design, real estate and finance sector;

e Impacts of high density living — loss of privacy (visual and acoustic). Questions the improvement to liveability in respect
to walking, cycling and access to services in particular for the elderly and disabled;

e Impacts on traffic and parking;

e |mpact on public transport;

e Increase in antisocial behaviour (crime etc.);

e  Waste management;

e Policy change is drive by a vocal and experienced minority. The majority of residents are unable to advocate on their
own behalf;

e The areais dominated by rentals (not owner occupied), who do not believe they have a right to respond. Therefore
exhibition results are skewed and distorted in reflecting how the resident population feel;

¢  Public notification was misleading and did not comprehensively or clearly state the proposed changes (in particular the
height);

o  Considers the proposal to be “development by stealth” with “claytons consultation”;

e  Considers the submission process is “nothing” and that the decision is made;

e Considers the eastern side of Merrylands business centre more appropriate for increased development; and

e Believes the previous DHLEP made provision for residential growth in accordance with Metro Plan. Believes the current
proposal is poorly justified.

61. 0] N e Objects to 20 storey heights;

e Impact on traffic and parking

e Waste management;

e Impact on community spirit;

e Amenity impact (loss of solar access);

e Uncharacteristic development;

e Previous DHLEP for 8 storeys more appropriate and will satisfy DP&l population targets;

e Changes have not been supported by proper explanation or rationale — poorly explained; and

e  Poor public consultation process.
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Summary of Written Submissions
Merrylands Town Centre Public Hearing

Summary of Written Submissions — Merrylands Town Centre

*O = objection; S= support; N= neutral; CS = Conditional Support; UD = Undisclosed

No. Position Form Response | Comments
(Y/N)
62. (@) N On behalf of the owners at 14 Bowden Street, Merrylands:

e  Down zoning from 2(a) that permits multi dwelling housing under the HLEP 1991 to R2 low density under the DHLEP
2011;

e Does not consider the down zoning of the area to be a valid or appropriate planning response — instigated due to
previous design quality. Considers a more appropriate response to be the introduction of comprehensive design criteria
within the DCP;

e  Considers removing the provision for medium density housing within the current 2(a) zone will reduce the design quality
of development;

e Consideration should be given to permitting medium density multi-dwelling housing permissible in the R2 zone;

e  Devaluation of property;

e Unreasonably restrictive;

e  Zoning should encourage the dispersion and integration of compatible housing types across the LGA as opposed to
concentrating high density development within a small and confined ares;

e Down zoning the area to low density will detract from further investment in the area and adversely affect the potential for
urban renewal;

e High density zoning around the town centre will not achieve the population target requirements within the projected 15
year timeframe of the DP&I — due to high entry costs in purchasing land that counter balance the ability to develop land
to its full potential;

Down zoning land around the town centre will lead to an inefficient property market and drive shortages;

e The DHLEP does not provide for housing choice and diversity in stock availability — contrary to s.117 direction of the
EP&A Act; and

e Inconsistent with the aims, objectives and directions of the Metro Strategy.

63. O N e  Objects to 20 storey height limits. Considers 10 -12 more acceptable.

e Traffic and parking impacts;

¢ Amenity impacts (climatic); and

e Transport infrastructure and services.

64. O N e  Submissions that instigated that change to height and FSR were made with a vested (profitable) interest;

e  Environmental sustainability and impact of high density development;

e  Social impacts;

e Considers that Holroyd should consider the implementation of a central public square — benefitting the whole
community and providing for revitalisation of the centre beyond a simple increase in residential and commercial
development and density;

e Amenity impacts (loss of solar access, loss of privacy); and

e Impact of infrastructure and services.

65. O N e Increases in height should be counter balanced by green energy initiatives;

e  Parks should include low maintenance, low water demand plantings to reduce costs;

e |mproved street lighting;

e |mproved footpaths;
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Summary of Written Submissions — Merrylands Town Centre

*O = objection; S= support; N= neutral; CS = Conditional Support; UD = Undisclosed

No. Position Form Response | Comments
(Y/N)
e  Waste management improvements;
e Impact on infrastructure (roads);
e  Should attract permanent residents (owner/occupier vs. tenant).

