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I would like to address several issues, a kmg Council to support them in the framing of the relevant sections

of it’s LEP 2012, ‘

There are many simple measures as re*ealed in the Federal Government’s Your Home Technical Manual:

i} Sustainable House Design:

http://www.yourhome.gov.auw/technical{index.html, that, when implemented in a new dwelling house, reduce

energy consumption and provide a comfortable living space all year round. One of the most important
elements in making housing sustainablel in respect of heating and cooling is the orientation of the longest side
of the building to the north, within 10 qegrees east or west. The provision of wide eaves provides shading for
any glassed areas in summer but allow ‘warming sun to enter a home in winter. [ ask Randwick’s town
planners to study Your Home Technical Manual and incorporate as many sustainable housing measures as

possible in the LEP 2012. |

i) La Perouse/Phillip Bay Market Gar(lens
This land is of environmental and hlstclrlcal significance. It also produces fresh, local vegetables for the
Svdney market. This land should be pTeserved as a market garden and must be supported as we will face

food security issues in Sydney in the chming decades. Randwick’s LEP 2012 MUST reflect this in it’s

framing with appropriate clauses.

iii) Stormwater Reuse and Recycling:
I encourage Council to actively support measures to reuse and recycle stormwater in all new buildings. By
insisting that adequate rainwater harvesting tank/s be installed and plumbed to flush toilets, clothes washing

machines and garden watering systems, Council will help prevent water wastage.

Thank you for accepting my submission. Itrust that you will consider it’s points fully.
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General Manager,
Randwick City Council |
|
30 Frances Street
RANDWICK NSW 2031
|
i Date: 2 April 2012
|
To Whom It May Concern: :
|

Draft Randwic# Local Environmental Plan 2012 (Draft LEP)

This letter seeks to make an o I jection to the Draft Randwick Local Environmental Plan
2012. The objection relates specificdlly fo the inconsistency of planning provisions
proposed under the draft LEP%for properties along Coogee Bay Road.

|
A maijority of Coogee Bay R'o:i::d proposes fo the same zoning — R3 Medium Density
Residential. However, the Heigight and Floorspace provisions will differ for a small section
along the northern side of Coiragee Bay Road, extending from Powell fo Mount Street.

Please see maps below for more detail.

|
Above: Height Map (Draft Ran




0 ]|
]

Inconsistency | Il.f
[

T, 8n

The properties within this small section contain a mix of residential densities with
buildings already reflecting alscale of development common to Coogee Bay Road. It
appears unclear and unnecessary as to why this section of the road are being revised
down. The proposed FSR and Heights should match surrounding properties along

Coogee Bay Road.
Coogee Bay Road is a main rload which links Coogee Beach to Randwick. All sites
along the road have similar topography and built forms and it would therefore be
assumed that consistent planning provisions would prevail.

Should you wish to discuss this further, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Yours Sincerely,

-Coudounaris, y
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Sent: onday, Z Apr :

To: LEPreview

Subject: Draft Compre)Lensive LEP - My Comments

LEP Review

My Background

I have lived in the Coogee area much ofjmy adult life. Since 2001 I am the owner/resident, with m

daughter, of oogee. This is the street address and for council purposes it is

. Prior to this, [ owned and lived in a home unit in Arden Street, As a child and student I lived in our
11y home in Kensington. Accordingly, Coogee Beach, Coogee and its surrounding areas are well known

to me and form my local environment and community.

My Concerns ‘

Failure to revise the complimentary Deyelopment Control Plan (DCP) and a tack of alignment

between the draft LEP with a revised D}P and state government initiatives for a new planning system in
NSW (expected release of Green Paper in May 2012).

Proposed changing of zoning in Carr Street to commercial local centre B2 against the wishes of more than
17,000 people who last year clearly indicated they did not want the Coogee Village environment
deteriorated or changed. The likely increase in new commercial activities, following any rezoning, would
reduce the natural environmental amenity, negatively impact on the village community and

seriously increase vehicle traffic and associated hazards.

The introduction of substantial changesLin the planning rules for building heights and densities (significant
increases) in the context of a current dense and increasing population and no NSW Government requirement
for this. The continuing permission for extremely high buildings in Kensington, Kingsford, Maroubra and
Matraville is not in keeping with the su'rrounding environments and ought not be used as a measure to
increase population densities.

The exclusion and/or omission of impc:rant development standards including wall heights, landscaped
areas, minimum frontages and side clearances and definitions for low, medium or high density which would

lead to a cumulative loss of amenity for the community.

Failure to limit the use of State Envirorlmental Planning Policy No 1 (Development Standards) when
exercising the power to provide consent to non-complying development.

Failure to undertake and/or complete ﬂLod and storm water management in critical areas including Coogee,
Kensington and Maroubra while changing zonings.

Failure to properly consider the coastlil'le, the impact of climate change and sea level rises.

My Recommendations

1. Defer the LEP until the NSW Government planning reforms are implemented; a complimentary DCP is
finalised and approved flood and stormy water management plans are in place for Coogee, Maroubra
and Matraville.

2. No rezoning of the southern end (or other areas) of Googee Beach to 2B commercial.
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3. Strengthen development standards !as mandatory rules.

4. Restore the development standards:for minimum subdivision lot size, the height of buildings and the
floor space ratio requirements.

5. Restore/provide the development standards for wall heights, minimum frontages, landscaped area and
side clearances.

6. Provide definitions for low, medium and high density.

7. Discontinue approval/support for extremely high buildings in Kensington, Kingsford, Maroubra and

Matraville.

8. Develop/introduce a coastal planning framework which incorporates a climate change assessment and
ensures the coastline is not further developed while preserving recreational enjoyment and use.

1 am happy to expand on my concerns and recommendations if they are not sufficiently clear. In the
meantime, please acknowledge receipt of my response to the "Draft Comprehensive LEP".

