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DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL REPORT
Application No. DA/2026/0007
Address 36 Lonsdale Street & 64-66 Brenan Street, Lilyfield
Proposal Demolition of existing structures and construction of a six (6) storey
mixed use building, including ground floor commercial space, residential
accommodation (29 residential apartments) above, and basement car
parking.
Date of Lodgement 14 January 2026
Applicant HFT Lonsdale Pty Ltd
Owner HFT Lonsdale Pty Ltd
Number of | 14 submissions
Submissions
Cost of works $16,993,726.98
Reason for | Development to which Housing SEPP Chapter 4 applies
determination at | Clause 4.6 variation exceeds 10%

Number of submissions

Key Considerations

Prohibited use; failure to satisfy Clause 6.30 of the IWLEP 2022,
absence of a Clause 4.6 written request to justify variations to
development standards; poor urban design and architectural outcomes;
site isolation; non-compliance with key Apartment Design Guide
requirements; adverse amenity impacts; insufficient waste
management; insufficient acoustic treatment; and public submissions.

Recommendation

Refusal

Attachment A Reasons for refusal
Attachment B Plans of proposed development
Attachment C Clause 4.6 Exception to Development Standards (6.30(2(a))

Attachment D

Recommended conditions of consent in the event of approval
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1. Executive Summary

This report is an assessment of the application submitted to Council for demolition of
existing structures and construction of a six (6) storey mixed use building, including
ground floor commercial space, residential accommodation (29 residential
apartments) above, and basement car parking at 36 Lonsdale Street & 64-66 Brenan
Street, Lilyfield.

The application was notified to surrounding properties and 14 submissions were
received in response to the initial notification.

The main issues that have arisen from the application include:

e The use of ground floor non-residential component of the development is
unclear from the documentation provided, resulting in a prohibited land use.

e The proposal is not acceptable having regard to the requirements of State
Environmental Planning Policy (Housing SEPP), this includes building
separation, communal and public open space, visual privacy, solar and daylight
access, natural ventilation, private open space, storage areas.

e The proposal is not acceptable having regard to the nine quality design
principles of the Housing SEPP.

e The proposal does not demonstrate compliance with the site specific additional

local provisions contained within the Inner West Local Environmental Plan 2022

(IWLEP), this includes an exceedance to the maximum height and floor space

ratio applicable to the site.

The Clause 4.6 provided to vary the height development standard is insufficient.

Site isolation.

A Clause 4.6 variation request has not been provided to vary the FSR.

The proposal does not demonstrate the site specific provisions contained within

the Leichhardt Development Control Plan 2013 (LDCP), this includes the

desired future character, lot amalgamation, built form, height and design,
setbacks and separation, visual and acoustic amenity, communal open space,
deep soil area and landscaping.

¢ Insufficient information has been provided to demonstrate the solar access
requirement to the subject site and neighbouring properties.

e The proposal does not include sufficient waste storage and services facilities.

e Conflicting information has been provided to address the acoustic treatment of
the development.

The non-compliances are unacceptable given the extent of variation from the
applicable planning controls, the absence of sufficient environmental planning
grounds, and the resulting adverse impacts on the desired future character of the
locality and the amenity of surrounding development. Accordingly, the application is
recommended for refusal.

2. Proposal

The development proposed includes the demolition of all existing structures,
remediation of the site and construction of a six (6) storey mixed use building, including
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ground floor commercial space, residential accommodation (29 residential
apartments) above, and basement car parking. The proposal specifically comprises of
the following:

e Lower ground level:
o 28 X storage cages/areas
o 19 X car spaces (including three disabled space)
o 2 X motorcycle spaces
o  Fire pump room
e Ground level:
o 1 X Commercial tenancy (27sgm)
1 X bathroom facility
2 x entry lobby’s accessible via City West Link
13 X car spaces (including one disabled space)
19 X bicycle spaces/racks
Bin storage area and loading dock
o Break out wall within car parking area for potential future vehicle access to 68-
70 Brennan Street
o  Car parking entry via Lonsdale Street
o Level1:
o 10 X 2 bedroom units
o Communal open space (located within the southern side setback)
o 1 Xfoyer
o Level 2:
o 1 X1 bedroom unit
o 6 X2 bedroom units
o Level 3:
o 2 X1 bedroom
o 3 X2 bedroom units
o Communal open space area (located within central podium fronting City West
Link)
o Level4:
o 3 X2 bedroom units
o 1 X 3 bedroom/dual key
o Level5:
o 2 X2 bedroom units
o 1 X3 bedroom/dual key units

O O O O O

3. Site Description

The subject site is located on the southern side of Brenan Street (City West Link),
between Lonsdale Street and Russell Street. The subject site is comprised of five
allotments, is irregular in shape with a total area of 1,680.3sqm and is legally described
as Lots 2, 3 and 4 in DP in 1257743, Lot 1 in DP in 1057904, and Lot 22 in DP in
977323 and is more commonly known as 36 Lonsdale Street, Lilyfield , and 64-66
Brenan Street, Lilyfield. The site has a frontage to Brenan Street (City West Link) of
53m and a secondary frontage of approximate 36m to Lonsdale Street.

The site supports a two-storey factory and two single storey dwellings, with both

dwellings being elevated approximately 2m above the City West link elevation.
Adjacent to the subject site on Lonsdale Street is a part 2, part 5 storey mixed use
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development whilst adjoining the site to the west is a single and two storey dwelling at
70 and 68 Brennan Street respectively.

To the rear of the subject site are detached single and two storey dwellings both at the
Lonsdale Street and Russell Street elevations. A timber barrier has been erected
across Lonsdale Street along with tree planting to separate existing industrial and
residential properties along Lonsdale Street.

The subject site falls towards city west link in a northerly direction, with a crossfall of
approximately 3.4m along the northern section of the site, and a site crossfall of
approximately 5.2m towards the western section of the site at 66 Brenan Street. The
site is also affected by an easternly crossfall with an approximate 940mm fall along
the northern boundary.

Three trees are centrally located within the subject site and five existing trees are
positioned within the road reserve along the City West Link frontage of the site.

Figure 1: Aerial of subject site (outlined in red)
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Figure 2: Zoning Map (subject site in red)
4. Background

Site History

The following summary outlines the relevant development history of the subject site

and any relevant applications on surrounding properties.

Subject Site
Application Proposal Date &
Decision

PDA/2025/0189 | Demolition  of existing structures and 27/01/2026,
construction of a mixed use building of 28 | Advice issued
dwellings comprising 1 x one (1) bed dwelling,

24 x two (2) bed dwellings and 3 x three (3) bed
dwellings, plus a ground floor neighbourhood
shop of 53m2.

DA/2022/0266 | The  development  proposed includes 06/12/2022,
demolition of all existing buildings, remediation, Refused
excavation, construction of a new five-storey
plus attic mixed use building with lower ground
floor neighbourhood shops, live-work units and
34 residential apartments.

D/2015/69 Demolition  of existing structures and 29/05/2015,
construction of new 5 storey mixed use building Refused
with retail on ground floor and 22 residential
apartments above, and two levels of basement
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Application Proposal Date &
Decision
parking and associated works. (Remediation of
the site is also proposed.)
PDA/2021/0053 | Residential development at 38 Units at 36 | Advice issued,

Lonsdale Street and 64-70 Brenan Street, 18/05/2021
Lilyfield.

Surrounding Properties

Not applicable.

Application History

The following table outlines the relevant history of the subject application.

Date Discussion / Letter / Additional Information
10/02/2026 Application heard by the Architectural Excellence Design Review
Panel.
08/05/2026 Request for Further Information (RFI) correspondence was sent to
the applicant requiring the following matters to be addressed:
e Permissibility
¢ Non-compliance with the Housing SEPP
o Non-compliance with the IWLEP 2022
¢ Non-compliance with the Inner West DCP 2013
e Solar Access and Overshadowing to the subject site an adjoining
properties
¢ Insufficient information has been provided to demonstrate the
solar access requirement to the subject site and neighbouring
properties.
e The proposal does not include sufficient waste storage and
services facilities
e Conflicting information has been provided to address the
acoustic treatment of the proposed
e The matters raised in the submissions have not been suitably
addressed
05/06/2026 In person meeting held between Council and the applicant to
discuss the proposal and the matters raised in Council’s RFI letter.
09/06/2026 Council provided further waste management details for the
proposal.
17/06/2026 Council requested from the applicant an update on the status of
amended plans.
22/06/2026 Council requested from the applicant an update on the status of
amended plans.
25/06/2026 Applicant advised Council that amended plans are being prepared
in response to Council’s RFI correspondence.
29/06/2026 Council requested from the applicant a formal request for an
extension of time.
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Date Discussion / Letter / Additional Information
01/07/2026 Applicant advised Council that no amended plans were to be
provided and the application is to proceed as lodged.

Council responded to the applicant advising that, should they wish
to withdraw the application, this is to be undertaken by close of
business 3 July 2026. The application has not been withdrawn as
requested, and hence, the assessment of the application has
proceeded.

5. Assessment
The following is a summary of the assessment of the application in accordance with

Section 4.15 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act
1979).

A. Environmental Planning Instruments

The application has been assessed and the following provides a summary of the
relevant Environmental Planning Instruments.

State Environmental Planning Policies (SEPPs)

SEPP (Resilience and Hazards) 2021

Chapter 4 Remediation of land

Section 4.6(1) of the Resilience and Hazards SEPP requires the consent authority not
consent to the carrying out of any development on land unless:

(a) it has considered whether the land is contaminated, and

(b) if the land is contaminated, it is satisfied that the land is suitable in its
contaminated state (or will be suitable, after remediation) for the purpose for
which the development is proposed to be carried out, and

(c) if the land requires remediation to be made suitable for the purpose for which
the development is proposed to be carried out, it is satisfied that the land will
be remediated before the land is used for that purpose.

In considering the above, there is evidence of contamination on the site. A search of
Council’s records in relation to the site has indicated that the site is one that is specified
in Section 4.6(4)(c).

In consideration of Section 4.6(2), the following contamination reports have been
submitted with the application.

e A Preliminary Site Investigation (PSI) by El Australia, reference E22390.E01_Rev5,
dated 9 December 2025
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o A Detailed Site Investigation (DSI) by El Australia, reference E22390 AB_Rev2, dated
9 January 2025

e A Remediation Action Plan (RAP) by El Australia, reference E24775.E03_ Rev2, dated
8 December 2025.

The DSI has identified contamination onsite, including hydrocarbons, heavy metals
and a UST and recommended the implementation of a RAP. The RAP has concluded
that the site can be made suitable for the proposed mixed use, subject to the works
proposed.

The application does not involve category 1 remediation under the SEPP.
In the event of approval, standard conditions could be recommended to adhere to the
conclusions of the RAP, validation of the site, unexpected finds protocol and the

removal of any redundant fuel infrastructure within road reserve along Lonsdale Street.

On the basis of this report the consent authority can be satisfied that the land will be
suitable for the proposed use and that the land can be remediated.

SEPP (Housing) 2021

Chapter 4 Design of residential apartment development

Section 147 of the Housing SEPP requires the consent authority to consider any
comments from the Council’s Architectural Excellence Design Review Panel
(AEDRP), the design principles set out in Schedule 9 and the Apartment Design Guide
(ADG). The application as referred to the AEDRP on 10 February 2026.

A statement from a qualified Architect was submitted with the application verifying that
they designed, or directed the design of, the development. The statement also
provides an explanation that verifies how the design quality principles are achieved
within the development and demonstrates, in terms of the ADG, how the objectives in
Parts 3 and 4 of the guide have been achieved.

In accordance with Section 149 of the Housing SEPP, certain provisions for residential
apartment development contained within the LDCP 2013 have no effect if the ADG
also specifies provisions to the same matter.

AEDRP Comments:

The following comments were received from the AEDRP, and it is noted that the
proposed development is not considered to be acceptable having regard to the design
quality principles and is therefore not supported by the AEDRP.

e Site Planning and Urban Design:

o The Panel notes the proposal provides an alternative to the site specific DCP
provision for an amalgamated development at 36 Lonsdale Street and 64-70
Brenan Street, Lilyfield. This is because 68-70 Brenan Street has not been
amalgamated by the proposed development. The proposal should take into
consideration the potential future development opportunities for 68- 70 Brenan
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Street particularly and the building envelope interfaces between the two lots.
The setbacks should be consistent with all applicable ADG requirements.

The Panel notes that the proposed 6m building separation does not comply with
the ADG control of 9m separation between habitable and non-habitable rooms
for 3-storey buildings located in the R1 Housing Zone. A site isolation test is
required to validate the residential amenity if the inclusion of Nos. 68-70 Brenan
Street (as in the DCP) cannot be acquired as part of the proposal.

The Panel notes that the proposed development appears to meet the Floor
Space Ratio (FSR) criterion of 1.5:1 based on their portion of the site (only).
FSR calculations are to include corridor spaces, consistent with accepted
principles for excluding GFA.

The Panel encourages the applicant to reduce the bulk and scale of the
proposal to comply with the site specific DCP building envelope, particularly the
South Street frontage and generally to meet the DCP objectives of streetscape,
amenity, and urban character.

The Panel recommends further analysis of the urban design envelope, solar
access, and site overshadowing in accordance with the DCP. This analysis
should include sun eye diagrams to demonstrate compliance of the proposed
design with the DCP objectives.

e  Ground Plane Configuration and Landscape Design:

©)

The Panel recommends further consideration of the glazed interface between
the apartments and the car park to ensure a more private apartment outlook
oriented towards natural landscape, rather than to parked vehicles.

Further revised 3D Modelling should accurately indicate the setbacks along all
site boundaries to demonstrate the improvements proposed in relation to the
DCRP provisions.

e Architectural Resolution:

The applicant should reconsider the suitability of the proposed architecture for
the building facades to better express its residential typology and to respond
more appropriately to the surrounding urban context

The Panel does not support the extensive areas of unshaded glazing proposed
for the fagade (including the car parking areas), noting that compliance with the
NCC may result in very dark and reflective glass types which are not
appropriate to its context.

The Panel observed that the proposed floor to floor height of 3.15m would be
unlikely to comply with the NCC and DPB requirements, particularly where
there are open terraces above habitable rooms. The Panel requests further
details on the necessary throw screen enclosure to the railway corridor,
including materials, systems, degree of enclosure and orientation.

The current proposal for the northern fagade facing the City West Link is for
glazed balconies or winter gardens, primarily enclosed. The IGA site
immediately to the east has open balconies that appear to be well used and
enjoy great views towards the city. The Panel recommends further
consideration of how these units may achieve more flexible, private open space
with options for increased openness controlled by the occupants.

The proposed inward sloping glazing will receive limited rain washing and will
require high maintenance to remain clean.

