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MINUTES of INNER WEST LOCAL PLANNING PANEL MEETING conducted in hybrid 
form including teleconference on Tuesday 11 August 2026. 
 
 
 
Present:  Mr John Brunton in the chair; Ms Vanessa Holtham; Mr Thomas 

Mithen; Ms Andrea Connell 
 
 

 
Staff Present:  Ruba Osman, Development Assessment Manager; Thomas Irons, 

Team Leader Development Assessment; Clare Fitzpatrick-Clark, 
Senior Development Officer and Iris Rojas, Development Support 
Officer.  

 

Meeting commenced: 2:02 pm  
 

 
** ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF COUNTRY  
I acknowledge the Gadigal and Wangal people of the Eora nation on whose Country we are 
meeting today, and their elders past and present. 
 
 
** DECLARATION OF PECUNIARY INTERESTS AND NON-PECUNIARY 

INTERESTS 
 
 
 
The following declarations of interest were made:  
 
Item 9 - Ms Andrea Connell declared a non-pecuniary conflict in this matter and did not 
participate in the briefing, public meeting, or other Panel discussions on this matter. 
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IWLPP1417/26 
Agenda Item 1 

Standing Item - Report in Accordance with Ministerial Direction: 
Pending Local Planning Panel Matters 

 

Matters pending were presented to the Panel Chairman and noted. 
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IWLPP1418/26 
Agenda Item 2 

DA/2026/0201 

Address: 315 Parramatta Road, Haberfield 

Description: Operation of four food trucks trading from 5:00pm to 11:00pm, 
Monday to Sunday. 

Applicant: Developable Pty Ltd 

 
The following people addressed the meeting in relation to this item: 

 Matthew O’Neil (Objector) 

 Steven Sammut (Applicant) 
 

 
DECISION OF THE PANEL 
 

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, grants 

consent to Development Application No. DA/2026/0201 for the operation of four food trucks 

at 315 Parramatta Road, Haberfield, subject to the conditions listed in Attachment A of the 

Council officer’s report, and amended as follows: 

 

That condition 19 be amended as follows: 

 

19.  Hours of Operation 

a. The hours of operation of the premises must not exceed the following: 

Day Hours 

Monday to Sunday 5.00pm until 10.00pm 

b. For a period of not more than twelve (12) months from the issue of 
development consent Final Occupation Certificate, the hours of 
operation of the premises must not exceed the following: 

Day Hours 

Monday to Sunday 5.00pm until 11.00pm 

c. Service (customer orders) is to cease thirty (30) minutes before the 
expiration of the hours of operation.  

d. All customers are to leave the site by the end of the hours of operation. 
e. A continuation of extended hours will require a further application under 

Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979. 

Reason: To protect the amenity of the neighbourhood. 

 
REASONS FOR DECISION 
 
The proposal generally complies with the aims, objectives and design parameters contained 
in Inner West Local Environmental Plan 2022 and Inner West Comprehensive Development 
Control Plan 2016 for Ashbury, Ashfield, Croydon, Croydon Park, Haberfield, Hurlstone Park 
and Summer Hill. 
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The development is unlikely to result in any significant adverse impacts on the amenity of 
the adjoining properties and the streetscape and is considered to be in the public interest 
subject to the recommended conditions of consent. 

The Panel supports the findings contained in the assessment report and endorses the 
reasons for the approval contained in that report. 

The Panel appreciated the issues raised in submissions from residents of nearby streets, 
but noted that the planning controls for the land along Parramatta Road anticipate a variety 
of commercial activities which will potentially have impacts on adjacent residential areas. 
 
The application is considered suitable for approval subject to the imposition of appropriate 
conditions. 
 
The decision of the panel was unanimous. 
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IWLPP1419/26 
Agenda Item 3 

MOD/2025/0475 

Address: 69/586 Parramatta Road, Croydon 

Description: Section 4.55(2) modification to consent 126/96 dated 8/8/1996, 
involving the conversion of a portion of the existing static advertising 
sign to a digital LED advertising sign. 