Yours sincerely

Click|here to report this email as spam.




From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Bang The Table [admin@bangthetable.com]

Monday, 2 April 2012 1:44 PM

LEPreview

An anonymous user completed 'Draft Comprehensive LEP '

An anonymous user just submitted the form 'Draft Comprehensive LEP ' with the responses below. A full
report of all form submissions is available within the activity report.

Name
Email
Phone
Address

Type your
Submission

Upload and
attach your
Submission

[ note that Section 6.l 1 of the draft LEP requires a DCP be prepared for sites over
10,000 sqm or if classified as a key site. It is important that any site do more than
'encourage’ sustainable transport, but provide the infrastructure for walking and cycling -
- the end-of-trip facilities for people who walk or run to work or play lunchtime sport, as
well as the short terr:Lbicycle parking and longer term residential / commercial secure
bicycle storage (e.g. overnight or on rainy days). Further, I note that p. 57 requires
UNSW not intensify the parking provision on campus -- parking controls should be
written as a parking maximum {e.g. 'not to exceed 100 vehicles) rather than as parking
minimums (e.g. 'provide 100 spaces). It is critical that someone be responsible for
additional public transport or bicycle network provision in order for the university's
desired student and staff growth targets be met. If operations can not be addressed in the
draft LEP, supporting Randwick processes / procedures should be in place to support this
transport part of the ']zand use plan -- in particular, funding and responsibility. In

reviewing your land zoning maps, I note that the area around the surf club bas been
coded to Local Centre. The block is currently zoned residential - with the Barzura
operating under historical existing use rights. This proposal is in Councils new draft
planning document [the LEP]. On one of the maps it shows as blue for commercial
zoning when it is us¢d to be residential. Any changes or intensification to this land use
should be covered tl}rough a community process rather than simply changing the map.
Further intensification of development around Coogee should be considered as a change
to the 'local neighbourhood’ classification and intensification of the public transport
provision to the area, the morning peak buses and Saturday beach buses already are
standing room-onlyan significant increases in capacity are required with any changes

]

along these lines. I lpok forward to your response. Kind regards-

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Rendwick City Coyngl|
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Comment Records Bacaived

Randwick Draft Local Environment Plan 2012

Introduction: As might be expected, this is a pretty poor job, driven by pressures remote from

any consideration of amenity or benefit for the residents. So far as the northern part of the city is
concerned, planning is constrained by the long history of development guided by different rules
and rorts or often by no rules at all. The plan responds by exacerbating the mistakes of the past
and perpetuating them for the li.\ture. It builds on the simple themes of maxi buildings on mini
lots, no new local open space and main road strip shopping surmounted by high-rise flats to
enjoy maximum exposure to traffic noise. The exploited area is neatly delineated by the State

electorate of Coogee. In particulrr, an area that might be called the Coogee basin contains one in

five of Randwick’s population inlone twelfth of the total area of the city and little open space.

Zones and Land Uses: The pattern of the plan is laid down by the “Standard Instrument” (SI),
prepared by the NSW Departn?ent of Planning and Infrastructure.. The SI was developed to
produce standard zone names and definitions for the many LEP’s in NSW. The zones are defined
by the land uses and activities permitted in zone either with or without the permission of the
Council. DoPi lays down a few c}[f its favourites but most of the entries have been chosen by the

Council,

It is pleasing to see that, in the “Objectives” list in Zones R2, R3, B1 and B2 the interests of the
residents are mentioned. It is J

pminous that they are not mentioned in R1. The other objectives
inserted are tendentious and dangerous and should be dropped. Council has no power or means

not yet noticed that 5.25 of the Act was repealed in 2008. It would be no bad thing to drop the
objectives altogether. '

to improve housing affordabﬂiq'; that objective should also be dropped. It is a pity that DoPI has

Land Uses

Zone R1 - General Residential l‘l‘his seems to be a general ragbag sort of zoning that is intended
for large undeveloped or redeveloping sites. The details will be controlled, no doubt, by site-
specific DCPs. 1 query the inchsion of semi-detached dwellings, a form that seems obsolete
these days (With good design, row housing can be a good alternative) and also boarding houses

(see below under R2 Residential)

In the “Obfectives” [ object te t]}e housing affordability clause inserted by Council. This is a cede
phrase introduced by Council to cover and favour low-grade, low-amenity but highly profitable
projects such as are promoted by the infamous AHSepp. The coastal climate, the beaches and

other recreational facilities with the proximity to the hospital and the university mean that the

coastal strip will always be highly valued. Experience shows that the AH objective can only be
achieved at heavy amenity cost to the ordinary neighbouring residents. The only reasonable

means of bringing in low-incorTe residents, if that is felt to be desirable, is by direct government

1




subsidy. Randwick already has large areas of Department of Housing settlements. Others have
been sold off by direct Governmgnt policy. Interestingly, they were mainly of better quality than
those that the Council now promotes,

Zone R2 - Low-Density Reside _tial The objectives for this zone that are proposed by DoPl are

'u?xceptionable(rhose inserted by the Council are not so harmless. 1 take the view, for instance,
t

at in large part the planning schemes have been introduced to correct the mistakes and abuses
of the past. Quotations from the “existing streetscape” objective can be used, and are used, to
undermine the desirable standdrds by reference to existing bad examples. That “objective”
should be struck out. The “desired future character” of an area can best be served by sound
development standards, firmly applied.

The explanatory note to the uses seems to counteract the “small business uses” objective.

The DoPl, continues to promote “boarding houses”. 1 put the words in quotes because these
developments are not boarding houses in the dictionary sense or on the ordinary understanding,
at least of older people. Not a widow or a struggling coupie offering bed and board, in a spare
room, to one or a few young people down from the bush for work or education, but a large
establishment - inflated by extraordinary density concessions, they are much larger than would be
allowed for a house or a block of flats on the same site - with many small rooms let in lodgings
and with minimal parking; No meals are provided. Rather like backpacker accommodation. The
Minister swells his breast with pride and the neighbours pay the bill. These establishments are
really only suitable for commercfal zones.