All shade structures to the communal open space proposed in the landscape
drawings should be indicated on the architectural drawings, including the solar
analysis.
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o The Panel recommends the provision of natural light, air and outlook to the
internal corridors and lift lobbies of Building A.

e Conclusion:

o Given the number of matters regarding site planning and urban design
strategies that require further refinement, the Panel recommends that the
applicant seek Council guidance for clarification on the setbacks that would be
acceptable in relation to the site specific DCP and ADG.

o The Panel has an independent advisory role and does not support the proposal
in its current form. Amendments and further developed design material should
be submitted for the Panel’s further review as part of a future Pre-Development
Application.

ADG Assessment:

The following provides further discussion of the relevant issues:

Section

Comment

Complies

2F
separation

Building

Five to eight storeys
(approximately
25m):

e 18m between
habitable
rooms/balconies

e 12m  between
habitable and
non-habitable
rooms

e 9m between
non-habitable
rooms

At the boundary
between a change in
zone from apartment
buildings to a lower
density area,
increase the building
setback from the
boundary by 3m

Whilst the plans provided include footprints of the
surrounding dwellings located along Lonsdale,
Russell and City West Link in part, they do not
depict any adjoining windows or use of rooms.
The ADG requirements in terms of setbacks
distances reference habitable and non-habitable
spaces on neighbouring dwellings have not been
demonstrated on the plans, and therefore,
Council is unable to confirm whether the
assessment criteria have been satisfied or not.

As such, compliance with the design
requirements under this part has not been
demonstrated.

It is noted that, as the subject site has site
specific design parameters under the IWLEP
2022 and LDCP 2013, a variation to the building
separation requirements could have be
considered where the design requirements have
been adhered to or results in a superior outcome.
A superior outcome would result in an improved
transition to the surrounding the lower scale
residential developments, improved amenity
outcomes and minimised bulk and scale impacts.
However, this has not been demonstrated.

No

3D Communal and
public open space

25% of the subject
site  with 50% of
direct sunlight for

The site area for the proposal measures
1,680sgm, and as such, a minimum of 420sgm
communal open space (COS) area is required.

Two communal open space areas have been
nominated on the plans, this being the pathway

No
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Section Comment Complies
minimum 2hrs | at the rear of level 1 (180sgm) as well as the
between 9am and | central area located on level 3 (351sgm). Council
3pm. has calculated the Level 3 COS to measure

approximately 315sgm, which differs to the figure
nominated on the plans provided.
The functionality and intended purpose of the
nominated communal area on Level 1 has not
been depicted on the plan. Specifically, this
space lacks any amenities and is akin to that of
a thoroughfare. Notwithstanding this, the use of
this area is not supported to form part of the COS
as it is likely to result in adverse visual privacy
and acoustic impacts to the neighbouring
properties.
As such, compliance with the design
requirements under this part has not been
demonstrated.
3E Deep soil zones | As the site is larger than 1,500sgm, a minimum No
deep soil dimension of 6m is required. The
proposal includes deep soil zones with
dimensions of only 3m.
3F Visual privacy Compliance with the design requirements under No
this part has not been demonstrated, see
Up to 25m (5- building separation comments above.
storeys)
e Habitable rooms
and balconies —
9m
¢ Non habitable
rooms 3m
3J Bicycle and car The LDCP generates a lesser car parking rate Yes

parking

Minimum car parking
requirement for
residents and
visitors is set out in
the Guide to Traffic

Generating
Developments, or
the car parking

requirement
prescribed by the
relevant council,
whichever is less

with respect to the proposal, as such, the LDCP
requirements prevail.

The LDCP requires a minimum of 18 spaces and
a maximum of 29 spaces, the proposal seeks to
provide 32 spaces.

The proposal exceeds the maximum parking
requirements under this part.

As per the gross floor area (GFA) definition of the
IWLEP 2022, any surplus parking beyond the
maximum car parking rates is to be included as
part of the GFA calculations. This surplus parking
has not been considered as part of the GFA and
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daylight access

e  Minimum 70%
of living rooms
and POS
areas are to
receive min
2hrs of direct
sunlight
between 9am
and 3pm at
mid winter.

e In all other
areas, living
rooms and
private  open
spaces of at
least 70% of
apartments in
a building

have been provided, it is unclear if the proposal
demonstrates compliance.

Council notes that the proposal is capable of
demonstrating the solar access requirements
given that the building is orientated to the north,
however, this needs to be confirmed with the
appropriate supporting documentation.

As such, compliance with the design
requirements under this part has not been
demonstrated.

Section Comment Complies
Parking rates of the | FSR calculation for the proposal by the applicant,
LDCP 2013 | however Council contends that this exceedance
(minimum) constitutes GFA - refer to IWLEP 2022
discussions for further details.
e  Studio: Nil
e 1Bed:1per3
dwellings
e 2Bed:1per2
dwellings
e 3 Bed: 1 per
dwelling
e Visitor: 1 per
11 dwellings
Shop
e 1 per50sgm
Bicycle parking:
e 1 per 2 units +
1 per 10 units
(visitor)
e Shops: 1 per
10 staff
Motorcycle parking:
e 1per10car
parking
spaces
required
4A Solar and Whilst conceptual view from the sun diagrams No
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Section Comment Complies
receive a
minimum of 3
hours  direct
sunlight
between 9 am
and 3 pm at
mid winter
e Max 15% of
units  receive
no direct
sunlight
between 9 am
and 3 pm at
mid winter
4B Natural Insufficient information has been depicted on the No
ventilation elevation plans to determine if the winter gardens
proposed have operable louvres and/or
Min 60% of units windows.
naturally cross
ventilated As such compliance with the design
requirements under this part has not been
demonstrated.
4E Private open In addition to the minimum depth requirements No
space (POS) required for each dwelling type, the ADG states
that the minimum balcony depth to be counted as
e Studio: 4sgqm | contributing to the balcony area is 1m. With this
e 1Bed: 8sgm considered, the plans provided with the
with min 2m application have included areas that do not
depth satisfy the minimum depth inclusions and
e 2Bed:10sqm | therefore cannot contribute towards the
with min 2m respective POS area.
depth
¢ 3.Bed:.128qm Additionally, insufficient information has been
with min 2.4m . . . . Y
depth provided regarding the visual privacy mltlgatlon
measures proposed for the south facing POS
areas that adjoin each other on Level 1 and 3.
This level of detail is required to be depicted to
confirm the interface amenity between each
dwelling proposed.
As such, compliance with the design
requirements under this part has not been
demonstrated.
4G Storage Storage areas assigned to each unit have not No
been denoted on the plans.
e  Studio: 4m?3
e 1Bed:6sgm® | As such, compliance with the design
e 2Bed:8sgm® |requirements under this part has not been
e 3Bed: 10sqm® | demonstrated.
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Having regard to the matters outlined above, the proposal has not demonstrated
compliance with the design quality principles in Schedule 9 of the Housing SEPP or
the relevant objectives and design criteria of the Apartment Design Guide. The overall
design quality is therefore considered unsatisfactory, as the development does not
achieve an acceptable built form, residential amenity or design response for the site,
contrary to Section 147 of the Housing SEPP.

Chapter 6 Low and mid rise housing

The subject site is located within an indicative LMR area
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SEPP (Transport and Infrastructure) 2021

Chapter 2 Infrastructure

Development likely to affect an electricity transmission or distribution network.

The proposed development meets the criteria for referral to the electricity supply
authority within Section 2.48 of the Transport and Infrastructure SEPP and has been
referred for comment for 21 days.

Ausgrid provided comments requiring that the design submission must comply with
relevant Ausgrid Network Standards and SafeWork NSW Codes of Practice for
construction works near existing electrical assets, with recommended of conditions of
consent provided.

Development in, above, below or adjacent to rail corridors and interim rail corridors

The proposed development has been referred to the rail authority in accordance with
2.99 Excavation in, above, space below or adjacent to rail corridors of the Transport
and Infrastructure SEPP. No comment has been received from TfNSW (Sydney
Trains).
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Impact of rail noise or vibration on non-rail development

The applicant has not demonstrated that appropriate measures will be implemented
to ensure that the residential accommodation within the development complies with
the requirements of Section 2.100(3) of the Transport and Infrastructure SEPP.

An acoustic report prepared by Koikas Acoustics Pty Ltd, reference 5263, dated 29th
March 2022 was submitted with the application. An acoustic opinion by Koikas
Acoustics dated 23 April 2025 that was also submitted has advised that the noise data
used in the report dated 2022 are still suitable for the current assessment, which
Council raises no objection to.

However, the submitted acoustic report has been prepared based on plans that differ
from those accompanying the current development application. Additionally, it is
unclear from the plans provided as to which balconies are to be winter gardens, in
particular those fronting City West Link.

Given this, Council is not satisfied that the provisions of the SEPP have been
demonstrated.

Development with frontage to classified road

In considering Section 2.119(2) of the Transport and Infrastructure SEPP:

Vehicular access to the land is provided via Lonsdale Street and this is considered
practical and safe. The design will not adversely impact the safety, efficiency, and
ongoing operation of the classified road.

Notwithstanding this, the existing site has two driveways fronting City West Link. It is
unclear from the information provided if the existing crossovers are to be retained or
removed. As this has not been clarified from the applicant, the application has not
been referred to TINSW for comment on this matter.

Given this, Council is not satisfied that the provisions of the SEPP have been
demonstrated.

Impact of road noise or vibration on non-road development

In considering Section 2.120 of the Transport and Infrastructure SEPP, the supplied
acoustic report states that the proposal is capable of achieving the required internal
LAeq levels subject to the recommendations. Of note, the recommendations require
all windows to be closed in order to achieve acceptable internal LAeq. Insufficient
information has been provided to demonstrate that the single aspect units can achieve
acceptable internal LAeq and natural ventilation at the same time raising conisderbale
concerns for adequate amenity of these dwellings.

SEPP (Biodiversity and Conservation) 2021

Chapter 2 Vegetation in non-rural areas
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The Biodiversity and Conservation SEPP requires consideration for the protection
and/or removal of vegetation and gives effect to the local tree preservation provisions
of C1.14 Tree Management of the LDCP 2013.

The application seeks the removal of the following trees from the subject site to
accommodate the building footprint:

Tree 22 - Robinia pseudoacacia ‘Frisia’ (Golden Robinia)
Tree 23 - Robinia pseudoacacia ‘Frisia’ (Golden Robinia)
Tree 24 - Robinia pseudoacacia ‘Frisia’ (Golden Robinia)
Tree 25 - Olea europaea var. europea (European Olive)

Tree 26 — Ligustrum lucidum (Large Leaf Privet)

Tree 27 — Ligustrum lucidum (Large Leaf Privet)

Tree 28 - Celtis australis (Hackberry)

Tree 29 - Schefflera actinophylla (Queensland Umbrella Tree)
Tree 30 - Corymbia ficifolia (Red Flowering Gum)

Tree 31 - Hymenosporum flavum (Native Frangipani)

The majority of these specimens are exempt due to size or species, and as such,
Council raises no objection to their removal as application proposes to replant
numerous small to medium trees and palms in the deep soil and on podium across the
site.

Overall, the proposal could be considered acceptable with regard to the Biodiversity
and Conservation SEPP and Part C1.14 - Tree Management of the LDCP 2013, with
respect to the removal of the subject trees.

Chapter 6 Water Catchments

Section 6.6 under Part 6.2 of the Biodiversity and Conservation SEPP provides
matters for consideration which apply to the proposal. The subject site is located within
the designated hydrological catchment of the Sydney Harbour Catchment and is
subject to the provisions contained within Chapter 6 of the above Biodiversity
Conservation SEPP.

It is considered that the proposal remains consistent with the relevant general
development controls under Part 6.2 of the Biodiversity Conservation SEPP and would
not have an adverse effect in terms of water quality and quantity, aquatic ecology,
flooding, or recreation and public access.

SEPP (Sustainable Buildings) 2022

Chapter 2 Standards for residential development - BASIX

The application is accompanied by a BASIX Certificate in compliance with the EP&A
Regulation 2021.

Inner West Local Environmental Plan 2022

The application was assessed against the following relevant Clauses of the Inner West
Local Environmental Plan 2022 (IWLEP).
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Part 1 — Preliminary

Clause

Proposed

Complie

Clause 1.2
Aims of Plan

Due to the matters raised elsewhere in this report with respect poor
urban design and architectural outcomes, adverse visual bulk and
scale impacts, overshadowing, site isolation, variations to the
development standards and incompatibility with the desired future
character, the proposal does not satisfy the aims of the plan,
specifically the following:

e (f) to encourage diversity in housing to meet the needs of,
and enhance amenity for, Inner West residents,

e (g) to create a high quality urban place through the
application of design excellence in all elements of the built
environment and public domain,

e (h) to prevent adverse social, economic and environmental
impacts on the local character of Inner West,

e (i) to prevent adverse social, economic and environmental
impacts, including cumulative impacts.

No

Part 2 — Permitted or Prohibited Development

Clause

Proposed

Complie
s

Clause 2.3
Zone objectives
and Land Use
Table

Conflicting information has been stated within the SEE and the
plans included with the application in reference to the use of ground
floor non-residential component of the development. The plans
reference this area to be a commercial tenancy, however the SEE
states that this area is to be a commercial premises/tenancy and a
neighbourhood shop.

Council has based this assessment on what is depicted on the
plans provided, as such the application proposes a commercial
premises on the ground floor with residential units above.

The subject site is zoned R1 — General Residential under the
IWLEP 2022, and commercial premises are a prohibited land use
within the zone.

Additionally, due to the matters raised elsewhere in this report with
respect poor urban design and architectural outcomes, adverse
visual bulk and scale impacts, overshadowing, site isolation,
incompatibility with the desired furture character and minimum
amenity requirments of the ADG the proposal does not satisfy the
following objectives of the zone:

. To enable other land uses that provide facilities or services
to meet the day to day needs of residents.

. To provide residential development that maintains the
character of built and natural features in the surrounding
area.

No

Clause 2.7
Demolition
requires
development
consent

The proposal satisfies provisions of this Clause as follows:

. Demolition works are proposed, which are permissible with
consent; and

Yes,
subject to
conditions

in the event
of an
approval
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Clause Proposed Complie
s

e Standard conditions could be imposed in the event of an
approval to manage impacts which may arise during
demolition,

Part 4 — Principal Development Standards

See Clause 4.6 discussion below.
Part 5 — Miscellaneous Provisions
Not applicable.

Part 6 — Additional Local Provisions

Clause Proposed Complie
s

Clause 6.1 The site is identified as containing Class 5 acid sulfate soils. The Yes
Acid sulfate soils | proposal is considered to adequately satisfy this section as the
application does not propose any works that would result in any
significant adverse impacts to the watertable.

Clause 6.2 Bulk excavation is proposed to accommodate the development, a Yes,
Earthworks geotechnical report was accompanied with the application | subjectto
demonstrating that the earthworks proposed are unlikely to have a condition
detrimental impact on the environmental functions and process,
existing drainage patterns or soil stability.