606. @) N Object to FSR of 0.7:1 (Monitor Road) — consider it will have adverse impact on street;
Increase in density/dwelling size of concern;

Population increase;

Traffic impacts;

Impact on property value; and

Amenity/quality of life impacts (loss of solar access).

67. (@) Y Objects to 20 storey height limit;
Traffic and parking impacts;
Amenity impacts (loss of solar access); and

Impact on local character.

68. O Y

Objects to 20 storey height limit;
Amenity impacts (loss of solar access, privacy, safety); and
Traffic and parking impacts.

69. @) Y e  Object to 20 storey height limit;
e  QOut of character; and
Overdevelopment.

[ ]
70. (@) Y e  Objects to 20 storey height limit;
Uncharacteristic; and
Will cause more problems than solutions.

71. O Y Object to 20 storey height limit;

Uncharacteristic with surrounding development density and scale;
Overdevelopment/overpopulation;

Impact on Infrastructure;

Traffic and parking impact; and

Amenity impact (loss of solar).

72. O Y High density development (similar to Auburn) will cause Ghetto

73. O Y Objects to 20 storey;
Was unable to view “plans”;
Parking impact;

Does not want Parramatta scale development.

74. O Y e  Object to 20 storey height limit.
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Summary of Written Submissions — Merrylands Town Centre

*O = objection; S= support; N= neutral; CS = Conditional Support; UD = Undisclosed

No. Position Form Response | Comments

(Y/N)

75. (@) Y Object to 20 storey height limit;
Amenity impacts (loss of solar access);
Overpopulation; and

Traffic impacts.

76. (@) Y Object to 20 storey height limit;
Amenity impacts (loss of solar access, acoustic/noise);
Overpopulation; and

Traffic and parking impacts.

77.

Objects to 20 storey height limit

78. Parking impacts

[e]ie)e)
Z|Z|<

79. Objects to 20 storey height limit;
Social impacts;

Out of character;

Parking impacts;

Considers previous proposal of 10 storeys more appropriate.

80. (@) N Traffic and parking impacts;
Overdevelopment;
High density development inappropriate for town centre hierarchy; and

Social impacts (crime, “ghetto”).

81. O N

Impact on property value;
Disincentive to prospective owner/occupiers; and
Parking impacts.

82. O N Objects to 20 storey height limit;

The proposed change to the DHLEP has not been suitably justified;

Driven by development profit not community interest;

2007 report — indicated no consensus for ‘shop-top’ housing;

Concern regarding increased density — ghetto style development;

Traffic and parking impacts;

Waste management issues;

Council/the area cannot cope with current medium density;

Overpopulation;

Impact of renting majority;

Amenity impacts (tall buildings result in long shadows, view loss, obstruction of ventilation, visual impact, loss of
vegetation)

Community fragmentation and isolation;

Development will not provide a unit mix and attract only low-socio economic residents — contribute to overcrowding of
new unit developments and adversely affect community structure;
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Summary of Written Submissions — Merrylands Town Centre

*O = objection; S= support; N= neutral; CS = Conditional Support; UD = Undisclosed