Applicant: Tony Haines 

 
The following people addressed the meeting in relation to this item: 

 Graham McKee (on behalf of the Applicant) 
 
DECISION OF THE PANEL 

 

The Inner West Local Planning Panel exercising the functions of the Council as the consent 

authority, pursuant to S4.55(2) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979, 

refuses consent to modify Development Consent No.126/96 dated 8 August 1996 which 

includes amendments to convert a portion of the existing static advertising sign to a digital 

LED advertising sign at 69/586 Parramatta Road Croydon for the reasons outlined in 

Attachment A of the Council officer’s report and amended as follows; 

 

Attachment A – Reasons for refusal  

 

1. The proposed development has not satisfied Section 4.55(2) of the Environmental 

Planning and Assessment Act 1979, in that the proposal is not substantially the same 

development as the development for which consent was originally granted.  

2. The proposed development has not satisfied Section 4.55(3) of the Environmental 

Planning and Assessment Act 1979, in that the proposal would be inconsistent with 

the relevant environmental planning instruments or the reasoning that would have 

supported the original consent. 

3. The proposed development is inconsistent with and has not demonstrated 

compliance with Chapter 3 – Advertising and Signage of the State Environmental 

Planning Policy (Industry and Employment) 2021 pursuant to Section 4.15(1)(a)(i) of 

the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979, as follows: 

a. The proposal fails to satisfy Section 3.1(1)(a), as the signage is not compatible 

with desired amenity and visual character of an area, and is not of a high 

quality design and finish.  

b. The proposal fails to satisfy Section 3.1(1)(e), as the signage does not provide 
an adequate or appropriate public benefit commensurate with the proposed 
development. 

4. The proposed development is inconsistent 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: 

a. Section 1.2 - Aims of Plan, in that the modified development fails to enhance 
amenity for Inner West residents and prevent adverse social, economic and 
environmental impacts on the local character of the Inner West, including 
cumulative impacts, in accordance with (g), (h) and (i). 

b. Section 2.3 – MU1 Mixed Use zone, as the modified development fails to 
demonstrate that it satisfies the relevant zone objective to enhance the visual 
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appearance of the area by ensuring development achieves high architectural 
and urban design standards. 

5. The proposed development is inconsistent and has not demonstrated compliance 

with the Comprehensive Inner West Development Control Plan for Ashbury, Ashfield, 

Croydon, Croydon Park, Haberfield, Hurlstone Park and Summer Hill 2016, pursuant 

to Section 4.15 (1)(a)(iii) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979: 

(a) Chapter A – Miscellaneous, Part 2 - Good Design, in that the modified proposal 

does not demonstrate an appropriate composition and architectural standard 

nor does it appropriately respond to the existing or desired future character of 

the area. 

(b) Chapter D – Precinct Guidelines, Part 6 – Enterprise Zone (B6) Parramatta 

Road, in that the modified proposal does not reduce cumulative visual clutter 

within the Parramatta Road corridor, does not demonstrate a high-quality 

signage outcome, and is inconsistent with the precinct objectives to reduce 

large and/or freestanding billboard signs in the corridor. 

6. The modified proposal has not demonstrated that the digital display would not 

adversely impact road safety. The approved sign is a static display, whereas the 

modification would introduce a digital advertising display adjacent to Parramatta 

Road, being a classified road with high traffic volumes. This change would introduce 

road safety implications that were not assessed with the approved static sign, 

including illuminated digital content, dwell times and image transitions and this has 

not been adequately addressed in the proposal.  

7. The proposed development is considered to result in adverse environmental 

impacts on the built environment pursuant to Section 4.15(1)(b) of the 

Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979.  

8. The proposed development is not considered suitable for the site in its current form 

pursuant to Section 4.15(1)(c) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 

1979.  

9. The proposed development is not considered to be in the public interest pursuant to 

Section 4.15(1)(e) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979. 