R3 - Medium-Density Residential The Objectives stated are subject to the same objections as
those for R2. Likewise for the uses the same objections are relevant. Additionally, it is highly
questionable whether Motels and Hotels are suitable for this zone.

Development Standards (1)

It is particularly notable that the|development standards proposed in this plan have been laid down
without the slightest regard to, or consideration of, residential amenity or environmental values.
Any discussion is set in terms of a jumble of numbers. There is no attempt at justification of the
values proposed.

Part 4 of the Standard Instrument (SI) deals with development standards. It lays down no
compulsory standard. The only| compulsory feature is Clause 4.6 — Exceptions to development
standards — the new, local equivalent ta SEPP 1. Part 4 suggests three relevant optional standards
being: 4.1- Minimum subdivision lot size, 4.3 - Height of buildings and 4.4 - Floor space ratio
which are, in fact, with a rule for minimum landscaped area, standards that have customarily been
used in Randwick for many years following a $.117 direction to that effect. But landscaped area has
been ditched. It appears that the Council has not taken up the option of making additions to the
controls. There has been considerable disappointment to residents that the wall height control has
been dropped.




it is only possible to comment usefully on the proposals by exploring the history of the controls in

Randwick.

Subdivision Lot Size — Lot size, when combined with floor space, is a fundamental determinant of

population density. Following re
Development {1989}, Clause 30 o
and enhance local amenity”:

For an aliotment that might
comprising an attached dual o

commendations in the Australian Model Code for Residential
f the original Randwick LEP 1998 laid down, in order “to protect

In Zone 2A, 450 m? with 2 minimum 12 m frontage,;

be subdivided to create separate allotments for the dwellings
rcupancy in a 2A zone, 900 m?,

The DCP for residential flat bu

These rules have been degraded ©
s Inzone 2A, 400 m’ withm

e inzones 2B or 2C, 325 m?

For a dwelling house or an attJached dual occupancy in Zone 2A, 450 m? with 12 m frontage.

Idings has a recommended 20 m minimum frontage.
ver the years. In its current form the LEP requires
nimum 12 m frontage;

with minimum 9 m frontage;

» For a dwelling house in zohe 2A, 400 m* with 12m frontage;

e Foran attached dual occupancy in Zone 24, 450 m? and 15 m frontage.

The 325 m? figure was a throwback to the Local Government Act (1919). Though the reports
acknowledge a tendency for homes to expand there was no thought of enlarging aliotments. 2B and
2C are residential flat zones: It is hard to imagine feasible flat development on a 9Sm frontage.

The current proposal recommends:

in Zone R2 — equivalent to current

2A- 400 m®

e inZone R3-equivalent to current 2B or 2C—325 m*.

*  With no specified minimum frontage. The minimum frontage standards have been ditched.

| suggest that the minimum dimension rules of 1998 should be renovated and restored.

Height of Buildings

Purpose: The stated purpose is
landscaped area to limit the siz
environmental amenity and aesth

“to operate together with controls for floor space ratioc and
, scale and site coverage of a building having regard to the
tic character of the area.”{ — whatever that may mean.)




Commonly, the actual importance of the control of overall height of a building arises from the
possible obstruction or preservation of views — particularly sea views. Also it is possible that a
proposed height might be absurdly or grotesquely excessive compared with its neighbours.

The actual purpose of a wall helght control is, together with the side clearances set down in the
Development Control Plan, to maximise the penetration of natural light and sunlight into buildings.
The actual important feature is the height and location of the eaves line.

In the existing plan, dwelling houses are explicitly excluded from height and density controls.
Otherwise, shorn of some details, the existing plan requires:

s In present zones 2A and 2B the maximum building height is 9.5 m. The maximum height of
an external wafl is 7 m.

o In Zone 2C the maximum building height is 12 m. The maximum external wall height is 10 m.
o Heights in other zones are defined by distinctive shading or hatching on the scheme map.

The DCP recommends average side clearances of 3.5 m for 2C zones and 2.5 m for 2B. Calculating on
the wall height, these clearances are both a little more than the (H + 9)/4 m calculated for Sydney’s
fatitude and recommended by the Building Regulation Advisory Committee. Calculating on the
maximum height the setbacks are inadequate.

In the current proposal, maximum heights are indicated by distinctive colouring on the “Height of
Buildings” Maps. '

in Zone R2, the maximum heightsiare 8.5 m;

In Zone R3, the areas that are now in the 2B zone mainly-but not always—remain at 9.5 m; those
now in 2C zones remain at 12 m.

But the wall height controls have been dropped. This means, besides the loss of a control over light
penetration, that, for a given overall maximum height, an extra storey can be accommodated in
these zones with, perhaps, only a small infraction of the height rule.

It is being said that the wall height control can be included in the relevant Development Control Plan
{DCP). Several serious objections arise:

e No DCP is seriously in preparation; preparation may take as long as a year.

e A DCP lacks the statutory:clout of the LEP; DCP’s have only the effect of a council resolution.
They can be set aside—and often are set aside—by another resolution.

» Sceptical residents have no guarantee that anything at all will happen.

Being on exhibition means that t e new LEP already has some force. And the failure of the council to
prepare one or more DCP’s to complement the LEP, leaves a serious legistative gap in the approvals
process. Important features are being left uncontrolled.




Either wall height controls should be inserted in the LEP or a DCP should be prepared and put in
place immediately. Completion of the LEP should be deferred until the environmental question of
light penetration has been seriously examined and properly dealt with.

Clause 4.3A provides for height limits in certain parts of the Matraville Town Centre and the

" Maroubra Beach town centre to be extended to as much as 22 m.

(n Matraville! And Maroubra! They must be joking. Kensington is bad enough. To preserve the
probity of the planning process, this clause should be struck out.