No. Position Form Response | Comments
(Y/N)
e Considers a development height similar to that adopted by PCC is more appropriate (i.e. 4-6 storey maximum);
e  2-3 storeys for Addlestone Road to Merrylands Stations shop top housing more appropriate.
83. O N e  Objects to 20 storey height limit;
e Proximity to public transport will contribute to and exacerbate antisocial behaviour;
e Traffic and parking impacts;
e Infrastructure impacts;
e  Waste management;
e Uncharacteristic;
e Amenity impacts (visual/aesthetic, loss of solar access, ventilation, pollution, damp);
e |mpact property values; and
e Attract lower-socio economic resident — lack of community diversity.
84. (@) N e  Objects to 20 storey height limit;
e  Social Impacts (crime); and
e  Traffic and parking impacts.
85. O N e  Objects to 20 storey height limit;
e Amenity impacts (loss of solar access ); and
e Height is uncharacteristic of town centre hierarchy.
86. O Y e  Objects to 65m (20 storey) height limit;
e  Alter the local character;
¢ Amenity impacts (loss of solar access, wind tunnels); and
e  Considers a maximum 4 storeys more appropriate.
87. O Y e  Objects to 20 storey height limit;
e Incompatible with surrounding development and established character; and
e Amenity impacts (loss of solar access).
88. N N e  Submission relates to Neil Street;
e Seeks an extension of the mixed use zone to provide greater viability and flexibility. Particularly those large lots not
requiring amalgamation;
e R4 zoning unnecessarily restricts the potential array of uses;
o Considers the R4 zoning to promote horizontal separation of uses, creating uncertainty and “forcing future development
to be structured as de facto subdivision”; promotes small tenancies that do not attract investment of major tenants;
e Small tenancies create a quasi-neighbourhood zoneg;
e Small tenancies have increased construction costs;
o Believes increased density to Gladstone/Pitt/Terminal Street will improve viability.
89. O N e Interface conflicts between proposed B6 — enterprise corridor and adjoining residential land;
e  Proposal appears to be without direction or aim;
e  Developer driven as opposed to proper planning rationale; and
e Lacks consideration for community.
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Summary of Written Submissions
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Summary of Written Submissions — Merrylands Town Centre

*O = objection; S= support; N= neutral; CS = Conditional Support;

UD = Undisclosed

No. Position Form Response | Comments

(Y/N)

0. (@) N Proforma submission — Wayman Place

Invites Councillors to inspect Wayman Place to consider potential amenity impacts — solar access, privacy — parking

impacts, impacts to property value.

91.

Proforma submission — refer to 90

92.

Proforma submission — refer to 90

93.

Proforma submission — refer to 90

94.

Proforma submission — refer to 90

Pzl vzl vl 74l 4

95.

Proforma submission — refer to 90
(2" submission refer to no. 68)

96.

z

Proforma submission — refer to 90
(2" submission refer to No. 45 — also a proforma submission)

97.

N Proforma submission — refer to 90
(2" submission refer to No. 46 — also a proforma submission)

98.

N Proforma submission — refer to 90
(2" submission refer to No. 76)

ol O] O] O] O0O|o|o|o|o

99.

N Proforma submission — refer to 90

100. 973

Signature Petition.

Object to 20 storey height limits and request reconsideration of initial DHLEP height limits;
Current proposal is not support by a detailed developed plan; or modelling;
Inadequate community consultation;

Traffic and parking impacts;

Infrastructure impacts;

Amenity impacts (loss of solar access);

Out of character;

Unsustainable;

Overdevelopment; and

Impact on property values.

101. N Proforma submission

Relates specifically to 402, 404 and 406 Merrylands Road:

Requests council to rezone from B1 to B2.
Believes that a continuation of the zoning will not improve or revitalise the area.

102. O N

Objects to 20 storey height limit;
Uncharacteristic;
Traffic and parking impacts; and
Overpopulation.
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Summary of Written Submissions — Merrylands Town Centre

*O = objection; S= support; N= neutral; CS = Conditional Support; UD = Undisclosed