10. The proposed development has not demonstrated that the consent of all relevant 

owners has been obtained for the modification of Development Consent DA 126/96 

in accordance with clause 98 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment 

Regulation 2021. 

 

REASONS FOR DECISION 
 
The application has been assessed having regard to the relevant matters under sections 
4.55 and 4.15 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979. The Panel noted 
the content of the verbal presentation but was not satisfied that the modified proposal has 
demonstrated that the development, as modified, would be substantially the same 
development as that originally approved. The proposal would materially alter the scale, 
function, visual character and operational impacts of the approved advertising structure. 
 
Additionally, it appears that the existing advertising structure is not consistent with the 
structure illustrated on the approved drawings. The applicant was not able to establish that 
the proposed modified development will be restricted to the nominated lot. 
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The modified proposal is also inconsistent with the relevant provisions of State 
Environmental Planning Policy (Industry and Employment) 2021, Inner West Local 
Environmental Plan 2022 and the Comprehensive Inner West Development Control Plan for 
Ashbury, Ashfield, Croydon, Croydon Park, Haberfield, Hurlstone Park and Summer Hill 
2016. In particular, the proposal would not enhance the area, would not achieve a high-
quality urban design outcome, raises road safety concerns, and has not demonstrated 
adequate public benefit or owner’s consent arrangements. 
 
Having regard to the above, the modified proposal is not considered to be suitable for the 
site or in the public interest. The application is unsupportable and is therefore refused. 
 
The decision of the Panel was unanimous. 
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IWLPP1420/26 
Agenda Item 4 

MOD/2026/0020 

Address: 145 Darling Street, Balmain 

Description: Section 4.56 Modification to D/2019/113 dated 9 November 2020, 
modification consists of external and internal amendments that 
results in an increase to the number of boarding rooms to 20, 
demolition and reconstruction of the Darling Street facing balcony 
and associated works, changes to conditions and stormwater design. 

Applicant: B Plus A Pty Ltd 

 
There were no speakers for this item. 

 
 
DECISION OF THE PANEL 
 
The Inner West Local Planning Panel exercising the functions of the Council as the consent 

authority, pursuant to s4.56 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979, grants 

consent to modify D/2019/113 dated 9 November 2020, so as to carry out external and 

internal amendments that results in an increase of the number of boarding rooms to 20 

boarding rooms, demolition and reconstruction of the Darling Street facing balcony and 

associated works, changes to conditions and stormwater design at 145 Darling Street, 

Balmain subject to the conditions listed in Attachment A of the Council officer’s report. 

 
REASONS FOR DECISION 
 
The proposal generally complies with the aims, objectives and design parameters contained 

in Inner West Local Environmental Plan 2022 and Leichhardt Development Control Plan 

2013.  

 

The development as modified will not result in any significant impacts on the amenity of the 

adjoining properties and the streetscape and is considered to be in the public interest.  

The Panel supports the findings contained in the assessment report and endorses the 
reasons for the approval contained in that report. 

The decision of the Panel was unanimous. 
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IWLPP1421/26 
Agenda Item 5 

DA/2026/0007 

Address: 36 Lonsdale Street & 64-66 Brenan Street, Lilyfield 

Description: 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. 

Applicant: HFT Lonsdale Pty Ltd 

 
There were no speakers for this item. 
 
DECISION OF THE PANEL 
 

A. 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. 
 

B. In relation to the proposal in Development Application No. DA/2026/0007 to 
contravene the FSR development standard in 6.30(2)(b) 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. 
 

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, 

refuses 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 of 

the Council officer’s report. 

 
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 
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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. 

 
2. 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. 

b. 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. 

 
3. 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. 

b. 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. 

c. 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. 

d. 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 standard is unreasonable or 
unnecessary in the circumstances. 

ii. There are sufficient environmental planning grounds to justify the 
contravention of the development standard. 

e. 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. 

f. 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. 