Floor Space Ratio — Density Control

The most basic characteristic of a residential area is its density of population. It defines the nature
and the intensity of interactions and relations — good and bad, friendly and otherwise — that each of
us has with the neighbours. This aspect is often viewed negatively in terms of noisy parties, annoying
neighbours or pets, heavy street traffic and limited parking., Hence, low density is preferred by
residents. Owners of empty land prefer high.

Planning for a desired population density is not easy. Control by number of residents per hectare is
clearly impossible and controlling the number of bedrooms little better. Control by residential floor
area m? per m? of site (floor space ratio- FSR) was introduced as a crude but practical substitute in
the 1970’s.

The necessity for side clearances to get fire protection and light penetration and front and back
clearance for a bit of yard space front and back mean that a single-storey dwelling house will have a
FSR of 0.4 or less; Three-storey flats can get up to 1.0 and high-rise flats might get up to 2, 3 or 5.

In Coogee, each m” of permitted floor area is worth some $3,000 to $5,000 pure profit to a land
owner-developer. On a 1,000 m’ site, for instance, and FSR = 1, that is a lot of money.

Existing Plan — Randwick LEP 1998 — Original form — Clause 31 — Residential zones:

¢ The maximum floor space ratios, other than buildings erected for the purpose of a dwelling
house, within Zones 2A, 2B and 2C is 0.5, 0.65 and 0.9, respectively.

» Despite subclause (1), the maximum floor space ratio for buildings, other than dwelling
houses within Zone 2C is 0.65 where the site area is less than 700 m?.

& Etc for other zones and uses.
The Purpose of the whole clause was given at the end of the clause:

“To establish reasonable upper Llrmits for development in residential, industrial and special uses
zones through a limit on the amount of floor space that can be provided. Etc...”

"Floor space ratio” was defined ag “the ratio of the total gross floor area of all buildings {existing and
proposed) to the site area. And "gross floor area” was defined as “the sum of the areas of each level
of a building where the area of each level is taken to be the area within the outer face of the
external enclosing walls....” with certain obvious and harmless qualifications.




In Plan Amendment No.23 in 2003, relating principally to the planning of the Bundock St. ex-Defence
site, this definition was quietly changed for the whole of Randwick so that the gross area is now
taken to be the area within the irner face of the external walls. This measure is sometimes referred
to as the net floor space. This chapge, which obviously was, indeed, a more sensible measurement of
“fioor space”, was justified as being more convenient, The fact was glossed over that, for any
particular building, the new defirjition produces an area and an FSR some 15-20% less than the old
definition. Nor was the style of measurement more convenient,

The change meant that, under tHe new rule, a stated FSR would produce a building some 15-20%
farger than the old rule would allow. The praper complementary action would have been to reduce
the FSR numerical limits by about 15-20% —to about 0.43, 0.55 and 0.78. No such change was made.

Shortly afterwards, Commissioner Watts of the Land and Environment Court commented adversely
on the change saying that it upset the balance of the controls.

Proposed Plan In the new plan, the proposed densities are indicated by distinctive colourings on the
“Height of Buildings” maps. For the Clovelly/Coogee/Randwick areas the current 2A areas have an
FSR of 0.5; the current 2C areas have been somewhat expanded in size-particularly along Coogee
Bay Road. The broad area of currently 2B zoning in the basin of West Coogee with a tail running off
into Clovelly that was always ungderstood to be suitable for 2-storey buildings, has scored a large
increase to 0.75 — Effectively a 35% increase over the 1998 density. That area has an allowable
height of 9.5 m which, without the wall height restriction, is quite enough for 3-storey flat buildings.

The density of 0.75 Is unreasonably high. To retain the status quo ante, it should be reduced to
about 0.55. Likewise the FSR for the low-density areas should go to 0.45, say, and for the higher
density, 0.8 say.

Site Area ~ Large Sites .

In clause 4.5, the Standard instrument goes to great lengths to define “site area” but seems to
neglect one important factor — fthe importance of internal roads in large sites. Unless they are
otherwise treated as public space (Clause 4.7 is very obscure.). Except perhaps for a short distance
from a building served by the road — 6 m, say —a “right of way”, say 15 m wide, for internal road and
footpath should be subtracted from the site area for FSR calculations.

Landscaped Area

The current LEP retains a minimum “Landscaped area” as a further control for residential zones. In
Zone 2A, except for dwelling hoyses, a minimum of 40% of a site must be retained as for use or
possible use “for outdoor recredtion or garden areas...”. In zones 2B and 2C, except for dwelling
houses, a minimum of 50% is required. In both cases, no more than 50% of the required landscaped
area should be over a podium or an excavated basement area.

The requirement for a minimum |landscaped area has been dropped from the Draft LEP.

So much for residential amenity. The landscaped area control should be restored.




Development StandardF (2)

SEPP 1 - and Clause 4.6 of the Standard Instrument

SEPP 1 is an instrument that al»lfws a consent authority (Council or Court etc.) to consent to an
application that does not comply with a development standard upon receipt and consideration of a
written objection that strict compliance with the standard is unreasonable or unnecessary. if the
objection is judged to be well founded, the scope of the concession is unlimited. This instrument will
be repealed upon the making of the LEP (See clause 1.9(2} of the SI}, and its equivalent will now, in
effect, be written directly into the[ LEP as clause 4.6 of the Standard Instrument,

There are serious probity risks associated with this policy. Abuse of it has led to a great deal of
corruption, ICAC inquiries and reports, the dismissal of several councils and prosecution of council
officers. It is heavily used in RandTick and we would be much better off without it.

In the Issues Paper associated with the NSW Planning System Review, now running, there is a long
list of questions to be considered. The third question is, “Should there be strict controls in plans?”
followed by “Shoutld applications that depart from development controls be permitted?” We should
answer with a firm, “Yes.” and to the second question, “No.”