No. Position Form Response | Comments
(Y/N)
108. N N Proforma submission — refer to 102
Relates specifically to 410-414 Merrylands Road:
e Requests council to rezone from B1 to B2.
Believes that a continuation of the zoning will not improve or revitalise the area.
104. N N Proforma submission — refer to 102
Relates specifically to 426 Merrylands Road:
e  Requests council to rezone from B1 to B2.
Believes that a continuation of the zoning will not improve or revitalise the area.
105. N N Proforma submission — 2" submission - refer to 102
Relates specifically to 400 Merrylands Road:
e  Requests council to rezone from B1 to B2.
Believes that a continuation of the zoning will not improve or revitalise the area.
106. N N Proforma submission — refer to 102
Relates specifically to 381-385 Merrylands Road:
e  Requests council to rezone from B1 to B2.
e Believes that a continuation of the zoning will not improve or revitalise the area.
e Rezoning would contribute to upgrades to residential/commercial precincts
e  Rezoning would be supported by necessary infrastructure and services.
107. O N e  Object to high rise development;
e Uncharacteristic;
e Impact on land values;
e |mpact of population increase on infrastructure and services;
e Impact on Council services with increasing population.
108. O e  Objects to 20 storey development;
e  Uncharacteristic;
e Parking and traffic impacts; and
e Amenity impacts (loss of solar access).
109. S e  Owner of property within Block 8;
e Believe Merrylands CBD is suitable for tower development;
e Proposal is consistent with the sites strategic location (proximity to transport) and metro plan; and
e  SEPP 65 compliance will ensure suitable design and form and the inclusion of FSR controls in the LEP is unnecessary.
If applied an FSR control should only relate to the non-residential component.
110. S e  Supports the predevelopment direction of Council;
e Believes Merrylands has the same development capacity as Parramatta and Liverpool;
e  Support high density, high rise living — reduces the need for car ownership and recreational opportunities;
e FSRof 0.7:1 is restrictive and a disincentive to redevelopment;
e  Council should not apply a prescriptive standard but consider the performance standards and merit of an application ;
o Redevelopment of Merrylands will encourage and provide increased employment opportunities.
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Summary of Written Submissions — Merrylands Town Centre

*O = objection; S= support; N= neutral; CS = Conditional Support; UD = Undisclosed

No.

Position

Form Response

(Y/N)

Comments

111,

S

Supports height limit and considers the proposal to be a “catalyst” for the revitalisation of Merrylands;
FSR vyet to be resolved and the draft DCP is yet to be exhibited;

Commends Council’s consultation process;

Requests an opportunity to address Council when the DHLEP is considered; and

Supporting petition attached — 110 signatures.

112.

Supports the proposed FSR and height controls; and
Will support and encourage redevelopment of Merrylands.

113.

Recent purchase of old NAB site;
Supports the proposed height increase; and
Considers the proposal to be consistent with other centres.

114.

Supports the DHLEP.

115.

Supports the proposed height and FSR changes to the DHLEP; and
Considers that the proposal will encourage redevelopment and urban renewal of Merrylands centre.

116.

Supports the proposed height and FSR changes; and
Changes will support and encourage redevelopment.

117.

Supports the proposed height and FSR changes; and
Changes will support and encourage redevelopment.

118.

Supports the proposed height limit;
FSR insufficient to attract investment and encourage redevelopment;
Requires a minimum FSR of 14:1 however no limitation is preferred.

119.

Supports the proposed DHLEP as an incentive to growth; and
Would like to see improved economic growth.

120.

Would like to the height limit to Addlestone street increased to 6-8 storeys;
Increase in height will permit substantial redevelopment of existing housing stock and provide greater diversity in unit
mix and support facilities (lifts, fire).

121.

Supports the proposed height increase within the B4 zone;

DHLEP provisions support investment and redevelopment of the town centre;

Increase in commercial and residential space will contribute positively to the centres revitalisation;

Development in the main street would balance the Stocklands development. Considers the scale of the Stocklands
development marginalises the main street and detracts from investment;

Attraction of investment would contribute to the social welfare of the community through increased provision of local
services and improved amenities, through s.94 contributions;

Proposal would satisfy the needs to residents and businesses;

New commercial and residential development will contribute to an increase in rates and provide for additional and
improved amenities and services for the community;

Increased density around the town centre and within proximity to existing transport nodes is consistent with the state
government strategy.
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Summary of Written Submissions — Merrylands Town Centre