 
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, O2, O4, O6 and O7 and control C2, 
as inadequate information has been provided to address the social impacts of the 
proposal. 
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b. 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. 

c. 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. 

d. Part C3.1 Residential General Provisions, including Objectives O1, O3, O4, O5, 
O7 and Control C1a, as the proposed not been appropriately designed with 
respect to the site context, scale, built form, density. 

e. 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.  

f. 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. 

g. 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. 

h. 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. 
 
 
REASONS FOR DECISION 
 
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 Panel supports the findings contained in the assessment report and endorses the 
reasons for the refusal contained in that report. 

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 not supported and is therefore refused. 

 
The decision of the Panel was unanimous. 
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IWLPP1422/26 
Agenda Item 6 

DA/2026/0167 

Address: 25 Lyall Street, Leichhardt  

Description: Torrens title subdivision of one existing lot into two (2) 

Applicant: Miss Nathalie Scipioni 

 
The following people addressed the meeting in relation to this item: 

 Nathalie Scipioni (Applicant) 
 

 
DECISION OF THE PANEL 
 

A. In relation to the proposal in Development Application No. DA/2026/0167 to 

contravene the Minimum Subdivision Lot Size development standard in Clause 4.1 

of Inner West Local Environmental Plan 2022, Landscaped Area development 

standard in Clause 4.3C of Inner West Local Environmental Plan 2022 and Floor 

Space Ratio development standard in Clause 4.4 of Inner West Local Environmental 

Plan 2022, the Inner West Local Planning Panel is satisfied that the applicant has 

demonstrated that: 

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

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

 
B 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, grants consent to Development Application No. DA/2026/0167 for Torrens title 

subdivision of one existing lot into two (2) at 25 Lyall Street, Leichhardt subject to the 

conditions listed in Attachment A of the Council officer’s report. 

 
REASONS FOR DECISION 
 
The proposal generally complies with the aims, objectives and design parameters contained 
in Inner West Local Environmental Plan 2022 and Leichhardt Development Control Plan 
2013.  

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

The Panel supports the findings contained in the assessment report and endorses the 
reasons for the approval contained in that report. 

The application is considered suitable for approval subject to the imposition of appropriate 
conditions. 
 
The decision of the Panel was unanimous. 
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IWLPP1423/26 
Agenda Item 7 

DA/2025/0966 

Address: 23 Crescent Street, Haberfield 

Description: Alterations and additions to an existing detached dwelling, including 
partial demolition of existing structures, construction of a two-storey 
addition, garage and swimming pool 

Applicant: Danielle R Lattuca 

 
The following people addressed the meeting in relation to this item: 

 Sonia Colusso (Objector) 

 Margherita Antonelli (Objector) 

 Vincent Crow (Objector) 
 
DECISION OF THE PANEL 
 

A. In relation to the proposal in Development Application No. DA/2025/0966 to 

contravene the Height of building development standard in Clause 4.3 of Inner West 

Local Environmental Plan 2022 and Floor space ratio development standard in 

Clause 4.4 of Inner West Local Environmental Plan 2022, and the Inner West Local 

Planning Panel is not satisfied that the applicant has demonstrated that: 

a. compliance with the development standards is unreasonable or unnecessary 

in the circumstances, and 

b. there are sufficient environmental planning grounds to justify the contravention 

of the development standards. 

B. In relation to the proposal in Development Application No. DA/2025/0966 to 

contravene the Development below the existing ground floor level development 

standard in Clause 6.20(3)(a)(ii) of Inner West Local Environmental Plan 2022, 

Excavation below the existing ground floor level development standard in Clause 

6.20(3)(b) of Inner West Local Environmental Plan 2022 and Landscaped area 

development standard in Clause 6.20(d) 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 standards is unreasonable or unnecessary 

in the circumstances, and 

(b) there are sufficient environmental planning grounds to justify the contravention 

of the development standards. 