The Standard Instrument actually|inviites Councils to nullify clauses making a plan. Such an action is
contemplated by the words in 4.6{2): “However this clause does not apply to a development
standard that is expressly excluded from the operation of this clause.” Examples are offered in
clause 4.6{8). And 4.6(8)(c) gives “clause 5.4” as an example. A Direction then adds “Additional
exclusions may be added.” Randwick Council has an ambiguous record in SEPP 1 matters. There
would be a very great relief in thecommunity if the words “{d) clauses 4.3 and 4.4.” were zppended
to clause 4.6{8) of the LEP.

Business Zone B2 - Anzac Parade, Kénsington

This zoning exercise forcibly portrays the stupidity of the planning effort. These strips on Anzac
Parade have never comprised a lo¢al centre and never will. There is nothing much for them to be the
centre of. Surrounded as they are by the University, the Racecourse, Centennial Park. Moore Park
Golf Course, the ES. Marks Athletics Field and the predominantly low-density area of West
Kensington, they have not the popuiation base to support significant local commerce. Even if there
were a need for such a centre it makes no sense to locate it on both sides of a very busy main road
carrying perhaps 50,000 cars, tr lcks and buses daily or to line it with high-rise residential flat
buildings suffering the traffic noise. Where is the parking to be? The RTA, rightly, will not allow any
vehicular access from the road frontage. Even the land is unsuitable. The area suffers severe
hydraulic problems - flooding above ground and a very active water table just below the ground.

Apart from food, all of the serious commerce in the area has been captured by the SupaCentre at
the intersection of Dowling Street and Todman Avenue nearby in the City of Sydney. There was once
a mini-market beside the Doncaster Hotel at the corner of Anzac Parade and Doncaster Avenue. It
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had a usefu! parking lot with agcess from Doncaster Avenue, that was shared with the hotel. It
successfully served the local community. There was 2 special spot rezoning and the market was
demolished to allow for high-rise flats on the site. Despite predictions that it would be replaced, no
effort has been made to replace it. Nor ever will be now. The convenient hotel parking vanished too.

O
Ay

The Anzac Parade properties shorld be rezoned down.

T
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Randwmk Draft Local Env1ronmenta1 Plan 2012
| _ Randwick City Councit

| 03 ARR 2012

Submission

1. I strongly object to the fact that nearly all the proposals for imtroducing extra
population densities émd reducing residential amenity are concentrated in Coogee,
Kensington and Randwvick.

2. No further action sh(Tuld be taken on the new LEP.until the draft of the essenhial,
complementary Development Control Plan (DCP) has been completed and is ready
 for joint exhibition with the LEP.

3. To ensure penetration‘of light between high buildings, firm rules for side clearances
and eaves heights mus} be introduced into the LEP,

" 4. The old rules on subflivision areas and minimum frontages and landscaped areas
should be restored to tliw new LEP.

5. The proposed upwards spot rezoning of the business district at the southern end of
Coogee Beach should be abandoned.

6. The development standards for flat developments should be strengthened by making
them mandatory. |

$

o
G RECEIVED
P |

P.S. I wish to enlarge on these J:ooints at the promised Public Hearing,
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‘ Randwick City Council
| 03 APR 201
Recomia Rroahmed

‘ nd April 2012
General Manager
'Randwick City Council |
30 Frances Street NSW 2031 CUSTOMER SERVICE

_ RANDWICK CITY COUNCIL
Re : Randwick Draft LEP. | ~ 2 APR 2012
Dear Sir ‘ RECEIVED

| like some of the environmentalJ and conservation aspects of the LEP, that Randwick can retain and
value some of its distinctive built and landscape features. I hope that even more sandstone heritage
can be retained. 1 applaud your efforts to support the Chinese Market Gardens. | understand that
provision has to be made for futyre residential, and commercial, medical, educational and transport
developments. However, even now, new developmants can have serlous impacts on existing residents.
The LEP does not seem to provige a lot of protection; the DCP is not yet available.

Controls for residential development.

It would seem reasonable that if Council has controls in place for building development they should be
adhered to. in that way everyoné could know what is going on. I understand that the LEP has 3
controis for R2 and R3 residential areas: building height controls, (increased) FSR and minimum lot
size. There is ho external wall hTight control. Other controfs are to be in the DCP, but have less force.

Questions: 1. The LEP defines the objactives of each zone. For R2 (and for R3} the 3rd (and
4th) objective gefines the 'desired’ character of an area as being importart, and as
being either the existing streetscape or the future character in ‘precincts undergoing
transition’. What makes for such a transition? 'The future character' suggests a style
{as does the streetscape}, but in a very open, unceriain way. Does the approval
of one large, non-complying development that is out of character with an existing
streetscape make the area one that is in transition? Developers seem to hunt for
local buildings that they can seize on as 'precedents’ for non-compliance. On what
criteria are developments approved as part of the 'destined future character' of the
area? Is this alvery open statement that could in effect allow for any development?

2. tunderstand that Zone R3 combines the previous 2B and 2C zonings, and keeps
different criteria depending on whichever the original zoning was.
* Is it possible that in time this distinction will be put aside?
* Do all the 'permitted with consent' uses apply (or potentially apply) to both previous
zonings within Zone R3?
* Are there to be|strong confrols 1o determine where consent should be granted for
‘permitted with consent’ uses in both Zone R2 and Zone R3?

A nead for stronger controls. |

Even now it seems that new deve(oprnents can have serious impacts on the amenity of adjoining and
nearby properties. Unfortunately it often seems that the amenity of the developer is so overwheimingly
supported that neighbours can litefally be left in the dark, with light and sun being significantiy lost. The
current ‘preferred solution’, or reducing standards to 'guidelines only’, or aliowing for 'building envelopes'
all seem to make it possible for controls to be manipulated for development. The outcome can seem to
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be that if a development is big Lnough it can have anything it wants, by making only the most minor of

amendments. This contrasts wrth smaller renovations or additions that people say are required to
comply strictly with controls.

rather than just a 'preferred solunon"?