*O = objection; S= support; N= neutral; CS = Conditional Support; UD = Undisclosed

No. Position Form Response | Comments

(Y/N)

122. S Proforma of Submission 122 (above)

e  Supports the B4 mixed use zoning and proposed height changes;

e  Encourage investment and redevelopment of the area;

e Increased commercial floor space would attract large businesses to the area. Greater residential density would provide
for additional customer support;

Increased commercial development in the main street would counter balance the Stocklands development;

e Considers the scale of the Stocklands development marginalises the main street and detracts from investment;
Attraction of investment would contribute to the social welfare of the community through increased provision of local
services and improved amenities, through s.94 contributions;

e  Proposal would satisfy the needs to residents and businesses;

New commercial and residential development will contribute to an increase in rates and provide for additional and
improved amenities and services for the community;

e Increased density around the town centre and within proximity to existing transport nodes is consistent with the state
government strategy.

123. S e  Supports the proposed height increase;
e Encourage investment and redevelopment.
124, S e  Supports the proposed height increase.
125. S e  Supports the proposed height increase; and
Encourages growth and sustainability.
126. S e  Supports the DHLEP changes — believes the changes will give Merrylands a competitive edge.
127. S e  Supports the DHLEP changes;

e 20 storeys more viable for redevelopment options.

128. S Proforma submission refer to No. 110
129. S Supports the DHLEP
130. S e Proposed height and residential density increases along Merrylands Road will contribute to redevelopment and
investment;
Merrylands Road, currently decaying due to lack of investment and redevelopment opportunity;
e Increase in residents will generate demand for services and contribute to the growth of the local economy, investment
and employment opportunities.
131. N e  Supports B1 zoning (387 Merrylands Road);
o Requests the Council consider up zoning the site to B2 — considers this zoning will improve the area and benefit local
residents.
132. S e  Support the DHLEP changes;
o Wil support growth and attract new residents and business to the area.
133. S PROFORMA of Submission No. 133
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*O = objection; S= support; N= neutral; CS = Conditional Support; UD = Undisclosed

No. Position Form Response | Comments

(Y/N)

134. S Supports the proposed DHLEP changes including 20 storey height control;

Any reduction would be unfeasible — development should be maximised;

Proposed heights suitable for location, in respect to proximity to transport and services;

Will improve safety and security of the areg;

Would like to see Holroyd Council renamed Merrylands Shire or City Council — considers this more fitting and practical;
Miller Street childcare centre building — not fitting of its heritage status and if it needs to be preserved can it not be
“moved” elsewhere for preservation purposes.

135. S e Merrylands Road is in a state of deterioration;
e Increase in residential density and commercial floor space will attract investment and revitalise the area; and
e  Supports the proposed increase to density.
136. S e Believes the block bound by Anne Street, York Street, Military Road and Walker Street should be zoned for unit
development;
o Believes the site is strategically well placed in respect to proximity to support services and infrastructure.
137. N Proforma of Submission No. 132 — 1A Kiev Street and 391 Merrylands Road.
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Summary of Written Submissions
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Summary of all general submissions to DHLEP 2011

Submission Type No. Excluding Proforma
Support 44 35

Object 1 1

Neutral 1 1

TOTAL 46 37

General Submissions to DHLEP 2011

*O = objection; S= support; N= neutral; CS = Conditional Support; UD = Undisclosed

No. Position Form Response | Comments

(Y/N)

1. S S Supports rezoning of the Mays Hill precinct to include R4 high density and B6 enterprise corridor.

2. S S Supports the proposed changes;

Will improve accessibility (public transport) and housing affordability;

Revitalise the local area;

Believes the height and density controls for land along Barnett and Robilliard Streets makes sense — however believes

that the heights could be increased further to match those along the Great Western Highway.

Supports the proposed changes;

Will improve accessibility (public transport) and housing affordability;

Revitalise the local area;

Believes the height and density controls for land along Barnett and Robilliard Street makes sense — however believes that
the heights could be increased further to match those along the Great Western Highway.