C. 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, refuses Development Application No. DA/2025/0966 for alterations and 

additions to an existing detached dwelling, including partial demolition of existing 

structures, construction of a two-storey addition, garage and swimming pool at 23 

Crescent Street, Haberfield for the reasons in Attachment A of the Council officer’s 

report. 
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Attachment A – Reasons for refusal 

 

1. The proposed development is inconsistent with and has not demonstrated 

compliance with Chapter 2 – State Environmental Planning Policy (Biodiversity and 

Conservation) 2021 pursuant to Section 4.15(1)(a)(i) of the Environmental Planning 

and Assessment Act 1979, as follows: 

a. Section 2.1(a) & (b) – Aims of chapter, in that the proposal fails to protect the 

biodiversity values of trees and the amenity of the area. 

2. The proposed development is inconsistent 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: 

a. Clause 1.2 - Aims of Plan, in that the proposed development fails to enhance 

amenity for Inner West residents and prevent adverse social, economic and 

environmental impacts on the local character of the Inner West, including 

cumulative impacts, in accordance with (b), (g), (h) and (i). 

b. Clause 2.3 - R2 Low Density Residential zone, as the proposed development 

is inconsistent with the relevant zone objective “To provide residential 

development that maintains the character of built and natural features in the 

surrounding area”. 

c. Clause 4.3 - Height of Buildings, as the height for proposed development 

exceeds the maximum permitted for the land.  

d. Clause 4.4 - Floor Space Ratio, as the FSR for proposed development 

exceeds the maximum permitted for the land.  

e. Clause 4.6 - Exceptions to Development Standards, as the written request has 

failed to demonstrate that compliance with Clause 4.3 – Height of Buildings is 

unreasonable or unnecessary in the circumstances or that there are sufficient 

environmental planning grounds to justify contravening the development 

standard. 

f. Clause 4.6 - Exceptions to Development Standards, as the written request has 

failed to demonstrate that compliance with Clause 6.20(3)(a)(ii) – development 

below the existing ground floor level is unreasonable or unnecessary in the 

circumstances or that there are sufficient environmental planning grounds to 

justify contravening the development standard. 

g. Clause 5.10 - Heritage Conservation, in that the proposed development fails 

to conserve the environmental heritage of the Inner West and the heritage 

significance of heritage conservation areas, including associated fabric, 

settings and views, in accordance with 5.10(1)(a), (b) & (4). 

h. Clause 6.20 - Development on Land in Haberfield Heritage Conservation Area, 

as the proposed development does not meet the objective of this clause which 

is to maintain the single storey appearance of dwellings, in accordance with 

6.20(1). 

i. Clause 6.20 - Development on Land in Haberfield Heritage Conservation Area, 

as the proposed development exceeds the maximum permitted development 

below the existing ground floor level, in accordance with 6.20(3)(a)(ii). 
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j. Clause 6.20 - Development on Land in Haberfield Heritage Conservation Area, 

as the proposed development involves excavation in excess of 3m below the 

existing ground floor, in accordance with 6.20(3)(b). 

k. Clause 6.20 - Development on Land in Haberfield Heritage Conservation Area, 

as the proposed development exceeds the minimum permitted 50% of the site 

as landscaped area, in accordance with 6.20(3)(d). 

3. The applicant has not made a written request pursuant to Clause 4.6 of the Inner 

West Local Environmental Plan 2022 to vary Clause 4.4, despite the proposed gross 

floor area exceeding the maximum permissible. 

4. The applicant has not made a written request pursuant to Clause 4.6 of the Inner 

West Local Environmental Plan 2022 to vary Clause 6.20(3)(b), despite the proposed 

development involving excavation exceeding the maximum permissible depth of 3m 

below the existing ground floor level. 

5. The applicant has not made a written request pursuant to Clause 4.6 of the Inner 

West Local Environmental Plan 2022 to vary Clause 6.20(3)(d), despite the proposed 

development resulting in a landscaped area that is less than the minimum permissible 

50% of the site area. 