Clause 6.3 The development maximises the use of permeable surfaces, Yes,

Stormwater includes on site retention as an alternative supply, and subject to | subject to

Management standard conditions, would not result in any significant runoff to | condition
adjoining properties or the environment

Clause 6.8 The site is located within the ANEF 20-25 contour, and as such an Yes,

Development in | Acoustic Report was submitted with the application. The proposal | subject to
areas subject to | is capable of satisfying this section, conditions could be imposed in | condition
aircraft noise the event of approval to ensure that the proposal will meet the
relevant requirements of Table 3.3 (Indoor Design Sound Levels for
Determination of Aircraft Noise Reduction) in AS 2021:2015,
thereby ensuring the proposal’'s compliance with the relevant
provisions of Section 6.8 of the IWLEP.

Clause 6.9 The proposed development is for the construction of a new building No, see
Design that exceeds 14 metres in height. The development is therefore | discussion
excellence required to demonstrate design excellence. below

The proposed development is not considered to demonstrate
design excellence for the purposes of Clause 6.9(4), see discussion
below.

In considering if the proposal exhibits design excellence, the
application was referred to the Architectural Excellence & Design
Review Panel (AEDRP) for comment. The Panel acknowledged
that most of the design material presented during the meeting was
similar to that presented at the last review on 9 December 2025
(PDA/2025/0189), and accordingly much of the commentary
provided, restates the Panel’s earlier advice, noting that the current
application has not demonstrated any positive changes.
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Clause

Proposed Complie
s

Clause 6.14
Diverse housing

The residential component of the proposal is to comprise of 29 Yes
units, this being 13 X 1 bedroom dwelling; 14 X 2 bedroom
dwellings; and 2 X 3 bedroom dwellings. Given this, at least 25% of
the dwellings are studio or 1 bedroom dwellings, and no more than
30% of the dwellings proposed are for three bedroom dwellings. As
such the proposal demonstrates compliance with the provisions
under this park.

Clause 6.30
Development of
land at 36
Lonsdale Street
and 64-70
Brenan Street,
Lilyfield

Refer to discussion below. No, see
discussion
below

Clause 6.9 Design Excellence

The proposed development is not considered to demonstrate design excellence for the purposes of
Clause 6.9(4), including, but not limited to, the following reasons:

Clause

Proposed

(a) whether a
high standard of
architectural
design,
materials  and
detailing
appropriate  to
the building type
and location will
be achieved,

The proposal does not satisfy this Clause as:

e  The building form lacks a resolved architectural expression in accordance
with the AEDRP recommendations.

e The fagade materials and streetscape presentation is akin to that of a
commercial building, rather than that for residential uses.

e The fagade articulation is limited and does not sufficiently modulate the
overall building mass.

e The proposal lacks a cohesive relationship between built form,
streetscape presentation and the amenity for the residences. In particular,
the treatment to the City West Link and Lonsdale Street facing units is
unclear.

(b) whether the
form and
external
appearance of
the development
will improve the
quality and
amenity of the
public domain,

The proposal does not satisfy this Clause as:

e The excessive bulk and scale results in a visually dominant building within
the streetscape, particularly at the corner of Lonsdale Street and City
West Link.

e The interface with surrounding streets and laneways is not sufficiently
resolved.

e The proposal does not demonstrate a meaningful improvement to the
public domain commensurate with the scale of development.

(c) whether the
development
detrimentally
impacts on view
corridors and
landmarks,

The proposal does not satisfy this Clause as:

e The excessive height and FSR results in a building that is visually
overbearing, particularly at the corner of Lonsdale Street and City West
Link.

e The development lacks adequate modulation and transition to adjoining
lower density development to the south (rear) and west (side) of the
subject site.

(d) whether the
development
detrimentally
impacts on land
protected by
solar access

The proposal does not satisfy this Clause as:

e  Whilst conceptual view from the sun diagrams have been provided, it is
unclear if the proposal demonstrates compliance with respect to
protecting the solar amenity of the adjoining neighbouring low density
properties.
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controls
established in
the relevant
development
control plan,

(e) the
requirements of
the relevant
development
control plan,

The proposal does not satisfy this Clause as:

e Non-compliance with key LDCP provisions, including building separation,
building massing, overshadowing and desired future character.

(f) how
development
addresses
following
matters—

the

the

(i) the suitability
of the land for
development,

The proposal does not satisfy this Clause as:

o  The proposed built form is not consistent with the intended scale and form
of development for the site.

(i) existing and

The proposal does not satisfy this Clause as:

proposed uses

and use mix, e  The proposal seeks to include a prohibited use on the site, and therefore,
is not a suitable form of development.

(iii) heritage The proposal does not satisfy this Clause as:

issues and

streetscape e The development does not demonstrate a satisfactory response to its

constraints, surrounding context.

(iv) the The proposal does not satisfy this Clause as:

relationship  of
the development

with other
existing or
proposed

development on
the same site or
on neighbouring
sites in terms of
separation,
setbacks,
amenity
urban form,

and

e The development does not provide an appropriate transition to adjoining
lower density residential development nor to the City West Link elevation.

(v) bulk,
massing and
modulation  of
buildings,

(vi) street
frontage heights,

The proposal does not satisfy this Clause as:

e The excessive bulk and scale results in a visually dominant building within
the streetscape, particularly at the corner of Lonsdale Street and City
West Link.

(vii) environmen
tal impacts,
including
sustainable
design,
overshadowing,

The proposal does not satisfy this Clause as:

o Insufficient information has been provided to ensure that solar access and
acoustic privacy to the subject site and neighbouring properties is
provided.

wind and
reflectivity and
visual and
acoustic privacy,
(viii) the BASIX Certificate provided.

achievement of
the principles of
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ecologically
sustainable
development,
(ix) pedestrian, | Pedestrian access is available via two entries along City West Link, whilst all other
cycle, vehicular | access is available via Lonsdale Street. The access proposed will not hinder the
and service | permeability within the pedestrian or road network.

access,
circulation and
requirements,
including the
permeability of
any pedestrian
network,

(x) the impact | No works are proposed within the public domain.
on, and
proposed
improvements
to, the public
domain,
including
landscape
design,

(xi) the The proposal does not satisfy this Clause as:
relationship  of
the development e Similar to previous comments, the building form lacks a resolved
with the street architectural expression in accordance with the AEDRP
and building recommendations this includes the relationship with the City West Link
frontage. and Lonsdale Street building frontages.

Clause 6.30 Development of land at 36 Lonsdale Street and 64—70 Brenan Street,
Lilyfield

Clause 6.30 Development of land at 36 Lonsdale Street and 64—70 Brenan Street,
Lilyfield of the IWLEP identifies additional local provisions applicable to the subject
site. An assessment against these provisions is as follows:

6.30(1) This clause applies to the following land in Lilyfield, identified as “Area 17” on
the Key Sites Map—

(a) Lots 2—4, DP 1257743, 36 Lonsdale Street,
(b) Lots 1 and 2, DP 529451, Lot 22, DP 977323 and Lot 1, DP 1057904, 64—70
Brenan Street.

Nos. 68 and 70 do not form part of the subject proposal contrary to this Clause.
Under Karavellas v Sutherland Shire Council [2004] two questions have been
considered when dealing with site amalgamation and site isolation to 68 and 70

Lonsdale Street, these are as followed.

e Firstly, is amalgamation of the sites feasible?
e Secondly, can orderly and economic use and development of the separate sites be
achieved if amalgamation is not feasible?
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In response to the first question, Council is satisfied that genuine offers have been
made to amalgamate the adjoining sites based on the supporting documentation
provided with the application.

To answer the second question, the principles set out by Brown C in Cornerstone
Property Group Pty Ltd v Warringah Council [2004] are utilised. Despite being
requested, insufficient information has been provided to demonstrate that the
neighbouring sites could be reasonably developed in the future with regard to the
relevant planning framework. Indicative floor plans have been provided only. Council
is not satisfied that the neighbouring sites can still achieve a development that is
consistent with the planning controls (most the notably that contained within the site
specific DCP applicable to the sites as well as the ADG provisions) and thus orderly
and economic use and development of the separate sites cannot be achieved.

6.30(2) If a development control plan that complies with subclause (3) has been
prepared for the land—

(a) the maximum height of a building is RL 33.2, and
(b) the maximum floor space ratio for a building is 1.5:1.

The proposal seeks a maximum building height of RL 36.8, therefore exceeding the
maximum height development standard under 60(2)(a). A breakdown of the breach is
as follows:

Control Height location Proposed Compliance Variation % Variation
height

RL 33.2 Lift overrun RL 36.8 NO 3.6m 10.8%

RL 33.2 Parapet of Level 5 RL 35.90 NO 2.7m 8.1%

RL 33.2 Level 5 Roof RL 35.60 NO 2.4m 7.22%

Figure 3: Description of the variations to the building height standard as prepared by the
applicant

Clause 4.6 Exceptions to development standards

A Clause 4.6 request to vary the Height Development Standard has been provided.
Upon assessment, Council is not satisfied that the request demonstrates compliance
with the requirements of Clause 4.6(3)(a) and (3)(b) of the IWLEP 2022.

The written request states in the absence of specific objectives in Clause 6.30 of the
IWLEP, consideration of the objectives listed in Clause 4.3 Height of Buildings has
been considered. The request argues that that the objectives of the Clause 4.3 Height
development standard are achieved despite the height non-compliance, and that strict
compliance is unreasonable or unnecessary (in accordance with Clause 4.6(3)(a)),
Council does not support this position.

Specifically, Council does not agree the following relevant objectives of the Height of
Building development standard are met:
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(a) to ensure the height of buildings is compatible with the character of the locality,
(b) to minimise adverse impacts on local amenity,
(c) to provide an appropriate transition between buildings of different heights.

Additionally, in the absence of specific objectives in Clause 6.30, Council refers to the
1.2 Aims of the plan for further guidance to determine if the proposal is unreasonable
or unnecessary. As such, the following aims of the plan have not been demonstrated:

(f) to encourage diversity in housing to meet the needs of, and enhance amenity for,
Inner West residents,

(g9) to create a high quality urban place through the application of design excellence in
all elements of the built environment and public domain,

The written request references that there is an increase in height among the periphery
of the Catherine Street neighbourhood, and the height and scale proposed provides a
transition of scale to the neighbouring properties located to the south along Lonsdale
Street and Russell Street. Additionally, the request states that there is an improved
amenity outcome as a result of the breach to the adjoining low scale properties

Council does not support this justification as the height proposed does not reflect that
of the locality, the site specific DCP requirements and design excellence. Additionally,
the height exceedance proposed fails to provide a suitable transition in bulk and scale
to the low scale properties to the rear nor the existing mixed use development at 402
Catherine Street.

Furthermore, the breach does not result in an improved amenity outcome by way of
visual bulk to the streetscape and neighbouring properties as well as a solar access
to the neighbouring low scale properties.

In accordance with Clause 4.6(3)(b), two planning grounds have been provided by the
applicant to justify the variance to the development standard. These are duplicated
below:

Planning Ground 1: Contextual fit

The development achieves an appropriate form and scale which is consistent with the
character anticipated by the relevant planning controls, and achieves contextual fit
because:

e The proposed building predominantly complies with the maximum permissible building
height of RL 33.2 as required by clause 6.30(2)(a) and is therefore reflective of the
desired future character anticipated by the plan, noting that the majority of the gross
floor area of all habitable space also sits below the height limit.

o The proposal adopts an alternative massing approach whereby the maximum
allowable GFA is achieved in a reconfigured envelope which maximises solar access
to the southern adjoining propetrties.

o  While the eastern tower presents as 6 storey to the City West Link, the development
presents as a 4-5 storey development when viewed from the south.

e The scale of the development is consistent with the mixed-use development
immediately to the east at 402 Catherine Street.
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The proposed building establishes an articulated, and modulated street edge along
City West Link.

The fagade is divided into elements to establish a fine grain relationship with the
surrounding streetscape and appropriate response to the neighbouring residential lots
and associated development.

The proposed street setbacks and wall heights along the Anzac Parade and Addison
Street frontages complies with the relevant envelope controls in the LDCP 2013.

The proposed alternative approach to the massing achieves adequate communal open
space on the podium level and ensures that visual and acoustic privacy of the
neighbouring residential properties to the south is maintained.

Planning Ground 2: Avoidance of impact

Adverse amenity impacts are avoided as follows:

The proposed visual massing is not of a scale that is inconsistent with the desired
character of the surrounding properties, including the mixed-use development at 402
Catherine Street, and will not adversely impact the existing visual setting of the
surrounding streetscapes.

An alternative approach to the massing at the rear of the site is provided in response
to the location of the site at the interface with the City West Link and existing missed
use development to the east, which ensures that the visual and acoustic privacy of the
neighbouring residential apartments to the south is maintained.

While the breach caused by the eastern tower will be visible, the overall composition
of the building reinforces the corner and is of a height and scale that is consistent, and
reflective of the existing desired future character of the surrounding context (noting the
sites’ location at the periphery of the Catherine Street Distinctive Neighbourhood,
which is characterised by a visible increase in building height and form along its edges).
Sun eye view diagrams demonstrate that adequate solar access to the properties
located to the south of the site will be provided and in accordance with the ADG.

The proposed height exceedance, which is limited to the lift overrun, stairs, parapet,
and part of Level 5 of the eastern tower will not result in overlooking due to the setbacks
provided from both the site boundaries and edges of the building.

There are no significant or protected views to or across the site which will be
significantly or adversely impacted by the proposal.

Council is not supportive of the two planning grounds provided for the following
reasons:

The proposal does not comply with the maximum FSR permitted for the site as it has
been incorrectly calculated.

The alternative envelope does not produce a superior result with respect to solar
access and visual bulk to the neighbouring low scale properties to the rear.

The scale of the proposed is greater than that at 402 Catherine Street thereby not
providing a suitable transition at the City West Link elevation, rather exacerbating bulk
contrary to the intent of the site specific provisions applicable to the site.

It should also be noted that the planning grounds reference Anzac Parade and Addison
Street — these are not located within the context area of the site

For the reasons outlined above, it is recommended that the Clause 4.6 exception be rejected.

FSR Development Standard:
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The supporting documentation provided with the application has incorrectly stated that
the proposal will result in a total FSR of 1.5:1 or 2,513sgm, and therefore adhering to
the maximum floor space ratio for a building being is 1.5:1. The supporting
documentation has excluded areas that are to be included as part of the GFA
calculations, this includes surplus car parking (this being three spaces) and all winter
gardens.

Council is unable to accurately calculate the total GFA proposed with the inclusion of
the winter gardens and surplus parking due to insufficient information provided on the
plans, in particular the treatment to the balconies.

Where a variance to the development standard is sought a Clause 4.6 exception
request is required to be provided. No variation request has been provided to vary the

GFA for the site. In the absence of a Clause 4.6 exception, there is no power to
consider the variation nor approve the subject development application.

B. Development Control Plans

Summary

The application has been assessed and the following provides a summary of the
relevant provisions Leichhardt Development Control Plan 2013 (LDCP).