Supports the proposed changes. Foresee an increase in their property value.
Would like to see FSR increase from 0.7: 1 to 0.75:1 (Boronia Street, Wentworthville)

Happy with the notification of Council;

Supports high density and heights;

Concerned about noise and construction impacts (multiplex development);

Would like to see improved noise attenuation methods — wall construction and solid fences.

Owns 2 Ruth Street — proposed to be rezoned R2. Immediately adjoined on two sides by properties to be rezoned B1;
Believes the proposed zoning boundaries make no sense;

Concerned regarding zoning interface — loss of privacy, visual amenity;

Requests that the B1 zone be extended to include their property;

Considers the proposed zoning boundaries illogical.

()]
O
o
|0 © o o o (0 o o o 0 o

Supports the rezoning of their property at 106 Great Western Highway, May Hills and 10 Telfar Place and surrounding
sites.

8. S S e  Supports the removal of 30m building buffer along Gardenia Parade;
o Wil support increased residential development and increase property values;
e  Considers setbacks currently provided to adjoining industrial uses suitable to ameliorate adverse impacts (noise etc.).

Supports the rezoning, height and density increase at 106 and 107 Military Road, Guilford.

10. Refer to submission 9 above.

n|unwm
nnwm

11. Agrees with the DHLEP changes.
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General Submissions to DHLEP 2011

*O = objection; S= support; N= neutral; CS = Conditional Support; UD = Undisclosed

No. Position Form Response | Comments
(Y/N)
12. S S Agrees with the DHLEP changes
13. S S Agrees with the DHLEP changes
14. S S e  Supports the proposed changes and Council’s Planning Dept.;
e Would like to see the FSR along the Great Western Highway, Mays Hill remain at 2.2:1.
15. e  Submission not attached to email
16. S S e  Supports the proposed LEP changes;
e Would like to see the FSR along the Great Western Highway, Mays Hill remain at 2.2:1
17. S S e  Supportive of Council’s consultation process;
e  Supports proposed rezoning (R4) — considers this more characteristic of the area (Telfar PI).
18. S S e  Supports the DHLEP changes;
¢ Increasing development potential of land will contribute to diversity of housing stock and housing affordability;
e Revitalise community and provide for long term growth.
19. S S e  Supports the DHLEP changes;
e Increasing development potential of land will contribute to diversity of housing stock and housing affordability.
20. S S e  Support of Council considering their previous submission into consideration in making revisions;

Supports the DHLEP revisions.

21. S S e  Supportive of Council’s consultation process;
e  Support of the revised DHLEP

22. S S e  Support of Council considering their previous submission into consideration in making revisions;
e  Supports the DHLEP revisions.

23. S S e  Supports the rezoning of 106 Woodpark Road, Smithfield (B5 to permit Bulky Goods Retailing);
e  Considers this to meet a community demand;
e Rezoning is supported by the DP&I and Council’s Planning Department;
e  Rezoning will not adversely affect Smithfield Employment Land (100 yrs. of untapped industrial floor space capacity);
e Wil provide employment growth (100 operating and 355 construction).

24, S S e Supports redevelopment of Mays Hill;
e Redevelopment/revitalisation.

25. S S Supports the DHLEP

26. S S Refer to submission 25

27. S S Refer to submission 25

28. S S Refer to submission 25

29. S S Refer to submission 25

30. S S Refer to submission 25

31. S S Refer to submission 25

32. S S Refer to submission 25

33. S S Refer to submission 25
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General Submissions to DHLEP 2011

*O = objection; S= support; N= neutral; CS = Conditional Support; UD = Undisclosed

No.

Position

Form Response

Comments

34.

S

(Y/N)
S

Supports the extended submission timeframe;

Supports the changes to the DHLEP;

Feels the potentially affected residents are in limbo with respect to an outcome — requests Council to make a quick
decision to proceed.