The increase in the FSR in the LEP acknowledges a desire for bigger contemporary homes, although
not necessarily for increased hgusing. It seems that ‘design’ is looked to as a justification for impacts
on adjoining / nearby properues but 'design’ is not an objective standard. Clearly, much bigger houses
can hugsly increase the amenity of the developer. But for next door there can be a serious loss of light
and sunlight, directly or by overshadowing; privacy, both visual and acoustic can be seriously
compromised; view lines can bj obliterated, especially when a flat roof replaces a pitched roof.

There also seems to be an increasing fashion for serious privacy in new buildings, for the developer.
Very small windows on street frdnlages, and high walled / fenced / garage-door-entrances obviously
impact on the streetscape, creating a very shut off sense. s this a desired streetscape for our
community? Often these houses can be very open and overiooking away from the street.

How can detrimental impacts ?n amenity be lessened?
Height, bulk and scale and sethcks have impacts. So:

* Can all setback requirements he adhered t0?

* Can the bulk of a building be kept as a criteria, and obviously be contained if having impacts?

* Can the protection of others' light, sun and view corridors be insisted on in design? External wall
heights can make a differenoa?here.

* Gan balconies, {and possibly courtyards, terraces, decks) be included in the enlarged FSR? Outdoor
entertaining, dining etc is such|a part of these design features that they are very much used as living
areas.

* Can streetscape be valued in all areas? A street full of garage doors or big shut off houses cannot be
seen as desirable. A streetscape could end up locking like a rear lane.

* Can swimming pools require Cﬁuncil approval? They are now not necessarily just at the rear of a
house away from everyone. They can be cantilevered close to boundaries, they can ignore side
setbacks, they can even be on rooftops. Similarly rooftop terraces can possibly have privacy issues
for surrounding properties. |

* Landscaping seems to be planned as ‘congapt’ cnly, with a wish list of native plants, This seems to
be automaticaily approved. Cab more authenticity be required where landscaping is a condition /
controi for a development?

|

Rezoning In the Draft LEP. |

1. South Coogee: Garie Place, 58 Denning Street and 147-167 Malabar Road.
To extend thelrezoning to Malabar Road seems to be
mismatch, Denning Street is a block of 8 flats in 4 levels, with 3 levels above
the Denning ot road level. Garie Place is largely tucked away and is quite
dense, with & blocks of 3 levels above garages containing 6 - 12 fiats, with
negligible san;facks and landscaping.
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2, South Coogee:

3. Cooges:

In contrast, there are na more than 2 levels on the Malabar Road frontage for this
mix of houses, duplexes and flats. Apart from one no fonger used shop frontage,
ail have re ble setbacks from the road frontage, some very much so. This
proposed rezoning to match Garie Place would allow for a significant height increase
in thi , and a huge impact on the streetscape. There

could be a 'gomidor' quality, out of keeping with the character of the streetscape.
frontage. Of course the opposite side of the road has a very distinctive sireetscape
of largely is. Would this possible change to this part of Malabar Road be itself
creating more mismatching? '

The few shobs on Malabar Road, near Moverley Road.

As for the previous example, you would have to hope that the co-hesive nature of
small shops f commercial premises in & neighbourhood will remain. Two residential
blocks here aiso are 1o be rezoned as commercial, allowing for increased height and
presumably nil setbacks from the footpath to match the other shopfronts.

If these two areas are developed to their maximum R3 residential / commercial
potential, would that mean that only two residential R2 houses remain between in
this stretch of Malabar Road, on the southern side of Napper Street? The
harmonious quality of the streetscape and parking access along very busy Malabar
Road would ¢hange significantly.

58 - 60 Carr ﬁ:reet.
This is predominantly a residential area, and the cornmercial zoning must raise
questions, about proposed commercial use and impacts. Apart from the next door
restaurant all pdjacent buiidings are predominantly of varying residential use,
including more affordable long-term accommaodation,

What contro!eJ can ensure the amenity of nearby residents? Can the style of
developmoent, including sethacks and the type of business, manage excesses here?
This location is already busy with people accessing the beach and coastal
parklands, and even walking to the real commercial centre of Coogee Bay Road. It
could becomq a very complicated area if a difficult commercial use were to be
allowed here. 'If it reaily can’t work as a commercial site it still has its piace with

its 8 levels of residential apartiments. Does the commercial zoning have to stay

in place if there are doubts as to its suitability?

These thres examples are nearby areas to me, and | assume it is the pattern for all of Randwick in this
LEP. Certainly a framework is set up for growth, and it is not simply correcting mismatches in zoning.
Ag with residential developments there should be controls in place that can ensure that future
developments respect the amenity of all concerned, and that businesses can prosper and be beneficial
to the whole community. {f those|controls can only come via the DCP then they need to be clear and

enforced.

_ Yours sincerely
| a—
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After reading the L.E.P and perusing the accompanying maps, I thought I would ask

some questions that in my
to the document.

’opinion need airing. My comments are a general response

1. Why does Council set p*ovisions and guidelines and then blatantly ignore them?

2. Why is every objection

{obbed off with weasel words such as, “It is acceptable in

the circumstances™? What is that supposed to mean? Here is an example taken from

Part 6, Local provisions of
amenity of the public doms
huge grey edifice that certa

]

the L.E.P. page 43 “Buildings will improve quality and

in”, In reality this means totally blocking a view with a

inly doesn’t do anything for the public domain and has

nothing to do with amenitiTs. I could go on.