LDCP 2013 Complies
Part B: Connections No, see discussion
below
Part C
C1.1 Site and Context Analysis No, see discussion
below
C1.2 Demolition Yes
C1.5 Corner Sites No, see discussion
below
C1.7 Site Facilities Yes
C1.8 Contamination Yes
C1.9 Safety by Design Yes
C1.10 Equity of Access and Mobility Yes
C1.11 Parking No see ADG discussion
C1.12 Landscaping Yes
C1.14 Tree Management Yes, see discussion in
SEPP (Biodiversity and
Conservation) 2021
above
Part C: Place — Section 2 Urban Character
C2.2.4.1 Catherine Street Distinctive Neighbourhood and | Not applicable, refer to
C2.2.4.1(b) The Peripheral Sub Area Part G, Section 12 of
the LDCP
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Part C: Place — Section 3 — Residential Provisions

C3.1 Residential General Provisions No, see discussion
below

C3.9 Solar Access No, see discussion
below

C3.10 Views Yes

C3.11 Visual Privacy No, see discussion
below

C3.12 Acoustic Privacy Yes

Part C: Place - Section 4 - Non-Residential Not applicable

Provisions

Part D: Energy

Section 1 — Energy Management Yes

Section 2 — Resource Recovery and Waste Management

D2.1 General Requirements No, see discussion
below

D2.2 Demolition and Construction of All Development Yes

D2.3 Residential Development No, see discussion
below

D2.4 Non-Residential Development No, see discussion
below

D2.5 Mixed Use Development No, see discussion
below

Part E: Water

Section 1 — Sustainable Water and Risk Management

E1.1 Approvals Process and Reports Required With Yes

Development Applications

E1.1.1 Water Management Statement Yes

E1.1.3 Stormwater Drainage Concept Plan Yes

E1.2 Water Management Yes

E1.2.1 Water Conservation Yes

E1.2.2 Managing Stormwater within the Site Yes

E1.2.3 On-Site Detention of Stormwater Yes

Part F: Food Not applicable

Part G: Site Specific Controls

Section 12 — 36 Lonsdale Street And 64—70 Brenan No, see discussion

Street, Lilyfield below

The following provides discussion of the relevant issues:

Part B: Connections

The proposed development is for more than 25 dwellings, and as such a social impact
statement is required to be provided however no such supporting documentation has
been included withing the supporting documentation. Therefore, the proposal is
inconsistent with objectives O1, 02, O4, O6 and O7 and control C2 as follows:

e 01 Toensure social impacts are considered in Council’s decision making and planning
processes.
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02 To enhance consistency and transparency in Council’s assessment of the social
impacts during developments of new policies, plans, projects or proposed
development.

03 To maximise positive social impacts and minimise negative social impacts in
relation to land use plans and development, new Council policies, plans or projects.
04 Social Impact Assessments address and support the delivery of the Our Inner West
2036 vision.

07 Social Impact Assessment will be used by Council to assist in the assessment of
development applications to ensure that development:

o a. supports socially sustainable development and decision-making,
contributing to the determination of best policy or development alternatives;

o b. isinformed by relevant policy and legislation and integrate policy priorities in
the assessment (e.g. affordable housing, equitable access to services,
integrated community facilities, sustainable transport);

o c. acknowledges the values of local communities;

o d. identifies impacts that are directly related to the proposed development, and
demonstrates the connection between the intervention and the likely impact;

o e. demonstrates rigour and a social science base in presenting evidence; and

o fF. addresses how net social benefit can be enhanced through the development
and how negative social outcomes can be ameliorated and managed through
mitigating and monitoring measures.

C2 A Social Impact Statement prepared by a suitably qualified person is to be
submitted for those development types identified in Table B1: Requirement for Social
Impact Assessment and any other development if Council informs the applicant in
writing that a Social Impact Statement is required

C1.0 Site Context and Analysis

The proposed development not been appropriately designed with respect to the site
context, scale, built form, density. Specifically, the proposal is inconsistent with the
following objectives:

a. existing site conditions on the site and adjacent and nearby propetrties;

b. the development potential of adjoining and nearby sites and the likely impacts on
the site itself and its neighbours if those properties are developed to their maximum
potential;

c. known future development proposals and development trends in the vicinity of the
site;

d. the potential for amenity impacts such as overshadowing, loss of privacy, views or
solar access;

f. the special qualities of the site and its context including urban design, streetscape
and heritage considerations;

C1.5 Corner Sites

The proposal is located on prominent corner and will be highly visible along City West
Link, limited consideration has been given to the site context, scale, built form and
relationship with the corner interface.

Furthermore, limited streetscape analysis has been provided with respect to the
relationship of the proposed development and the adjoining mixed-use development
on the corner development at Lonsdale Street and Catherine Street.
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Given this, the proposal is inconsistent with the objective O1 and controls C1, C2, C3,
C4, C5 as follows:

e 01 Development on corner sites:

o a. respects the visually prominent role of corner sites;

o b. is compatible with the adjoining buildings; and

o c. clearly delineates between old and new buildings.
e C1 Development shall:

o a. address each street frontage; and

o b. not include large expanses of featureless walls

e C2 Development extending to two distinct streetscapes shall vary the scale and form
between each frontage to complement the predominant character and scale of that
Streetscape.

e C3 Where a variation in scale from surrounding buildings is proposed, a transitional
element is to be provided, in order to blend the two scales.

o C4 Building elements including wall height, roof form and front setback and
architectural features including balconies, awnings, verandahs, parapets and dormers
are to be compatible in scale with the streetscape.

e C5 The development does not have an adverse impact on surrounding properties, the
streetscape or public domain by way of:

o a. amenity;

o b. solar access;

o C.views;

o d. privacy;

o e. urban design;

o f. being inconsistent with desired future character; and

o g. shall be constructed of high quality materials and finishes.

C3.1 Residential General Provisions

The proposed development not been appropriately designed with respect to the site
context, scale, built form, density. Furthermore, the proposal results in adverse visual
bulk and overshadowing impacts to the adjoining low scale residential development to
the south and west.

Given this, the proposal is inconsistent with the following Objectives O1, O3, 04, O5,
O7 and Control C1a as follows:

e 01 To provide more details in relation to the residential development provisions
contained in the Inner West LEP 2022

e 03 To ensure that alterations, additions to residential buildings and new residential
development are compatible with the established setting and character of the suburb
and neighbourhood and compatible with the desired future character and heritage
significance of the place and its setting.

e 04 To ensure that all residential development is compatible with the scale, form, siting
and materials of existing adjacent buildings

e 05 To ensure that all residential development is consistent with the density of the local
area as established by the Inner West LEP 2022.

e O7 To ensure that the amenity, including solar access and visual privacy, of the
development and adjacent properties is not adversely impacted.

o C1 Residential development is not to have an adverse effect on:

254



Inner West Local Planning Panel ITEM5

o a. the amenity, setting or cultural significance of the place, including the portion
of the existing building to be retained; and

C3.9 Solar Access

Insufficient information has been included on the plans provided illustrating the existing
and proposed overshadowing impacts to the adjoining properties to the south and
east. In particular the proposal has not demonstrated that the adjoining properties will
retain the requisite level of solar access to their rear POS and main living room
windows.

Having regard to this the proposal is likely to severely compromise the solar amenity
of the properties to the south. Therefore, the proposal is inconsistent with objective
O1d, f and controls C1, C15 and C19 as follows:

e 01 Development shall:
o d. protect residential amenity for adjoining development;
o f. minimise the degree of overshadowing to neighbouring properties.

e C15 Where surrounding dwellings currently receive less than the required amount of
solar access to the main living room between 9am and 3pm during the winter solstice,
no further reduction of solar access is permitted

e C19 Where surrounding dwellings currently receive less than the required amount of
solar access to their private open space between 9am and 3pm during the winter
solstice, no further reduction of solar access is permitted.

In assessing the reasonableness of solar access impact to adjoining properties, and
in particular, in any situation where controls are sought to be varied, Council will also
have regard to the ease or difficulty in achieving the nominated controls having regard
to
o a. the reasonableness of the development overall, in terms of compliance with
other standards and controls concerned with the control of building bulk and
having regard to the general form of surrounding development;

b. site orientation;

c. the relative levels at which the dwellings are constructed;

d. the degree of skill employed in the design to minimise impact; and

e. whether reasonably available alternative design solutions would produce a

superior result.

O O O O

C3.11 Visual Privacy

The proposal provides insufficient building separation to the adjoining low scale
residential development to the rear. Therefore, the proposal is inconsistent with
objective O1 and control C1 as follows:

e 01 Ensure spaces are designed with a high level of consideration to protecting visual
privacy within the dwelling, in particular the main living room, and private open space
of both the subject site and nearby residential uses.

o C1 Sight lines available within 9m and 45 degrees between the living room or private
open space of a dwelling and the living room window or private open space of an
adjoining dwelling are screened or obscured unless direct views are restricted or
separated by a street or laneway. Measures for screening or obscuring will include one
or more of the following:

o a. offsetting of opposing windows so that they do not directly face one another;
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(0]

b. offset windows from directly facing adjoining balconies and private open
space of adjoining dwellings;

c. screening of opposing windows, balconies and private open space with fixed
louvered screens, window hoods, shutters;

d. reduced window areas, subject to compliance with the Building Code of
Australia; e. window sills at or above 1.6m above the finished floor level;

f. use of fixed, obscure glass, subject to adequate ventilation complying with
the Building Code of Australia;

g. consistent orientation of buildings;

h. using floor level in design to minimise direct views; and

i. erection of screens and fencing to limit sightlines including dividing fences,
privacy screens, projecting blade screens

D2.3 Residential Development & D2.4 Non-Residential Development

The application was referred to Council’'s Waste Officer whose comments are
summarised as follows:

o The waste management plan and architectural plans does not correlate with one
another.

e The waste storage areas provided are of an insufficient size to accommodate waste
for each use as per the standard waste rates.

e There is no provision for residential bulky waste.

¢ Insufficient information has been provided regarding the waste collection method from
the site.

o A separate waste commercial area has not been provided.

Therefore, the proposal is inconsistent with C7 of D2.3 and C2 of D2.4 as follows:

e C7 Communal waste storage and recycling areas (or rooms) should be provided which

are:
O

o

a. located behind the main building alignment;

b. appropriately screened to minimise visual impacts on the development and
streetscape;

c. designed in an appropriate manner and size to allow suitable
manoeuvrability of bins;

d. designed to accommodate a servicing garbage truck;

e. designed with clearly defined loading areas for collection adjacent to waste
and recycling storage rooms; and f. within easy access for all dwellings and to
the collection point.

o C2 Waste and recycling storage and collection areas and/or rooms are to be provided

that:
O

o

o

a. ensure that the system for waste management is compatible with the
collection service;

b. provide for the onsite separation of reusable and recyclable materials;

c. provide for appropriate signage;

d. are suitably enclosed, covered and maintained; e. ensure an acceptable
method for the transportation of waste from each level or tenancy to the waste
and recycling storage and collection areas;

f. provide for an appropriately designed and well located waste storage and
recycling area and/or room with suitable manoeuvrability; and

g. provide for clear access for staff and collection services.
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G.12 Section 12 — 36 Lonsdale Street And 64—70 Brenan Street, Lilyfield

Section

Comment

12.4 General objectives

The proposal does not achieve the following:

e Consider the specific controls/guidelines which take into account
the site’s unique conditions to ensure an acceptable development
outcome.

¢ Respond to the existing and future context and character of the
area.

¢ Achieve architectural and urban design excellence.

e Enhance and activate the public domain.

e Maintain adequate solar access and amenity to adjacent
residences in Lonsdale Street and Russell Street.

e Ensure good amenity for future residents of the development.

Given this, the proposal is inconsistent with the objective O1, 02, O3,
04, 05 and O6 as follows:

o 01 Apply site specific controls/guidelines which take into account
the site’s unique conditions to ensure an acceptable development
outcome.

e 02 To respond to the existing and future context and character of
the area.

e 03 To achieve architectural and urban design excellence.

e 04 To enhance and activate the public domain.

e 05 To maintain adequate solar access and amenity to adjacent
residences in Lonsdale Street and Russell Street.

e 06 To ensure good amenity for future residents of the
development.

12,5

Desired Future

Character

Achieve architectural
excellence
Protect and enhance

The proposal was referred to the AEDRP for comment, and the proposal
in its current form does not achieve design excellence, specifically
noting that the site planning and urban design strategies that require
further refinement. Notwithstanding this, the proposal seeks to increase
height and bulk of the proposal on the site and therefore does not
enhance or protect the neighbouring residential amenity and

residential amenity streetscape.
e Ensure residential
amenity within the | Given this, the proposal is inconsistent with the objective O1, O2 and
development 03 as follows:
e Enhance the
streetscape e 01 Achieve architectural design excellence using appropriate
building composition which enhances the site and is also
sympathetic to the local density residential character of Lonsdale
Street and Russell Street.

o 02 Protect and enhance the residential amenity of neighbouring
dwellings and ensure the amenity of residents within the
development.

e 03 Enhance and activate the surrounding public domain

12.6 Lot Amalgamation As discussed above, Council is not satisfied that the LEC planning
principle for site isolation has been addressed.
e  Amalgamation of

allotments must not
result in any adjoining
sites being isolated

Given this, the proposal is inconsistent with the objective O1 and control
C1 as follows:

e O1 To ensure Iot amalgamation promotes the orderly
redevelopment of site for intended uses and identified built form.

o C1 New development on the site is to follow the lot amalgamation
pattern identified in Figure 2.
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Legend

[ Lot Amalgamation

Cy West LIk

Lilyfieda

Figure G58: Lot Amalgamation Pattern

12.7 Built form, height and
design

5 Storeys to City West
Link

maximum ceiling
height of RL 24.7
being an equivalent of
a two storey scale
relative to the
adjacent houses in
Lonsdale Street
maximum ceiling
height of RL 27.8 an
equivalent of a two
storey scale relative

to the adjacent
houses at Russell
Street

A minimum of 3m
building setback from
City West Link is to be
provided along
ground floor and to all
upper level residential
storeys

Adhere to the figures
depicted

The massing arrangement is inconsistent and exceeds the prescribed
requirement under this part. As detailed above, the variation to the
height development standard is not supported, whilst insufficient

information has been provided to enable an accurate calculation of the

GFA proposed for the development.

Given this, the proposal is inconsistent with the objectives O1, 02, O3

and O4 and controls C1, C2, C5, and C7 as follows:

01 Achieve architectural design excellence using appropriate
building composition which enhances the site and is also
sympathetic to the local density residential character of Lonsdale
Street and Russell Street.

02 To integrate new high-quality buildings with neighbouring
buildings by having an appropriate transition of building height and
scale.

03 To provide appropriate building form, height and articulation to
reduce apparent bulk and minimise impacts on the surrounding
area including adjacent dwellings and their open space.

04 To minimise overlooking and overshadowing of neighbouring
properties

C1 All roof structures, such as plant and lift overruns shall be
integrated into the design of the development, are not to exceed
the building heights contained within IWLEP 2022 and are to be
fully screened when viewed from street. The maximum height of
building is RL 33.2 with a maximum of 5 storeys at City West Link
Road and a transition to 2 storeys adjacent to the houses at
Lonsdale Street and Russell Street.