35.

Support proposed high density zoning to Great Western Highway and M4 Freeway Mays Hill;
Considers this land to be currently under-developed;
Considers the proposed storey height and FSR restrictive.

36.

Support proposed high density zoning to Great Western Highway and M4 Freeway Mays Hill;
Considers this land to be currently under-developed;

Considers land strategically well placed in terms of transport;

Considers the proposed storey height and FSR restrictive.

37.

Support proposed high density zoning to Great Western Highway and M4 Freeway Mays Hill;
Considers this land to be currently under-developed;

Considers land strategically well placed in terms of transport and services;

Believes the proposed storey height and FSR should be increased.

38.

Support proposed high density zoning to Great Western Highway and M4 Freeway Mays Hill;
Considers this land to be currently under-developed;

Considers land strategically well placed in terms of transport and services;

Believes the proposed storey height and FSR should be increased.

39.

Supports the up-zoning to R4. However, believes the storey height and FSR should be increased;
Believes the zoning change to the Mays Hill area should be extended to include the Franklin Street area around the
cemetery.

40.

Support proposed high density zoning to Great Western Highway and M4 Freeway Mays Hill;
Considers this land to be currently under-developed;

Considers land strategically well placed in terms of transport and services;

Believes the proposed storey height and FSR should be increased.

41,

Supports increased heights and FSR changes to the DHLEP;

Redevelopment and revitalisation of town centres;

Believe 218 Burnett Street — should have a height limit of 23m as opposed to 15m — will allow more easterly facing units;
Height limits permitted along the Great Western Highway will have adverse amenity impacts (overshadowing) without a
concurrent height lift to Burnett Street.

42.

Supports the removal of the industrial buffer zone;
Increased development opportunities

43.

Supports removal of the Industrial-Residential Buffer (as per their previous submission on 2/12/2010 and their address to
Council at its meeting of 31/5/2011);

LEP control has been translated to the DCP;

Removed on the basis that if an objection was made it would be reinstated to the DHLEP — CBRE object to this notion;
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General Submissions to DHLEP 2011

*O = objection; S= support; N= neutral; CS = Conditional Support; UD = Undisclosed

No.

Position

Form Response

(Y/N)

Comments

Correspondence of 2 December 2010:

CBRE consider the use of the control in the LEP as:

- Inconsistent with the standard instrument;

- Provision more appropriate for inclusion DCP;

- Provision will have adverse implications on future operations of the locality

- Performance based assessment could achieve the same outcome/objective.

DCP controls will allow greater flexibility without necessarily affecting amenity or the outcome;
Restriction on buffer development — uneconomic use of land;

Restriction is unreasonable.

44,

Support the revised DHLEP;
In particular down zoning (R4 to R3) of Mia Mia Street, Girraween;
Will reduce potential visual amenity impacts of higher development on adjoining land.

45.

Support the DHLEP;
Request a one metre height increase (Good Street) — consider it will provide improved design/streetscape.

46.

Request Council to consider revising proposed DHLEP changes in relation to 19, 21 and 23 Quinn Street and 1,3,5,7

and 9 Florence Street, South Wentworthville, including:

- Rezoning to B6

- Increase FSR 2.5:1;

- Increase building height to 8 storeys/29 metres;

Proposal is based on a comprehensive redevelopment of 8 sites;

Will support the adjoining B2 zone;

Will not cause adverse amenity impacts as a result of an increase to FSR and height;

Considers the proposed amendment to be minor and not warrant re-exhibition;

The Holroyd targeted precinct urban design framework supports the proposed changes insofar as the sites are:

- The site is underutilised — can sustain higher densities due to proximity to rail (200m);

- Site is identified for wholesale redevelopment or masterplanning;

- The site is low lying and thus can accommodate taller buildings;

- Can overcome amenity and access constraints — due to the number of potential access points and separation to
adjoining land.

Considers the current development standards to not permit economic or feasible redevelopment of the land.
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