6. The proposed development is inconsistent and has not demonstrated compliance 

with the Comprehensive Inner West Development Control Plan for Ashbury, Ashfield, 

Croydon, Croydon Park, Haberfield, Hurlstone Park and Summer Hill 2016, pursuant 

to Section 4.15 (1)(a)(iii) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979: 

a. Chapter A – Miscellaneous, Part 2 - Good Design, in that the proposal does 

not demonstrate an appropriate built form, scale or landscaping outcome that 

appropriately responds to the site context and neighbourhood character. 

b. Chapter A – Miscellaneous, Part 5 - Landscaping, in that the proposal does 

not demonstrate a landscaping outcome that maintains or enhances the 

landscape character of the site, or enables the retention and long-term 

performance of the significant tree located on site. 

c. Chapter A – Miscellaneous, Part 11 – Fencing, as the proposed fencing has 

not been demonstrated to be consistent with the prevailing desirable fencing 

pattern of the Haberfield neighbourhood.  

d. Chapter C – Sustainability, Part 4 – Tree Management, in that the proposal 

has not demonstrated the viable retention of existing trees which contributes 

to the canopy cover targets, biodiversity and amenity of the Inner West Local 

Government Area.  

e. Chapter E2 – Haberfield Neighbourhood, Part 2.1 - Desired Future Character, 

as the proposal is inconsistent with the desired future character of Haberfield 

and has not demonstrated a subordinate extension that maintains the heritage 

significance of the existing dwelling or the Haberfield HCA. 

f. Chapter E2 – Haberfield Neighbourhood, Part 2.2.1 - Statement of 

Significance, as the proposal is inconsistent with the heritage significance of 

the Haberfield HCA, including its Garden Suburb landscape setting, integrated 

relationship between built form and landscape, low-scale residential 

architecture and visual coherence. 

g. Chapter E2 – Haberfield Neighbourhood, Part 2.2.2 - General, as the proposal 

does not adequately maintain the single-storey appearance of the dwelling, 
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conserve Haberfield’s garden suburb character, or respect the special 

qualities that contribute to the heritage significance of the Haberfield HCA. 

h. Chapter E2 – Haberfield Neighbourhood, Part 2.2.3 - Pattern of Development, 

as the proposal does not maintain the established pattern of site coverage, 

landscaped setting and side setback separation characteristic of Haberfield’s 

original subdivision and development pattern. 

i. Chapter E2 – Haberfield Neighbourhood, Part 2.2.4 - Building Form, as the 

proposal does not appropriately respect the original building form, including 

through unfounded new openings, an insufficiently subordinate roof extension, 

a skylight within the original roof form and a prominent rear balcony structure. 

j. Chapter E2 – Haberfield Neighbourhood, Part 2.2.5 - Roof Forms, as the rear 

roof addition does not relate subordinately to the original roof form and 

provides an inadequate step-down from the principal ridge. 

k. Chapter E2 – Haberfield Neighbourhood, Part 2.2.6 - Siting, setbacks and 

levels, as the lower-ground side openings and associated excavation intensify 

the two-storey presentation of the dwelling and do not maintain its single-

storey scale within the Haberfield HCA. 

l. Chapter E2 – Haberfield Neighbourhood, 2.2.7 - Walls, as the proposed new 

openings within the original front and side walls do not adequately respect the 

original wall form, materiality or heritage character of the dwelling. 

m. Chapter E2 – Haberfield Neighbourhood, 2.2.9 - Joinery as the proposed new 

façade details have not been demonstrated to be authentic reconstructions or 

provide sufficient information to confirm the details are appropriate. 

n. Chapter E2 – Haberfield Neighbourhood, 2.2.10 - Windows and Doors, as the 

proposed new and altered window openings within the original dwelling have 

not been demonstrated to be authentic reconstructions or to appropriately 

reflect the proportions, materials and detailing of original windows and doors. 