C2 The built form height envelopes are to comply with Figures 4
and 5 with buildings having a transition in height to a maximum of
5 storeys at City West Link Road as follows:
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- buildings have a maximum ceiling height of RL 24.7 being an
equivalent of a two storey scale relative to the adjacent houses in
Lonsdale Street
- buildings have a maximum ceiling height of RL 27.8 an equivalent
of a two storey scale relative to the adjacent houses at Russell
Street.

e C5 Top of building roof structure slab for the five storey building
component in Figure 4 and 5 should be a maximum at
approximately RL 30.7 to accommodate roof structures such as lift
overrun.

e C7 The proposed building location and site layout should be
consistent with that shown in Figure 3 to achieve buildings oriented
predominantly to Lonsdale Street and Russell Street with
appropriate amenity for occupants, a landscape setting and tree

canopy, middle ground/ podium level communal open space area,
landscaped buffer to adjacent houses and to comply with other

parts of this DCP

Activate corner and
surrounding public
domain

Slim building
Refer to clause 18C2 «_ ’ X /
z Figur R 7Figure 3
Al J 443 N J ll

RLI4.28
( l'

Buildng outline
diagrammatic only

4 st

Bulicing oatine
aingrammatic ondy

4 st

Communal
open space

LEGEND
Deep Soil

Communal Open Space

Entry to residential lift lobby

Vehicular access to basement carpark
Residential storeys above basement carpark

Figure G59: Indicative site plan
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Section | Comment
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Figure G61: Indicative elevation envelope along Russell Street
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Section | Comment
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Figure G62: Indicative section diagram through the middle of the site to City West Link

12.8 Setbacks and Compliance with the design requirements under this part have not been
Separation demonstrated. However, a variation to the setback and separation
requirements may be considered where the design requirements have
e 3m to City West Link, | been adhered to or results in a superior outcome. The alternative design

this is to be a public | proposed does not produce a superior outcome and therefore is not

right of way supported.
e Adhere to the figures
depicted A superior outcome would have an improved transition to the
e Comply with ADG | surrounding the lower scale residential developments and the existing
requirements mixed use building at 402 Catherine Street, improved amenity outcomes

to the lower scale residential properties, minimise bulk and scale
impacts to the lower scaled properties and streetscape, and have an
improved interface with the public domain.

Given this, the proposal is inconsistent with the objectives O1, 02, O3,
04, 05 and controls C3 and C4 as follows:

e 01 Achieve adequate building separation to maintain privacy
between buildings.

e 02 To accommodate deep soil planting and landscaping to
enhance the streetscape and provide for tree canopy.

e 03 Achieve adequate building separation between buildings and
adjoining houses.

e 04 Achieve adequate separation from high voltage powerlines
along City West Link Road.

e 05 To provide appropriate public domain treatment along City
West Link which enhances the streetscape.

e C3 Within the site, Building Separation is to comply with the State
Environmental Planning Policy 65 Apartment Design Part 2F and
be generally in accordance with Figure 3.

e C4 Building design at the intersection of streets including Lonsdale
Street and City West Link is to: a. be splayed at the corner to
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reinforce the corner location as appropriate b. incorporate awning
where possible to complement the desired employment use c.
include a 3m wide setback along City West Link frontage which

should:
o provide new landscaping and kerbside treatment as per
Figure 6;
o be made available to public 24 X 7 for walking and cycling;
and

o be registered on title as easement or public right of way.

12.9 Design, Finishes and

Materials
e High quality
appearance
° Architectural cues

from nearby houses
Conceal any above
ground carpark

A detailed finished schedule has not been provided with the application.
Notwithstanding this, the elevations and the photomontages provided
depict the excessive use of glass at all elevations.

The proposal in its current form presents akin to that of a
commercial/office building rather than a residential building and is not
supported as it detracts from the immediate context area.

Given this, the proposal is inconsistent with the objectives O1, 02, O3,
04, O5 and controls C1, C2, C3 and C4 as follows:

e 01 To ensure that buildings have a high quality appearance and
enhance and activate the public domain.

e 02 To ensure that buildings respond to the residential character of
Lonsdale Street and Russell Street.

e 03 To provide high quality and durable finishes and materials.

e C1 Building design is to be well considered and demonstrate that
architectural canons for providing well considered composition and
proportions and a dialogue between parts of the building have
been achieved.

¢ C2 Building design is to provide architectural cues to complement
adjacent and nearby houses.

e C3 Exterior building finishes should use a variety of materials,
including the use of face brickwork.

e C4 The ground floor treatment along City West Link Road and
surrounds is to be differentiated from the upper parts of the building
and conceal any internal carpark use through appropriate use of
architectural details and finishes including considering provision of
green walls. Use of a tripartite base middle top composition is
encouraged.

12.10 Visual and Acoustic
Amenity

Inclusion of winter
gardens to City West
Link

Dwellings close to
Lonsdale and Russell
Street shall not have
windows face those
houses directly

Tree planting
landscape buffer to be
provided to Lonsdale
and Russell Street
dwellings

Whilst the plans provided include footprints of the surrounding dwellings
located along Lonsdale, Russell and Brennan Street in part, they do not
depict any adjoining windows or use of rooms. The ADG requirements
in terms of setbacks distances reference habitable and non-habitable
spaces on neighbouring dwellings, as these have not been
demonstrated on the plans Council is unable to confirm whether the
assessment criteria have been satisfied or not.

It is noted that landscaping is proposed at the City West Link and
Lonsdale interface, clarification is required regarding the feasibility of
the trees proposed given that awning structures are proposed at both
these elevations.

Given this, the proposal is inconsistent with the objectives O1, O2 and
controls C2, C3, C4, C5, C5 and C6 as follows:

e O1 To minimise the noise impacts of City West Link Road for
residents.
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02 To minimise direct overlooking and maximise visual privacy of
adjacent dwelling houses in Lonsdale and Russell Streets and
within the precinct itself

C2 A slim building wing no higher than 3 storeys off City West Link
Road, or noise screen, shall be provided to the building frontage
along City West Link Road to reduce noise in the middle communal
open space area for the amenity of residents, as shown in Figure
3.

C3 Dwellings should have “winter garden balconies” as defined in
Apartment Design Guide Part 4J/Glossary.

C4 Dwellings adjacent or in close proximity to houses on Lonsdale
Street and Russell Street shall not have windows which directly
face those houses, except for rooms containing highlight windows
with a minimum sill height of 1.7m.

C5 Any development application is to be accompanied by a report
prepared by an appropriately qualified acoustic consultant
verifying the adequacy of the proposed design and the
construction methods and materials to achieve appropriate noise
levels within the proposed residential accommodation as well as
the communal open space.

C6 A tree buffer with deep soil planting shall be provided along
boundaries with Lonsdale Street and Russell Street in accordance
with Figure 3.

12.11 Communal open
space, deep soil area and
landscaping

° Provide usable areas
. Provide visual buffer

to Lonsdale and
Russel Street
dwellings

¢ Any rooftop area is to
include screening for
visual privacy amenity

e  Minimum 35% of the
upper walls to be
green walls

Refer to comments provided within the Housing SEPP section of this
written advice.

Given this, the proposal is inconsistent with the objectives O1, O2 and
controls C1, C2, C4, C5, C5 and C6 as follows:

01 To ensure occupants are provided with usable communal open
space in a location onsite which has adequate amenity.

02 To provide deep soil planting, green walls and landscaping to
enhance the streetscape and provide for tree canopy.

C1 Landscaping is to comply with the provisions contained within
the LDCP 2013, part C1.12 Tree Management and 40% tree
canopy target for an R1 General Residential land use zoning.

C2 Deep soil areas and gardens are to be provided along Lonsdale
Street, Russell Street, City West Link Road and the southern
boundary of the site adjacent to neighbouring low density dwellings
with building setbacks in accordance with Section G12.8, Control
C1 and Figure 3.

C4 Communal Open Space areas are to be provided in
accordance with the requirements of the Apartment Design Guide
part 3D.

C5 Any rooftop open space is to provide adequate screening for
the privacy of neighbouring dwelling houses.

C6 Provide minimum 35 percent area of green walls being trellises
and plantings to the upper building levels fagcades facing City West
Link Road.

12.12 Disabled Access

e Provide for equitable
access

BCA report provided.

12.13 Parking access &
Waste

e Carparking access
from Lonsdale Street

Refer to the comments provided in the Housing SEPP section of this
advice letter in relation to car parking rates, and the Waste Management
section in relation to waste management.
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Section Comment
e Basement to contain
servicing
12.14 Environmental BASIX provided.
Management

Comply with BASIX
Include landscaping

C.

The Likely Impacts

These matters have been considered as part of the assessment of the development
application. It is considered that the proposed development will have significant adverse
environmental, social or economic impacts upon the locality. These include:

D.

Development that is not permissible and inconsistent with the objectives of the R1
General Residential;

Excessive and incompatible bulk and scale;

A built form that does not respond to the desired future character of the locality or
provide an appropriate transition to adjoining lower density development;

Adverse amenity impacts to surrounding properties, including visual privacy,
overshadowing and solar access impacts;

Non-compliance with key Apartment Design Guide provisions, this includes
building separation, communal and public open space, visual privacy, solar and
daylight access, natural ventilation, private open space, storage areas.

The proposal is not acceptable having regard to the nine quality design
principles of the Housing SEPP.

The proposal does not demonstrate the site specific additional local provisions
contained within the Inner West Local Environmental Plan 2022 (IWLEP), this
includes an exceedance to the maximum height and floor space ratio applicable
to the site.

The Clause 4.6 provided to vary the height development standard is insufficient.
A Clause 4.6 variation request has not been provided to vary the FSR.

Site isolation.

The proposal does not demonstrate compliance with the site specific provisions
contained within the Leichhardt Development Control Plan 2013 (LDCP), this
includes the desired future character, lot amalgamation, built form, height and
design, setbacks and separation, visual and acoustic amenity, communal open
space, deep soil area and landscaping.

Insufficient information has been provided to demonstrate the solar access
requirement to the subject site and neighbouring properties.

The proposal does not include sufficient waste storage and services facilities.
Conflicting information has been provided to address the acoustic treatment of
the proposal.

The Suitability of the Site for the Development

The proposal is not of a nature in keeping with the overall function of the site.
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Having regard to the constraints of the subject site, including its limited frontage,
irregular configuration, interface with lower density residential development and the
unresolved isolation of adjoining land, the site is not considered suitable for a
development of the scale and form proposed. As identified during the pre-development
application process for PDA/2025/0189, amalgamation with the neighbouring lots
would provide a more appropriate site width and configuration to accommodate a
compliant built form, achieve the intended site-specific planning outcomes, and
provide a suitable transition to adjoining development.

Considering the site is not suitable for the proposed development, this forms a
recommended reason for refusal.

E. Submissions

The application was required to be notified in accordance with Council’s Community
Engagement Strategy 2025-2029 between 22 January 2026 to 12 February 2026.

During the notification period, a total of 14 submissions were received in response to
the initial notification.

Issues raised as follows have been discussed in this report:

e Overdevelopment of the site

Height, bulk and scale to both streetscape and neighbouring low scale
residential properties

Breach of development standards

Site isolation/failure to amalgamate

Visual privacy impacts

Building separation

Acoustic impacts — from the occupants and mechanical/plant equipment
Non-compliances with the ADG

Non-compliances with site specific DCP

Overshadowing/loss of solar access

Loss of vegetation

Insufficient information provided as part of application

Further issues raised in the submissions received are discussed below:

Issue Comment

Construction impacts In the event of approval, standard conditions regarding construction
hours and noise levels, are recommended in the development
consent to mitigate any significant impacts.

Damage to neighbouring | Inthe event of approval, standard conditions regarding the need for
properties dilapidation reports of the immediately adjoining properties, are
recommended in the development consent to mitigate any
significant impacts.

Urban heat island effect/heat | As discussed, insufficient deep soil zones have been provided to
reflectivity facilitate adequate canopy cover.

Reduce sky views The loss of sky views is not deemed to be significant view that is
required to be protected
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Efficacy of the car park | In the event of approval, standard conditions regarding the
breakout wall breakout wall within the car park is to be constructed in a manner
to ensure compliance with the NCC would be required

Impacts to on-street car | The proposal provides parking in accordance with the maximum
parking network parking rates of the LDCP, and as such it is unlikely that the
proposal will have a detrimental impact on the car parking available
within the local street network.

F. The Public Interest

The public interest is best served by the consistent application of the requirements of
the relevant Environmental Planning Instruments, and by Council ensuring that any
adverse effects on the surrounding area and the environment are appropriately
managed.

This has not been achieved in this instance.

6. Section 7.11/ 7.12 Contributions

As the application is recommended for refusal, the applicable contribution/levy has not been
calculated.

7. Housing and Productivity Contributions

As the application is recommended for refusal, the applicable contribution has not been
calculated.

8. Referrals

The following internal referrals were made, and their comments have been considered as part
of the above assessment:

Architectural Excellence Design Review Panel
Development Engineer;

Urban Forest;

Resource Recovery;

Environmental Health;

Building Certification; and

Property.

The following external referrals were made, and their comments have been considered as part
of the above assessment:

e Transport for NSW;
e Sydney Trains; and
e Ausgrid.

Comment: No objection received regarding the proposal. It is noted that correspondence from
Sydney Trains was not received regarding the proposal.

9. Conclusion
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The proposal fails to comply with the aims, objectives and design parameters
contained in Inner West Local Environmental Plan 2022 and Leichhardt Development
Control Plan 2013.

The development would result in significant impacts on the amenity of the adjoining
properties and the streetscape and is not considered to be in the public interest.

The application is considered unsupportable and in view of the circumstances, refusal
of the application is recommended.

10.

A

Recommendation

In relation to the proposal in Development Application No. DA/2026/0007 to
contravene the Height of building development standard in 6.30(2)(a) of Inner West
Local Environmental Plan 2022, the Inner West Local Planning Panel is not satisfied
that the Applicant has demonstrated that:

(a) compliance with the development standard is unreasonable or unnecessary in
the circumstances, and

(b) there are sufficient environmental planning grounds to justify the contravention
of the development standard.

. In relation to the proposal in Development Application No. DA/2026/0007 to

contravene the FSR development standard in 6.30(2)(b) of /nner West Local
Environmental Plan 2022, the Inner West Local Planning Panel is not satisfied that the
Applicant has demonstrated that:

(a) compliance with the development standard is unreasonable or unnecessary in
the circumstances, and

(b) there are sufficient environmental planning grounds to justify the contravention
of the development standard.

That the Inner West Local Planning Panel exercising the functions of the Council as
the consent authority, pursuant to s4.16 of the Environmental Planning and
Assessment Act 1979, refuse Development Application No. DA/2026/0007 for
demolition of existing structures and construction of a six (6) storey mixed use building,
including ground floor commercial space, residential accommodation (29 residential
apartments) above, and basement car parking at 36 Lonsdale Street & 64-66 Brenan
Street, Lilyfield for the reasons listed in Attachment A.
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Attachment A — Reasons for refusal

1.