3. Why are the neighbours
objections are explained a

iven a chance to put in a submission and then all the
ay by one town planner? This can be exceedingly

subjective especially when ‘at the council meetings, set up to arbitrate these
submissions, read in the report that this or that particular development will have no
impact on the neighbours when it obviously does. There should be a committee or at

least a group of people to d

4, Why are all the formaliti
people just don’t bother, or
navigate through all the pap

o this.

es of submissions made so hard to understand that most
give up? The average person would find it difficult to
er work. When given a chance to speak for 3 minutes at a

Council meeting to give the resident’s view, no one advises you on the use of high

tech presentations similar td

the professional ones, given by the developer’s architects

who know every little trick

of the trade.

5. Why can only the develol;ers appeal to the Land and Environment Court?

6. Why is it permissible for
then re-submitted as strata—!
be submitted a third time as

a DA to be lodged under one system of title (Torrens),

~and passed—when the first application fails, and then to

Torrens even though the development is exactly the same?

7. Why can council decide on changes to the original plan without putting it out in the

public domain as’ someone’
they know? It appears that ¢
given to any further change

one seems to be the sh ghtesj

deems it won’t cause any significant impact? How do

nee approval has been granted for a DA, carte blanche is

with no further avenue for residents to have a say. No
bit interested in the normal ratepayer; it all appears to be

solely in the interests of the developer.
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Draft gomprehensive LEP 2012
supmission from: (R

Dear General Manager,
We would like to make a personal suanission on the subject of the Draft LEP 2012 for the Randwick Council area.

Our main concem is with the proposec‘ zoning for the various sections of Malabar Headland:

1. Western Section (Lot 102) ‘

Firstly, the proposed change for the Western section from Residential to E1 National Park is most welcome,
and may we say, long overdue. vtith the recent transfer of the land to the State government for use as a
National Park, it is a huge relief for us to know that the bush will be protected from development forever.

2. Eastern Section (Lot 2 -

The zoning you propose of E1 Nat"onal Park is consistent with the current zoning of 8 National Park. We
agree with this.

3. Centr ion (Rifle Range area 1

If this area is to become public open space, why does the draft LEP propose to zone this area as RE2, Private
Recreation? At the discussion paper stage, the proposal was to zone it RE1, Public Recreation. We would like
this zoning to be changed to RE1, as initially suggested, in view of the intended ultimate use.

In addition, there are 3 areas of EJlstern Suburbs Banksia Scrub (ESBS) within Lot 101 which will be zoned
RE2, public recreation, This is an inadequate zoning for proper protection of bush which contains an
endangered ecologicai community such as ESBS. Moreover, these 3 areas of bush adjoin those areas of bush
which you propose to zone E1. At the very least, these 3 areas should be zoned E2, Environmental
Conservation. |

On your map of Terrestrial Biodiversity, these 3 areas are marked, but none of the other bush is shown. Is
this an oversight? The whole of Lcrt 102 and Lot 2 should be ooloured green. (see map below)

P N APE Lo n:"k L

Lot 102

Lot 101

Lot 2

Biodiversity”, sh
marked, all on Lo

8 & 9; only the 3 areas of ESBS as mentioned above are
{11, the rifie range area.

Above: Extract s%ing Malabar Headland from your map "Terrestrial
1

! 1



Hoping that you will take our suggest{ons seriously, and amend the Draft LEP 2012 accordingly,

Yours sincerely, ‘
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Randwick City Council
Frances Street ‘
Randwick 2030

30 March 2012 ‘
Re: Submission on Draft LEP ‘

I have consulted with my neighborfs about the draft LEP and agree with them that there are serious
areas for concern,

The draft LEP introduces considefable changes to planning rules and does not meet council’s stated
sense of community and would impact the amenity and environment. This is particularly due to the
proposed increases in population cFensity.

My issues with the draft LEP are Tsted below.

The draft LEP is not backed byL DCP nor updated State Planning requirements

¢ There are two fundamental flaws in the exhibition of the draft LEP:
o The complementary development control plan (DCP) has not been revised and there is no
indication of when this is to take place.
o The present NSW government has indicated A Green Paper with recommendations for a
new planning system jn NSW is currently being prepared for the Minister for Planning
& Infrastructure for rélease in early May 2012. The community has not been informed
how the LEP will be Tligned with any changes that emerge from a new planning system.

Council has not completed flood planning or stormwater surveys, nor engaged in public
consultation ‘

»  Council has not undertaken proper flood and stormwater management in critical areas such as
Coogee, Kensington, Maroubra yet they have changed the zonings. There has been no information
provided to residents nor public consultation in the areas most affected. Therefore changes in
zoning should not take place til proper flood and storm water management schemes are in place.

Proposed development standardF allow for increased population density

» Before the last election the present Member for Coogee stated that the O’Farrell government
would not require any increasqd population densities in the Randwick Council area, particularly
Coogee, because of existing hqgh population densities. Yet the draft LEP would alter the
minimum lot size, the height of buildings and the floor space ratio requirements to allow for
significant increases to dwcllirLg bulk and population density increases.

+ 'The LEP drops minimum requirements for frontage and landscaped standards. This means that
buildings can take up the wholg of a site in residential areas leading to visual impacts on
neighbourhood streets. r

Lack of definitions, clear requiriments

* There are no definitions for low, medium or high density in the draft LEP or clear requirements for
wall heights, minimum frontaﬁes and side clearances. This leads to misunderstandings and




council representatives making their own decisions without proper guidance on the densities and

~ other requirements allowed in particular areas. Residents, developers and council staff need clear
standards so there is no room for disputes and matters being taken to the Land and Environment
Court. ‘

Extremely high buildings

» The introduction of extremely high buildings in Kensington, Maroubra, Matraville and Kingsford
is not in keeping with the surrounding environment and should be stopped and not seen as a way
to increase population densiti#s. Any new building works should be in keeping with the height
and size of the area.

The coastline and climate chanée are not given sufficient attention

* There should be a coastal excilusion zone that does not allow any further development of
buildings, monuments etc along the coastline to preserve the area for recreational use and reduce
the impact of sea-level rises.