o. Chapter E2 – Haberfield Neighbourhood, 2.2.12 - Verandahs, as the proposed 

rear balcony structure is not sufficiently simple or subordinate to the original 

dwelling and further intensifies the two-storey presentation of the building 

within the Haberfield HCA. 

p. Chapter E2 – Haberfield Neighbourhood, 2.2.13 - Garages and Carports, as 

the proposed garage structure is not of a simple utilitarian form and presents 

as an overly bulky two-storey structure to Dobroyd Lane, inconsistent with the 

established laneway character. 

q. Chapter E2 – Haberfield Neighbourhood, 2.2.15 - Colour Schemes, as the 

submitted materials and finishes schedule does not provide sufficient detail 

and has not demonstrated colours, materials or finishes that are traditional, 

complementary or compatible with the Haberfield HCA. 

r. Chapter E2 – Haberfield Neighbourhood, 2.2.16 - Fences and Gates, as the 

proposed front, side boundary and swimming pool fencing has not been 

demonstrated to appropriately respond to the original dwelling, established 

streetscape character or Haberfield HCA. 

s. Chapter E2 – Haberfield Neighbourhood, 2.2.17 - Garden Elements including 

Paving, Driveways, Pergolas, and Pools, as the proposal does not minimise 
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hard surfacing, paving or building footprints or appropriately conserve the 

landscaped garden setting of the Haberfield HCA. 

t. Chapter F – Development Category Guidelines, Part 4 – Dwelling Houses, in 

that the proposal does not demonstrate an appropriate visual privacy, 

swimming pool configuration, and laneway development outcome. 

7. The proposed development is considered to result in adverse environmental 

impacts on the built environment pursuant to Section 4.15(1)(b) of the 

Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979.  

8. The proposed development is not considered suitable for the site in its current 

form pursuant to Section 4.15(1)(c) of the Environmental Planning and 

Assessment Act 1979.  

9. The proposed development is not considered to be in the public interest pursuant 

to Section 4.15(1)(e) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979. 

 
REASONS FOR DECISION 
 

The proposal does not comply with the aims, objectives and design parameters contained 

in Inner West Local Environmental Plan 2022 and Inner West Comprehensive Development 

Control Plan 2016 for Ashbury, Ashfield, Croydon, Croydon Park, Haberfield, Hurlstone Park 

and Summer Hill. 

The Panel supports the findings contained in the assessment report and endorses the 
reasons for refusal contained in that report. 

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 not supported and is therefore refused. 

 
The decision of the Panel was unanimous. 
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IWLPP1424/26 
Agenda Item 8 

DA/2026/0244 

Address: 17/140A Hawthorne Parade, Haberfield 

Description: Construction of new dwelling house with detached carport, 
swimming pool and storage shed in the rear yard. 

Applicant: Amanda M Gillfeather 

 
The following people addressed the meeting in relation to this item: 

 Lee Kosnetter (On behalf of the Applicant) 
 
DECISION OF THE PANEL 
 

A. In relation to the proposal in Development Application No. DA/2026/0244 to 

contravene the Height of building development standard in Clause 4.3 of Inner West 

Local Environmental Plan 2022 and the Landscaped area development standard in 

Clause 6.20(3)(d) of Inner West Local Environmental Plan 2022 and the Inner West 

Local Planning Panel is satisfied that the applicant has demonstrated that: 

(a) compliance with the development standards is unreasonable or unnecessary 

in the circumstances, and 

(b) there are sufficient environmental planning grounds to justify the contravention 

of the development standards. 

 

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, grants 

consent to Development Application No. DA/2026/0244 for construction of new dwelling 

house with detached carport, swimming pool and storage shed in the rear yard. at 17/140A 

Hawthorne, Haberfield subject to the conditions listed in Attachment A of the Council officer’s 

report and amended as follows; 

 

Condition 26 is amended as follows;  

 

26     Privacy 

 
Prior to the issue of a Construction Certificate, the Certifying Authority must be provided 
with amended plans indicating windows G11, G12, and G13 being amended in the 
following manner: 

 Fixed and obscure glazing to a minimum level of 1.6 metres above the floor level 

And Window G10 being amended in the following manner: 

 Obscure glazing to a minimum level of 1.6 metres above the floor level. The 
casement window frames must be hinged on their western edge and fitted with 
a restrictor to prevent the window opening more than 45 degrees. 