The proposed development is inconsistent with, and has not demonstrated compliance
with the State Environmental Planning Policy (Housing) 2021 (Housing SEPP) and ,
pursuant to Section 4.15 (1)(a)(i) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act
1979, including:

a.

Section 147 of State Environmental Planning Policy (Housing) 2021, as the
proposed development has not demonstrated compliance with the design quality
principles in Schedule 9 or the relevant provisions of the Apartment Design Guide,
including building separation, communal open space, deep soil zones, visual
privacy, solar access, natural ventilation, private open space, and storage.

The proposed development is inconsistent with, and has not demonstrated compliance
with the State Environmental Planning Policy (Transport and Infrastructure) 2021 and,
pursuant to Section 4.15 (1)(a)(i) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act
1979, including:

a.

Section 2.100(3) State Environmental Planning Policy (Transport and
Infrastructure) 2021, as the proposed development has not demonstrated
compliance with the acoustic requirements prescribed.

Section 2.119(2) State Environmental Planning Policy (Transport and
Infrastructure) 2021, as the proposed development has provided insufficient
information to confirm if works are to be undertaken to City West Link.

The proposed development is inconsistent with, and has not demonstrated compliance
with the Inner West Local Environmental Plan 2022, pursuant to Section 4.15 (1)(a)(i) of
the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979, including:

a.

Clause 1.2(2)(f)(g)(h)(i) — Aims of Plan, as the proposal fails to provide high quality
and diverse housing and it fails to prevent the adverse impacts on the local
character of the area.
Clause 2.3 — Zone Objectives and Land Use Table, as the proposed commercial
use is prohibited within the R1 General Residential and the development does not
achieve the objectives of the zone.
Clause 6.30(2)(a) — Development of land at 36 Lonsdale Street and 64—70 Brenan
Street, Lilyfield, as the proposed development exceeds the maximum permissible
height and the Clause 4.6 variation request is not adequately justified.
Clause 4.6 — Regarding the Height of Building (Clause 6.30(2)(a)) maximum
permissible height development standard, the applicant has not demonstrated
that:

i. Compliance with the development standardis unreasonable or

unnecessary in the circumstances.
i. There are sufficient environmental planning grounds to justify the
contravention of the development standard.

Clause 6.30(2)(b) — Development of land at 36 Lonsdale Street and 64—70 Brenan
Street, Lilyfield, as the proposed development exceeds the maximum permissible
FSR and a Clause 4.6 variation request has not been provided.
Clause 6.9 - The proposed development does not demonstrate design
excellence, resulting in an unresolved architectural expression, adverse public
domain outcomes, adverse visual and amenity impacts, non-compliance with key
controls, and a built form that is incompatible with the desired future character of
the locality.
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4. The proposed development is inconsistent with, and has not demonstrated compliance
with the Leichhardt Development Control Plan 2013, pursuant to Section 4.15 (1)(a)(iii) of
the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979, including:

a.

Part B Connections, including objectives O1, 02, 04, O6 and O7 and control C2,
as inadequate information has been provided to address the social impacts of the
proposal.

Part C1.0 Site Context and Analysis, including objectives a, b, c, d, and f, as the
proposal fails to achieve high quality urban design, given its excessive bulk, scale
and inadequate response to the surrounding context.

Part C1.5 Corner Sites, including objective O1 and controls C1, C2, C3, C4, C5,
as the proposed development fails to integrate with the surrounding environment
or appropriately relate to neighbouring properties namely that at the corner
interface.

Part C3.1 Residential General Provisions, including Objectives O1, O3, 04, O5,
O7 and Control C1a, as the proposed not been appropriately designed with
respect to the site context, scale, built form, density.

Part C3.9 Solar Access, including objective O1d, f and controls C1, C15 and
C19, as the submitted shadow diagrams are inadequate and the proposal does
not demonstrate the protection of solar access enjoyed by neighbours.

Part C3.11 Visual Privacy, as the limited building separation distances result in
inadequate visual privacy, with increased opportunities for overlooking between
the subject site and adjoining residential properties, which is inconsistent with
objective O1 and control C1.

Part D2.3 Residential Development and D2.4 Non-Residential Development, as
the proposed development does not comply with controls C7of D2.3 and C2 of
D2.4, as it fails to provide efficient and compliant waste storage and collection
arrangements, including inadequate separation of residential and non-residential
waste streams and insufficient storage design.

Part 2.25 - G.12 Section 12 — 36 Lonsdale Street And 64—70 Brenan Street,
Lilyfield, as the proposed does not achieve orderly development in accordance
with the site specific objectives, does not demonstrate design excellence or a high
quality urban design outcome, and results in a built form that provides poor
amenity and is inconsistent with the desired future character of the precinct.

5. The proposed development will result in adverse built environment impacts in the locality
pursuant to Section 4.15(1)(b) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979.

6. The proposal has not demonstrated that the site is suitable for the development pursuant
to Section 4.15(1)(c) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979.

7. The proposal has not demonstrated it is in the public interest pursuant to Section 4.15(1)(e)
of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979.

269



ITEM 5

Attachment B — Plans of proposed development

Inner West Local Planning Panel

CTLOML FBY OIS/, "L 1IN,
60SSZ0TF QI @5 WaWNog

L0 0090-v Szrel/gl

O ArEE ONTNNTHD 4vo

A¥azroueay N1 omeosHa D rawea
TIPS ongur oor:L e Bamos

NV1d 3LIS
F1LIL INIMYED

QL7 ALd OT3EANT L3H 9 OLT ALd JIVOSNOT LIH

(R )

QT3EAM LS NYNIUT 99— 79 ONY 1S 31vANC 1 5E AN T .
popiatng 1S INIHAHLYD 968 _ = v A

|
|

ANIWdOTIAIA3Y &7h.
IVILN3AIS3™ @1314AT1 | N .T
L3Ok 15 ININIHLYD 85E

YLD, LM 1Y LA -
WS WD 37 130W20Y PEEUNLON

4S5 IWOSNOT O

| 181388y 25

1

A¥VANNOE

1k AT 39S LOKEUING 5
011 Ah S W1 ZAne

R 15 3NINFHLYD 00F =
as T
- L [
4= |
] AT HANLND | 4S FTWOSNOTI 7E
J308 |

ANVANACE

\ 7 e, =)

L52400 L | Al ,v.. 4 . I 15 vosNon ZE
N | |

, A¥vanrjos

[ va

As NOILdI¥IS30 a1va oK
e SNESI VO Guekel W0

133818 3TVASNOT

ISV I 10IHIN

1S ANINIHLYD ZOP

aN3931

270



ITEM 5

Inner West Local Planning Panel

i
i
§
M NOLLITOW3A '8 ONILSIX3
H

0020-v SzelL/igl

ONTNNTHD a.vo

A¥azrouedy N1 omeoaHa D rawea
EIPIS  onyur oot e Bamos

NVd

AL DNIMYEA

QL7 ALd OT3EANT L3H 9 OLT ALd 3IVOSNOT LIH

10

Q1AW LS NYNSUE 99— 79 ONY 1S 31vANO 1 5E

SEINOCY
INIWdOT3AIATY
IVILN3QIS3Y Q131HAT
12370ud
NTWNSTNERT 0.0 3
WS a2 0e L
.07 AEN i ATE 085 LIOKUKING 5¢
RS L e
Ss i
i
e
1aquap
y
[ va
A8 NOILdI¥IS30 1V0 "ON
N IR e
HSTTON3A g -
3d O SFHNLINYLS cwsd m
INALDMIOIN _.n.ﬂ.v
=z
NVA HELYMm - o
NIYW 5D
ANMIEL

INITUSLYMNEDLS

1S ANIMIAHLYD 96€

1S INIEIHLYD 85€

AS 3NIEIHLYD 00

18 ININIHLYD ZOob

133418 IIVASNO1

=z

JA331S IWASNOT of

A3FHUS TIVASNON 2

QZOZTILOML WG JCISIDN, *L LRI,
608$Z0TF Q1 195 WEWN0g

133ULS

13341s 3SSNY
TISSNH L8 44

271



ITEM 5

Inner West Local Planning Panel

SRCTILOML ST SRR, L REn
GOSST0OTF 0115 REWNog

_"__.._mn_ d. STZLEL

ER s}

A¥a2rneay ML omiosHa T naw

EIPIS  owaw ooF:L Ev B s
NVd SISATYNY 3LIS
UL OMIMED

L7 Ald QTIEATTLH 9 0LT ALd ITWVOSHOT LIH
1H3170

a._mﬂ__..-__—mz-__ﬁu-wl:ﬂ._q.—w wc“_m_”_”m 18 INMAH LY S6E 7 |

I = i a z<., |
ANIWAOTIIAIATY . w%nm.wum n_uﬁl.._nw« HMELZS m | | S
AYILNIQIS3Y a13idATN 13THIE TIMASNOT OF aNiZINeE | anod | a33dis Tassny
L0370Hd | Tassny 5 rz

1S INIHIHAYD 86E

. iN m,.m_ngngmwm B
B o
,rf__ mn_ ql ¥z
_ ¥ '8 | £2€416d02Z 1O '906.50bdA |} | |
e s e 7 4 .5._ ‘eviLSZldA ¥R €TI0V || " \L
9 zo oz_._._man ammon_omn_\ |,
\ m ¢ i / 5,._
\ - f

\

A/

EMAN
aine: S

LT m
DMNODN

aN3oan

272



ITEM 5

Inner West Local Planning Panel

RCTILONL WY SIS "L I,
60SST0TF Q1 19§ W=wniog

ik
i 10 0090-Y SZZL/RL
B m Of ANES ONCR NN avo
m u A¥ezroueay N1 gmiozHd D rawea
$ BRI onuul ooriL e Bamos
§
§ NV1d 3LIS
m UL DNIMYHEA
H
E 01 AL OTIEANTAZH 9 L1 AL IWOSHOT LaH
] v
H |
» —
QTHEAIN L5 NYNGUE 79— +9 ONY 1S 319AN0 T §E 1 PR ([ AN | | e i 7 7 —_—
SEINOCY GW!.KNZ#‘QHOQ — _v ) Q) e TN T A 7 A *
[
ANIWdOTIAIATY | =) . 7 | 5
CHd 45 IWOSNOTOF POGIES {
TIVILN3AIS3™ a131dAT17 i 4 #, 1F.,? i i R =G
193708d { o 000t i 1ST38SNY &£ zz
1S[INIIHLYO 85€ -
S5 LI 1Y 8 THORIADUD - - Ml%(
\3 W) UGN_ 87y LIGNYINY PelEURLON W “ w
- e =)
| § 8 ) 1s TvosNo1 ZE 1= = =x[* 8
{ I 5 g | 2
| a8 ¢ SRS S R
1S EANIEIHLYD 0¥ < < -1
| et -
| { —— % <
7 ™ 7 | T
=T A=l aua 43 TWOSNOT7E
,%\ﬂﬁ AT AN A _
; s
gl | | advannos e TSNy
e o | vz
2 §
-
= 7
By ,
[ va .. !
A8 NOILdI¥2S30 3LVa "ON
=] Tiva @ 10

133818 3TVASNOT
(

ISV I 1IHIN
.
2

1S ANNIHLYD ZOP

Y LG
_AdvVaNNOS
=)
o

aN3931

273



ITEM 5

Inner West Local Planning Panel

Lo 0001V SZZLIEL

R DR KTHD Avo

I¥risroesy ML gmiosHa TH v
EIPIS  owaw il Ev B s

1N3W3ASVE
TULLL DMIMVED

L7 Ald QTIEATTLH 9 0LT ALd ITWVOSHOT LIH

1H3170

OIEEANT L5 NYNIYE F—F9 ONY 13 31000 FE
SEFMOCY

ANINDOTIIAIATY
IVILNIQIS3™ a1314A7110

4230

A8 HC|LdI 42530 ALva "ON
] SNESIvo GELwl D

JLAMD ID% 0D 29
-
LS HAY B4 M
(7]
WALLNHS WITIOY 54 M
[=]

|
=
¥ [%
E3TVdS
FIDATEOLOM
2

CFEL .F_l_l

7 S0V BWD I —

| AvaEHILm |

ATCLOM L FRD SSISIES L AR,
60SSZOTF 201 195 RFWNI0Y

AUVANNCE

i

|
e
WWEHOH S Fell4 Ml

SEI0O0N ITUHIA
FENIN4 WIINILOE
U T LW H e

- —_——

| Fovecis
=
o

274



ITEM 5

Inner West Local Planning Panel

Lo L00L-V SZZLBL
ONAMEE ONTNNWND avo
I¥ozroueay M1 omuosHd D rawea
EIPIS  onyur ozl e Bamos
H007T4 ANNOYSD

AL DNIMYEA

QL7 ALd OT3EANT L3H 9 OLT ALd 3IVOSNOT LIH

10

CTHAINY L5 NYNSUE 99— 19 ONY 1S 3TVANO1 5E
SEINCY

ANINJOTIAIATY
IVILN3AIS3d a1314AT10

19308d

CANSES D LN 1T - 1N
£10.W3 ¥ UG Ly LeMyay
STNERYY 00 3

Tioed
I AUTS 2045 LEUNING 5E

=z

) or (=]

1aquop P

W W=
[ va

A8 NOILdI¥IS30 3LVa "ON

e iva el L0

JLAHD JOVDYS 29
YIVIS¥3Id B4

YALLNHS Y3TIoN Sy

133d1S ITVASNOT

Y3uY
ONBIHOM

%500 SNIGVOT

x(:z:oJ — .
w3YY 08 43I0
. )

o |
= 53007 ST0MHIN /
135 FHNINS W1 INILOE
\.M HOA IV L0 ¥VEEE
]
S 530%dS |
(g ONIHEvA \,A 58
| Fr0m
= o &)
<)
| 7
I 4 141
1 — ABHOT

ANVANNCE

AQICTILOOL FWG JCISIRN "L 1IN,
60S$Z0TF :Q1 295 W=wnog

fuvannon)
HOVOLIS |
1008 |
AMVANNCE

o

i
i
w
‘ nnoe

PV i -
81k gaonz:

,\-,\. <\ Ry o =

ton — > ATWISSY Y3LSCCE aean |-
] - L LNYHOAR F81d 7

275



ITEM 5

Inner West Local Planning Panel

H

T I VY A T L

Lo 2001V SZZLEL

o ArEs R DR KTHD Avo

AVasrouesy ML omiseda T naw
EIPIS  owaw oL Ev B s

_.u_mbm._ _
UL SMIMYEE

L7 Ald QTIEATTLH 9 0LT ALd ITWVOSHOT LIH

1H3170

OTEEAWT L5 NYNEYE #9— 9 ONY 15 3TN0 FE
SEFMOCY

ANINDOTIIAIATY
IVILNIQIS3™ a1314A7110

D0ESCIGEE Lo L
07 4TSN 0K AUTE SRS LEUNING 5E
BT AL g ]| S

423"0Hd
ARES L S | T 6 L HRLAND
LELR WS ) UGN, LT LIBHYIT PEIEURLION
LR R

133H1S STVASHOM #¢

iz |

A0LAEL

e AW TR

[ | 337dS N3O NOWWOD |

[~y - AN
2 J)/ i
5 - L e
L ..
i v
Jaquiapy P
| 1/
[ va
A8 HC|LdI 42530
i NEST v

JLAMD ID% 0D 29

VLS W3 E4

WALLNHS W3@Toy  5d

aN3oan

WF'E X AT SI21S ANGDTVE

WX NE S3ZIS ANODTHE

TCTLLOML FED ISR L LSRN,
GOSSTOTF 201 185 WSWNIog

AUVANNCE

¥

|
|
3

(s +iz]

WODHO38 ¥

A3¥ TWNa WOOHOIE £

WODHOIB E

PHOOUOSE L

1anLs

O0oommE

276



ITEM 5

Inner West Local Planning Panel

T SV L

§
3

Lo €001~V SZiZLiel
O AEE ONITNNOHD 4.vo
A¥azrouedy N1 omeoaHa D rawea
EIPIS  onyur oozt e Bamos
2 13A31

AL DNIMYHA

QL7 ALd OT3EANT L3H 9 OLT ALd 3IVOSNOT LIH

10

CT3EAM LS NYNIYD 99— 79 ONY 1S 31vANC 1 5E
SeFHOCY

ANINdOTIAIATY
IVILN3AIS3d a1314AT10
193708d
CAVIED. LIRS 1T HEAIAD
LLIR NS W UGN s Ty LIOHYINY POIEURLON
NTWISINEPS 0.0
WO s 2 e L
SN NIK ANTE 2045 LOEunINg SC

=
Pl o
1aquap T m-.
ot VAR
W W
[ va
A8 NOILdI¥IS30 1V0 "ON
B T

JLAHD JOVDYS 29
yIViSH3ld Ed

YALLNHS Y3TIoN Sy

aN3931

WE'Z X W2 $321S ANODTvE

NWZ X NZ §3ZIS ANODTYE

@ 133418 JIVASNOT bt

QRCTILOMNL WY JCISIRN "L LRI,
60SSZ0TF 2Q1 95 KEWNZOg

BN v by rewstss T

AYVUNNQE

_ “

: Ble
T e e i e e S e — U

W”
z 83
* % sanoowaNudo  E 3
e )

pra
Ml

THTH
Al

0
i

WO0HO38 v
AZ¥ TYNA/NOOYA3E B
WOOHC38 2

WNOOHOSS L

EEEEN

olanis

277



ITEM 5

Inner West Local Planning Panel

TCTLLOML FED ISR L LSRN,
GOSSTOTF 201 185 WSWNIog

¥o0L-v SZTLBL e e e 7 S i
C s I R T Ao _ Tﬁﬁz..ﬁ. —_— e —— . |js . — o — . —- ..rl.A
AWz ey 3 T st 4 g i M M

EIPIS  owaw Ev B s

FEule Svasnanze xuﬁ_umA. i |~&l e i L
.._.__m M_Mbemm.n__ oooe Y oooE 4 oo 7| — g
" - . ¥ ’ SIANOITIVE NSO .
L1 Add G L4H 9 OL1 Al TIVOSHOT LaH = . ) 5 , .
w1 e o Gl 21 . E
|| & sod _ ! g
R - fooa i R
| S L] |

AUVANNCE

OTEEAWT L5 NYNEYE #9— 9 ONY 15 3TN0 FE
SEFMOCY

ANINDOTIIAIATY

IVILNIQIS3™ a1314A7110
L0370Hd

[ nacy

@ -mm«:wm._t_uﬂ..n.-_en .
..w. |

gt

[ va _

A8 HC|LdI 42530 ALva "ON
] SNESIvo GELwl D

SHINODTVE N3O

JLAMD ID% 0D 29

VLS W3 E4

WALLNHS W3@Toy  5d

aN3oan

- = =

=i B

El I =%

3 I

.\

“\\geez

\
Dzt

B

WF'E X AT SI21S ANGDTVE

WX NE S3ZIS ANODTHE

g a00e

WODHO38 ¥

\d 80d | L= } -
Ml = AN TnaWoDHoIEE | |
- . ) = [l woososmz ||
m _\xﬂn 138], FUGIUITER L H_
g oo L~ 3 oanis ||

278



ITEM 5

Inner West Local Planning Panel

SQ0L-V SZZLEL

I CRHD Ao
AV ey T naw
EIPIS  owaw Ev B s
¥ 13A37

FULLL DMIMED

L7 Ald QTIEATTLH 9 0LT ALd ITWVOSHOT LIH

1H3170

AT 45 NN $9- 19 OHY 15 TIPANOT 5E
SETHOCY
ANINDOTIIAIATY

IVILNIQIS3™ a1314A7110
L0370Hd

[ va

A8 HC|LdI 42530 ALva "ON
] SNESIvo GELwl D

JLAMD ID% 0D 29
VLS W3 E4

WALLNHS W3@Toy  5d

aN3oan

WF'E X AT SI21S ANGDTVE

WX NE S3ZIS ANODTHE

AHTUNNOE

N

]

HVE_

\

AMVANNCE
B
5}
b
il
n
w

SICTLOML D SSIRIRS L LARIRN,
60SST0TF Q1195 REWn2og

o T

WODHO38 ¥

A3¥ TWNa WOOHOIE £

WODHOIB E

PHOOUOSE L

1anLs

AUVANNCE

O0oommE

279



ITEM 5

Inner West Local Planning Panel

TCTLLOML FED ISR L LSRN,
GOSSTOTF 201 185 WSWNIog

9001V SZ/ZL/8L
[ = I T ER AR o o eme—m— | A — Y s i
¥z ey 3w 4 _. g
P ORI onaor : v B amus . : i m
m I_m>ml— A HOVEL IS A—n I*.y\_nj.qm_l.ﬂ
FUUIL SHIMYED ey @ _ e ! i

007 AL QTEHKTTLEH T 0L ALd TWESNOT LK q _ 7 T L N

AUVANNCE

H
HIVELIS
ao0e | ooeR |

1H3170

OTEEAWT L5 NYNEYE #9— 9 ONY 15 3TN0 FE
SEFMOCY

ANINDOTIIAIATY
IVILNIQIS3™ a1314A7110

'
L0370Hd -H _ !

i s grze 1
_l_ . L

[ va

A8 HC|LdI 42530 ALva "ON
] SNESIvo GELwl D

JLAMD ID% 0D 29

VLS W3 E4

WALLNHS W3@Toy  5d

aN3oan

WF'E X AT SI21S ANGDTVE

WX NE S3ZIS ANODTHE

WODHO38 ¥

A3¥ TWNa WOOHOIE £

WODHOIB E

PHOOUOSE L

1anLs

O0oommE

AMVANNCE

280



ITEM 5

Inner West Local Planning Panel

SICTLOML D SSIRIRS L LARIRN,
60SST0TF Q1195 REWn2og

001V SEZZLEL

O DR 4w FANIOY . - T - ) - "ol =
] ML amesEda T naw 4 _. m i .l_ @ m
@B =
L OEIRIS owao oozl v B amus ' " m gl 8
[ ? 2 b = ]
i — e — e — | ——— . — — — <
s I i F=CETEETN
Joon F ] LT | T _
TULIL SMIMNED 20 @ ; ? ! 4 U00E £
UL ALd QAN LIH 9 017 ALd 3TWOEH0T LIH ! .q _ 7 i e A
[LER]
OIFHAAWT LS HYNIUD #9— 9 ORY 15 3TWaNC T 5E 7 —
SETHOCY ) - |_ . — i — . —
ANINDOTIIAIATY 7
IVILNIQIS3™ a1314A7110 7
423"0Hd -H
SFIC ._m_l 7

pe e n_u_l_v

A [ — E . |
1] _ ﬁ

: |
\4..,.__m__ R S L
{ T -
|.|u|.|.|.|.|.|.|.|-|.|.|_
_ va _
A8 HNO|LdI 42830 ILva "ON _ i \
i HESI VO IR [ _ ...’o'
m%..w A\
z....
v .,”.,
’../
W N "
7 ........ - i P s
' sace 1 W, .- —
| 1 gt :
ogEETE W # ey
| LR
m W g
i i N s e
M ,J“., ) — s
B : \\“¥ = i
| L
\\\\\\ ] e
e - s
- \
N/ &
B - 2 s

\

AMVANNCE
B
5}
b
il
n
w

:

281



ITEM 5

Inner West Local Planning Panel

Lo 0021V SEZZLEL

o ArEs R DR KTHD ER s}

I¥risroesy ML gmiosHa TH v
EIPIS  owaw oo

Ev B s

I 133HS - LINN 3719V.LdVAV
TULLL DMIMVED

L7 Ald QTIEATTLH 9 0LT ALd ITWVOSHOT LIH

1H3170

OIEEANT L5 NYNIYE F—F9 ONY 13 31000 FE
SEFMOCY

AN3INdOTIIAIATY
IVILNIQIS3™ a1314A7110

4230

I ANYE S L OEUpING 5
ERrE AT

e 1o
S U
Jaquiap
jirg
[ va 2
g NOILAI¥IE30 3LV 0N
i IESIVD LRl 3
-
m
(7]
m
=
o

]

AZCTILOML FWT SGISIF L TGRSR
GDSST0OTR 101 15 EWN2og

£

0oL’ L
NOILY1dY0OY-1S0d - €05V ® 0¥V LINN\ Z /

U12HE FUHL Y00
TNITITS FHL SEOUDY
e ONY 54001 TiheALa
NV TN HREM 38
HCILISHVEL 12031 310N

o1 7

NOLLYLdVaV-3Hd - DSV % ED¥Y LINN S L/

NEHETHHIL {000
ONITINE IHL S50HIV

ONY TYNEILNI NO3AL DD
HOLLISKYH L 94T 10N

282



ITEM 5

Inner West Local Planning Panel

®
g
§
i
i
E
i

Lo LOZL-Y SZRZLEL
on s ON TNHD Ao
AVasideay ML gmisaus TH v
EIPIS  owaw ot Ev B s

T 133HS - LINN 379V.LdVaV
UL SMIMYEE

L7 Ald QTIEATTLH 9 0LT ALd ITWVOSHOT LIH

1H3170

QIEEATN L5 NYNIUE #9—F9 ONY 15 3T00N0T FE
SETAOCY

ANIWAOTIIAIATY
AVILN3AIS3Y aT13idAT1N0

4230

..E_..
i
Jaquiay
M
[ va
A8 ILva "ON
i = LR [
-~
m
[7]
m
=
[=]

QI0HFZHHL §00g
ANIOME IHL SS0HIY
QMY E=0074 TvHEI 1T
ONY TUNE= LN 3L EY
NOILISNYEL 13437 2L0N

£

oL L
NOILYL1dVaY-1S0d - LOFE LINN\ E_/

s

] AHOT

0

[

BT

NOILV1dvaY-34d - 10F8 LIND Y 1/

JIOHSILHL B0
BHKITS FHL SE040Y

ONY BHO0TE TWHEELNE —r

QR IWNEELNI NS L8
NOILISNTEL TANST 310N

SICTNLOML ST 25 TUCIRIEA,
60SST0TF Q1195 REWn2og

[

[

i}

283



ITEM 5

Inner West Local Planning Panel

T e

L0 0002V Szieh/elL

O ANEE ONTSNNYHD avo

AVezroseay ML gmoswa T awes
TITS  ongor it B amus

NOILVYA3T3 HLYON
T DNIMYHA

QL7 ALd OT3EANT L3H 9 OLT ALd 3IVOSNOT LIH
JUER

CT3EAW LS NYNIYD 79— 79 ONY 1S 31VANCT §E
Se3ucy

ANINdOTIAIATY
TVILN3QIS3d a131HAT17
12370dd

AN B LHOIM 1Y THNMAGUD
(L1 W3 ¥ UG LTy LIOHU2UT PeTEURLON
STNZEG a3

520001

FK ANYS 2045 LOEUNINE 5¢

[ va
18 WOILAINISIO  31VO 'ON "]
i INESIva Rl g
—

S3CNAd Nd

SHANCT A1

INIQOVYTID HOO0T ~UITNIL  JL
INIYH ONY HIANTH 4N

ANVd ANV SNINITONTIED 1D
ONIUQY 1D vidw onl

JAQONING QINYUL NNININNTY S

anN3oan

EET
|

]l ;

133318
NYN3HE
£ 40
3NNLNG

ozee W

AYYONNOS

WIS wnwnxey) 437 268 Ty

CeeE

QRCZILOMDL FWG JCISIP), "L LHSIDN,
60SSZ0TF -Q1 195 WEWnog

LIRS

T40G714 aNNOY9

284



ITEM 5

T e

Inner West Local Planning Panel

DCTILCOL FWY OISR "L ISR,
60SSZ0TF -Q1 195 WEWnog

L0 1002V SzielelL
Of IES ONTN NN A.vo
AV¥ezroseay NI amioand D rawea
TITS  ongor it B amus
NOILVATT3 HLNOS

AL ONIMVEO

QL7 ALd OT3EANT L3H 9 OLT ALd 3IVOSNOT LIH
JUER

UILATM LS NYNIYE 99— 19 ONY 1S TIVANOT ¢
SEIAOCY
ANINdOTIAIATY

TVILN3QIS3d a131HAT17
12370dd

AN B LHOIM 1Y THNMAGUD
(L1 W3 ¥ UG LTy LIOHU2UT PeTEURLON

_ _ 133418 3IVaSNOT _
¥2 40 INILNO
. ; i h w0sgEL
. F - ae e RENER]
“« i il i i L e ol R o
F |
e = | N ... ..
P , Z73A1
s B L |
_ va g 2 (L] | [ r
{ @ —— — ] 1 w0518z
18 wolldMDsI0 e v g I._I_lllll_l iy T e P e e o [_lnln_WN.m.._l.
i INESIva Rl g m w " ﬁ r L
g |
= : F— ~| W 00862
§ N.w i e - ; LE ] __ 133u18 ¥ 13A3T
s« 3 T ey , | NYN3EE 89
£ m e 1 40 3NILNO
g _..m. HIVAL i ¥ TR H I [T
i . , d I ; L R N R R S TR s — Bl i vpsyn WNEWED .
- —- - + —; —-——— - _———— e e e e gy — ———— BASR, S 13AT
I , UBIBH AnwneE J312 88 18 pE Y
A zan® oWd
07TR W
SAONI4 Nd _
sMATO1 A1 M
oNI0OVI0 Yoo -udgniL oL G @ ]
INvd ONG ¥3ONTH 44 T g 2
INVAQNY SNNITENTED 10 & H H
ONIUOY 1D VLA DR 5 5
FACONIN QZIYRS NNININATY S0 £l 2