Reason: To ensure that visual privacy treatment protects the amenity of the 
neighbourhood. 
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REASONS FOR DECISION 
 
The proposal generally complies with the aims, objectives and design parameters contained 

in Inner West Local Environmental Plan 2022 and Inner West Comprehensive Development 

Control Plan 2016 for Ashbury, Ashfield, Croydon, Croydon Park, Haberfield, Hurlstone Park 

and Summer Hill.  

The Panel supports the findings contained in the assessment report and endorses the 
reasons for approval contained in that report. 

The development will not result in any significant impacts on the amenity of the adjoining 

properties and the streetscape and is considered to be in the public interest.  

 

The application is considered suitable for approval subject to the imposition of appropriate 

conditions. 

 
The decision of the Panel was unanimous. 
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IWLPP1425/26 
Agenda Item 9 

DA/2026/0222 

Address: 2 Trade Street, Newtown 

Description: Alterations and additions to an existing two-storey semi detached 
dwelling, including partial demolition, western extension, first-floor 
balconies, internal works, new fencing and landscaping 

Applicant: Loretta Law 

 
Panel member Andrea Connell declared a non-pecuniary conflict in this matter and did not 
participate in the briefing, public meeting, or other Panel discussions on this matter. 
 
The following people addressed the meeting in relation to this item: 

 Domenic Brigandi (Objector) 

 Maya Le (Objector) 

 Sandy George (Objector) 

 Clinton Cole (Applicant) 
 
DECISION OF THE PANEL 
 
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, grants 

consent to Development Application No. DA/2026/0222 for alterations and additions to an 

existing two-storey semidetached dwelling, including partial demolition, western extension, 

first-floor balconies, internal works, new fencing and landscaping at 2 Trade Street, 

Newtown subject to the conditions listed in Attachment A  of the Council’s officer report as 

amended by the Supplementary Report and amended as follows; 

 
27A. Design Change 

 
Amended plans are to be submitted to the satisfaction of the Certifying Authority 
demonstrating the following; 
 

I)  The area of the deck on the first floor level adjacent to the living room is to be         
reduced to a maximum of 10 sq.m., 

a. without increasing the length of the southern edge, or  
b. extending the deck further to the south or west. 

  II) The roof above the rear deck/yard, i.e., the western most sloping section of the        
  roof, is to be deleted.  
  III)  A 900mm deep window or door hood can be inserted directly above WF02 and  
 DF02 but below the lower sill of WF06. 
  iv)   The proposed privacy screening/panels for the length of the deck along the western   

 elevation are incorporated.  

 
REASONS FOR DECISION 
 
The proposal generally complies with the aims, objectives and design parameters contained 
in Inner West Local Environmental Plan 2022 and Marrickville Development Control Plan 
2011. The application is considered suitable for approval subject to the imposition of 
appropriate conditions.  

The Panel generally supports the findings contained in the assessment report. 
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The Panel considered the concerns of the neighbours in terms of privacy, visual bulk, and 
loss of sunlight. The Panel was of the view that amendments were required to the deck and 
the roof above to address these concerns. 
 
Subject to these amendments, the development will not result in significant impacts on the 

amenity of the adjoining properties and the streetscape, and approval is considered to be in 

the public interest.  

 
The decision of the Panel of three was unanimous, noting that Andrea Connell did not 
participate in the briefing, public meeting, or other Panel discussions on this matter. 
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The Inner West Planning Panel Public Meeting finished at 3:31pm. 
The Inner West Planning Panel Closed Meeting finished at 5:22pm. 

 
 
 
 
CONFIRMED: 
 

 
 
John Brunton 
Chairperson 
11 August 2026 