285



ITEM 5

Inner West Local Planning Panel

) 2002V SZLEL
BEf OGS ONTSNNwHD ER T
w H A¥ezroseay ML omosny D awes
S &S onsw oozt e Bamus
¥
K NOILVATT3 1SV3
i JLIL ONIMYED
£ 0a1ALa 0EUAIN LN Y 011 AL T IVOSNOT L
(] ek
QTN LS VB 99~ 19 ONY LS IVNOT9E
SEINOCY
ANIWdOTIAIA3Y
AVILN3QIS3™ a13idAT1N
193708

CTULOML ANV SIS/, "L 1HSIIN,
60SSZ0TF -Q1 195 WEWnog

woogsk

— W 0S9EL

L3A37

R N
N A =]
1aquap o
-
[ va
A8 NOILAIHIS30 3LV 0N
It INESIva Rl g

S3CNAd Nd

SHANCT A1

INIQOVYTID HOO0T ~UITNIL  JL
INIYH ONY HIANTH 4N

ANVd ANV SNINITONTIED 1D
ONIUOY 1D vidw on

JADONING QIS ANININNTY S

aN3931

el e e

AdVaANNOa

mpshEs

nm§l|||||..l||l|||.l,
IWHSH Wiwnxe o371 258 Ty

AHvVaNnos

286



ITEM 5

Inner West Local Planning Panel

T £002°Y SZZLI8L

O ANEE ONTNNTHD a.vo

3 IWomoseay ML gmoswd T rawes
TITS  ongor o0zt e Bamus

NOILVYA3T3 1SIM
T DNIMYHA

QL7 ALd OT3EANT L3H 9 OLT ALd 3IVOSNOT LIH
JUER

T e

UILATM LS NYNIYE 99— 19 ONY 1S TIVANOT ¢
SEIAOCY
ANINdOTIAIATY

TVILN3QIS3d a131HAT17
12370dd

R N
! U O|
1aquap o
-
[ va
A8 NOILAIHIS30 3LV 0N
i INESIva Rl g

S3CNAd Nd

SHANCT A1

INIQOVYTID HOO0T ~UITNIL  JL
INIYH ONY HIANTH 4N

ANVd ANV SNINITONTIED 1D
ONIUQY 1D vidw onl

JAQONING QINYUL NNININNTY S

anN3oan

|y

CTULOML ANV SIS/, "L 1HCSIIN,
60SSZ0TF -Q1 195 WEWnog

AHVONNOS

287



ITEM 5

Inner West Local Planning Panel

SRCTILOML ST SRR L
60SST0TF Q1195 REWn2og

Lo 0022-v STZTLERL
O ANEE i el T e a.vo
1Y a2 ey LEE TR T s
EIPIE  umalr ool B amoE
I 133HS 00f 4 IF WS
- SNOILLD3S ONIaTING |_|
111 MM CONOILI3S | 2
001 ALd QAT LH S 0L ALd ITVOSNDT LK
= W Dok
AN LS NYNIUE PP ONY 1S FWONOT . . — —— — — = — — — — S R S e S R S Y Siaaanes
SETAOCY
wooes.
S = B
Swow —T o] 1 L Fwasnor | eows
Lo Ty ZOM 3 eow | | AONWMAL _..._cum_m.n_fﬁ_w.m
AL Ny ot} — J— . = _ | awodamwes ) _ ___thE
1ozE _ _ oz L.ﬂ._m cuew = 2 n_;mn_..w_wh
s IRV, - & i ] e e e o e i S
e T.:H_.n_ | 3avdEnZdowoWNGD | S _an._ 2| =B 7 - mwmwnwm
.i “=ooitds
s ammus omms o ecuumeianraw | van W | [ lg @l . CRETERN
1AEALE NYNSNE  NYNZNE —
ol g W ._.___mnm.wn_u..x 0240 9 30 e G.u.u.,.i_,._ wvaLs .*
Jaquiapy m_ INMLNG INMLND ANMLRG i b % can_m_ d —mmmﬂw__——..”uuu_ZZﬂ_m——_w_d._mu(U
U = T 2
z =
8 | I3
- ] 3
- -
_ va
A8 ALva "ON ey s
i NESH vl GNEwEl [
walge Ao T NN IS S N, RSO,
N R e S A R 0 -~ mﬂﬂ;ﬂ«uﬂﬂﬂmidqqﬂam qoug! I INSW3Sva
g wooe's
s e e
ey _ N ¥ u_n_z__.__.mnw_.w
D S + MEEZREL MR N | 133318 Ve
el sl T WP S EZNED |~ FTVasNoT ERFTER]
2} | (IR R e, T s I|||""". T e g k. 1. 1 I
z _ T A e R DR - "
W= eTeE ap g = e mEReS s s |7| PRETER]
S ... i-. 2
— | — — —— |.—Uuﬂ-ﬂ| maﬂ...”|4|”|4hﬂaﬂ_rﬂuxxl—éumdﬁmm._r e 1 & — ml_m-&.ml_
ADULS NYNINE  N¥N3A T
22 il [ LE o} 8540 1 -
1549 JNno 3NN 06 3E T4 s S RERS
ke 1= B 0% 40 INMLAD
m |2 E
H = _ H
8 18 =
2 2 2

288



ITEM 5

Inner West Local Planning Panel

AICTILONL FND SSISIBA, "L ACRIB
GOSSTOTF 201 185 WSWNIog

i ro L0zzv SzTLel
H O ANEE i el T e a.vo
w H AVasrouesy ML omiseda T naw
s EIMIE owaw ool Ev B s
Z 133Hs
f - SNOLLD3S ONIaTING
§ AL AMIMYHE o
m [ Y
017 ALd QTIEANT LEH T 047 Add 3TWOSHOT LK
i b0 NOILO3S [ ¥
OIEEANT L5 NYNIYE F—F9 ONY 13 31000 FE
SETAOCY
INIFWJOTIAICTY AN RN N AN AN N W A N AN T A SN AT AL .. /1
IVILN3QIS3Y aT13IHAT I LNIW3SYE
L0370Hd LN N R Nt R, A N R ¥ - = g v = e uoms)
LB a8t e s | MNM €014 ANNOYD
| DI 29D m peaoy <4, 1S3aM ALID W OcREL

_|\H”_u_,u._ E i B ] O E 7/ |
L = wopres

511 5.1 SE g | S

11..{.‘ i L v ena ; [l 1'EZ T 13 . Nn_m.?nu
"L 7 N ||IﬁTan¢_ : .|7|||||||||||I|Iﬂn_m|>w._
. | [ = A W z P S BONEEL

] ¥13A3]

[Tl P [T A3
— = PR s Ay .Ieo.mﬂn_r _.._mlw..n_x L eider s eenioan e ol e loeoese S0 _Llnv..Nﬂ
e aIaN 9 R 05w | ool sy | S 13AIN
Jaquapy a JEENTT 133418 FEEITT | SPEE T RE 1uBi8 § WUNIE T ZCE T
m— FvasNol FIWAERDT FTvasNo 2

.r._ﬁ m“ 0% 40 ZE 40 VL 30 airs ]
ANMLNG annwno ANMLNG LEr 199E T

_ va _ o] 4 s.,w
.ﬂm =hEsiva ﬁua_.rﬂ .n__“ M m OCk: L iET0E
£0NOILI3S [ €
s TN W P A T e N ) ML O N e S N R N ST W L
I LN3W3svE
I AR IE P B0l S A DI AN e e e A N N e ol b o Ll AR AL Lty NOWEE
d40074 ONNQHD
S — = e S —————rL ]
DR ETER]
SFONIL M T — — T T b £ Hwh Illllllll_F.x.vn
o ||.me._.M|Iﬂ| i ||||I|I|I|I|I|I|I|||||P||IM_MMEMM
8§ oo DO T e s e il e ca e oo ol e o TN
u.n_.m“w._me
Tassn bl ORI IR W | gguen | . il
¥z 40 o040 £940 - T30 FNIHFHLYD 20
ELTRIT ] INLND  3NANO INNLNO 40 INIILNG

AMVORNGE
AHVONNOS

289



ITEM 5

Inner West Local Planning Panel

e L

it

52

Lo 2022V SziELiel
O ANEE ONITNNOHD 4a.vo
A¥azrouedy N1 omeoaHa D rawea
EIPIS  onyur oot e Bamos
€ 133HS

- SNOILLO3S ONIaTINgG

AL ONIMYEA

QL7 ALd OT3EANT L3H 9 OLT ALd 3IVOSNOT LIH

10

GT3EAMN LS NYNIYE 9919 ONY 1S 3IVANO1 5¢
SEINCY
ANINdOTIAIATY
IVILN3AIS3d a1314AT10
12370dd
£5B. L LHOIN TV 9 LHRASUD
Wa MDA (A7 0NN peLEURLON

p
E.mi-wk.?:ﬂimm
PSS

5

o

£

o

3
HLYON

va

A8 NOILdI¥IS30 3LVa "ON

e SNESIVO ekl L0

S30N3d Nd

aN3931

NGO L 2]

[

——— =Wt — - leaﬂmwhtl
i 14

1S3am

G0 UoRIdS [ §

ALID ADNYNIL %

2]

S — T —— | -

UuLRoUL

3

1B [NIRREA A5 7768 =5

02202
E- 1]
2
<

| X

e

&
=

el

A¥VONNOS

A¥vannos v

133418 131s
FIWASNOT 3TVASNGT
vE 40 £ 40
aNruno ANNLNC

QCILOML WY JCISIFN, "L 1IN,
60SSZ0TF 2Q1 95 KEWNZOg

£ 13A31

£ cay. SHOURHGS
¥ 13A3]
GosFee

§T73ATT

290



ITEM 5

T e

Inner West Local Planning Panel

L0 002.°V SziehielL
ONAMEE  ONTNNWND avo
AV¥ezroseay NI amioand D rawea
TITS  ongor it B amus
SIHSINIE

AVNY3LX3- 3TINA3IHOS
ANLL ONIMVEO

QL7 ALd OT3EANT L3H 9 OLT ALd 3IVOSNOT LIH
JUER

UILATM LS NYNIYE 99— 19 ONY 1S TIVANOT ¢
SEIAOCY
ANINdOTIAIATY

TVILN3QIS3d a131HAT17
12370dd

CARSES B LHON |1 & LHRIADUD
LR WS 57y LIOMYINY PEIEURLON
WS BTNER 00 3

2065 505 2 b0 L

©.0F ATEN Nk AUTS 2045 LoEumIng 5¢
S O | R0

Sl z
uan Ui |
Jaquapw o
=
I

[ va
A8 NOILdI¥IS30 ALV0 0N
i INESIva Rl g
S3CNId Nd
SHANCT A

INIQOVYTID HOO0T ~UITNIL  JL
INIYH ONY HIANTH 4N

ANVd ANV SNINITONTIED 1D
ONIUQY 1D vidw onl

JAQONING QINYUL NNININNTY S

anN3oan

ONZYID AW NINIFIN T Y

CTULOML ANV SIS/, "L 1HCSIIN,
60SSZ0TF -Q1 195 WEWnog

ALHAY - INIYE ONY ONING SNAITD
2

A3 Q1A - LNIYd ANY ¥30NIx

3ON3d ONIMYd YIBHLL
WENd.

JLIHA - INIYd ONY 430N3Y
JhdM,

ONIUAY 12 HOO 1 - UILNIL

DNIQUY 17 1YL
AN

291



ITEM 5

Inner West Local Planning Panel

o s vay
Lo/ it ) UL LRI 25005011 e a naapu v IR ARLEN T

- e # 2InpaIo 8doISpUD)
i o / e R . s ot W
ol s R 2 e A s | vesision vos o LSL olanis
|

b
ra
Qo
(7]
0
2>
v
m
v
5
£
@
el
(o]
=
4
o
-
[
Q
o
o

B E A CTE G ey
A oz a

AT IRISS EiA

v .

PERTR T RTRIEORN

R N .

as

TN

BTSRRI

SR e

SO

WO NRATE

SR e

v

292



ITEM 5

Inner West Local Planning Panel

[
R L]
1017 < oo

s TENG o e v

AV vz s

VAT TRIRD

R 1S

it L LN e

R .

ase HEE

vess [
ERTEVEIS _H_
e l
S _H_

REY, P R

i w0 Bues) v

25605011 e ;e waanpe o B ARLE

21nJ2alY2I0 8doISpUD)|

JOOTd ONNOYD-NY1d 3dVISANYT

293



ITEM 5

Inner West Local Planning Panel

| s
iz 9w oy

oL e

e enLIIERG o) v
AV vz s

AT IRISS EiA

(i
@sswma s | W 1

it L LN e

b .

ase HEE

BE

i
B2
vess [
ERTEVEIS _H_
e l
S s D

REY, P R

el

TS
Faloxd

133415 TeCSNCT

WA e

220

ICLFOED 3N WL S

¥

RN RES % O N

U LUK 2569 011 b e e o R SRS

i w0 Bues) v
sy,

21njoslydIo waoumtr_o_

LSL olanis

LIOTLOTIE

% VS5 1)

e

HOOH ONNOLD WNY14 34VISONVI CTNvi3a

>y
z
o
g
-
4
B
<z
@
)
Q
c
Zz
o
o
Q
o]
o

294



ITEM 5

Inner West Local Planning Panel

o s vay
L5903 1 LU U2.500.9 6211 L g v PR AREN S

e | ainpajiydip adoispup|
i vl ) S e 2 i | -
8—1{M._ s -;u ..,//., A u..ﬁis\" R aﬂ.-,?v. n._,w”r.... R e e -.m—. o—n:.Fm

L T

b
Z
Q
(7]
0
>
o
m
o
B
T
m
<
m
~

P S Dy

HFGEEwOe Pz a

AT IRISS EiA

v .

PERTR T RTRIEORN <

R N .

as

TN

I

RIE LR

-

viaan: |

SR e

SO

WO NRATE

SR e

295



ITEM 5

Inner West Local Planning Panel

i

TAT DRI

SRR SIS0

it L LN e

AR N

045

2%z
EEE

E RN LIV 8 LA SR G L SO S A 100 DL VNI

i w0 Bues) v

# 21nJ2alY2I0 8doISpUD)|
LSL O1anls

PSS FIME T DAL R W

b
4
2
X
o
o
B
£
2

R ]

FHEANYIS 2 Y RURY G31IVET

121 |
e |

296



ITEM 5

Inner West Local Planning Panel

iz 0w soeloay
501y e tao

SOOI T KM SUTD A TIZA LHIN 234

s TENG o e v
FAVEERDe Pz s

VAT RIS X

R 1S

it L LN e

AR N

as

ST

SO

ER

-~ [l

e e _H_
|

=

EURS R

REY, P R

ST SR B B0E SUITDN T N0 N

e b

3H6As T DYSATIH A

cens oM

HOLINULENOD HO4 _ON

O/ ST

SR 40T HETTN TH

AL YIS

s5zz
TNV BING 04 U A% N 33 SACOICAICAD)

A% 30008 O THUNAE R F Uk

i w0 Bues) v

G U LUK 25669 011 e e e o B

21nJ2alY2I0 8doISpUD)|
LSL O1anls

b
4
2
X
o
o
B
£
2

e

297



Inner West Local Planning Panel ITEM5

298