Rezoning in Coogee ‘

+  Last year, 17,000 people clearly indicated they did not want changes to Coogee village yet
council is proposing to change the zoning to local centre (B2). This would allow a range of new
commercial activities including bars, which are not needed in Coogee. Traffic movement and
alcohol related incidents in Cl;logee are already issues, and this would make the situation worse.

Recommendations |

These are my recommendations: |

[

Defer the LLEP until:
o changes to state govehment planning reforms are made;
o acomplimentary DCP is finalised and approved;
o flood and stormwatcrtnanagement plans are made for Coogee, Maroubra and Matraville.

¢+ Make no changes to dcvelopnknt standards for minimum subdivision lot size, building height and
the floor space ratio requirements.

+  Provide clear definitions for low, medium and high density in the LEP and clear requirements for
wall heights, minimum fronta%es and side clearances.

*  Stop the introduction of extremely high buildings in Kensington, Maroubra, Matraville and
Kingsford, which are not in keeping with the surrounding areas.

+  Make no changes to the preserJt zoning in Coogee.
+ Introduce a coastal planning zc‘ne that prohibits development along the coastline.

Yours faithfully |

N
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From:
Sent: rc :
L

To: EPre:uiew
Subject: Opinion. Environmental! Dogs/Heffron Park/Nature Strips/Cemetery/Go to air/M'bra
Junction

Date: 26 March 2012 5:08:11 PIM AEDT

To: LEPreview@randwick.nsw.gov.au

Dear Mr Brown-Lee, Mayor of Randwick,

[ am writing, most humbly, Lo you to express my opinion on several important issues. |
have been a resident of Maroubra'r for fifty six years and I love living here.

3. Curb side nature strips. |

[.The current dog laws in the RLA.

2. Upgrade of Heffron park.

4, Extentions of burial grounds for the Greelj Orthodox Church.

5. Access to Council Meetings.

6. The Beautification of Maroubra Junction
Dog owners need some beaches to tle available to them and their dogs.

The current attitude to dogs, ignores many important animal, social and human rights. How is this so?
Apart from the current restrictions in parks and lawful prohibition of dogs on beaches and in shopping
centres, there is also a a larger issue of a yniversal nature.

These comments come from observation of others and my own personal experience, since I have two large
dogs. I will explain.

Seventy-five percent of people in RLA have dogs. The benefits of having dogs include, enforced exercise
and therefore, increased social interaction‘( as "dog" people engage with "dog" and non-"dog" people). The

1
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|
result of these two proven facts, leads tL physically and mentally healthier people. As you no doubt know,
this decreases the burden on the curren* hospital and social systems.
The sheer delight from watching dogs #rutting or playing with each other or their owners should be enough
to inspire and honour the humble mutt more. '
One of the ways a society is judged, is ‘by how respectful it is towards those less able to defend, or speak up
for themselves. '

Dogs should be treated with more resdect, by considering ways that allow them to consistently interact
more, with their owners. ‘

For over fifty years the local people in and around Little Bay Beach, have taken their dogs to swim with
them at the northern end of the beach. Now a minority group armed with their hysteria and lack of insight
into the notion of sharing, have forced a tougher enforcement of the already existing laws. Law that ban the
noble dog off the bay! Let's share!

The importance of this beach's availatility to dog owners is a huge and crushing loss. This is because the
reef across the ocean entrance to the bay provides safety from sharks. I speak on behalf of hundreds if not
thousands of people who would like thiﬁ beach to be open to dogs and their owners. If you have ever been
down to this beautiful bay, you will notir:e that the litter consists of nappies, picnic refuse and broken beer
bottles.

I have to say I have never seen any dch droppings.

In addition, I would like to see other ?eaches open at certain times for dogs and their owners. Perhaps
before 8am on one end of the beach and'after 3pm?

Dog owners would be overjoyed to see council fine those irresponsible few, who litter dog droppings and
refuse to leish their dogs. A $5000 fine would soon see the absence of all dog droppings and irresponsible
behaviour of dog owners.

The frustration and disappointment of many dog owners is a growing and important issue. Must we
march, thousands strong along Belmore Road, to make our point?

Must we gather petitions to convince you of the urgency of this matter? If so, let me know how many
signatures we require to meet our needs. |

Lynn White Of Animals AustraliLi, brought all of Australia to the attention of the cruelty
towards the live stock export to Indonesia. She is a leader in this kind of humane thinking.
Perhaps your council could consirier inviting her to talk to your council and even the wider
community, to spread awareness Ff the need to increase our attitude of respect and
understand of the animal world.

Wouldn't it be a wonderful thing Lf this notion of respect and care, could also extend further
to the flora and fauna around us? | Council diligently plants tress in an effort to beautify and
provide habitats for the local animals. Although appreciation of "being green" is improving,
it has a so much further to go. Sq many locals remain ignorant or unmoved.

There are a multitude of canine storiest containing the loyalty, heroism and companionship that dogs
provide to humans. The old slogan, "MaT's best friend" needs to be honoured. Let
Randwick Council lead the way.

In regard to Heffron Park, it de%pcratelv needs colour, texture, variety and vitality.

The recent upgrade, is appreciated by malny locals, just as 1 do.
i 2



However, the park is devoid{lof atmosphere. [ believe this is because the trees and shrubs
that are currently there are not diverse enough.

|
There is no colour, but a derision ot dark greens upon slightly different greens....May I suggest, the park
needs a variety of colour, texture and sliape.
For example, flame trees, scented trees, flowering gums, lime green rebinnias, grevillias and lillypilly to
encourage and support birds, attractive{ponds to

promote habitats for frogs and i hsects and tough perennials, that will catch the eye and
invigorate the mind with thetr endless colours and textures.

I am only sorry the development proposal to build units on the Bunnerong Rd side of the
park did not go ahead. This was an excellent idea, in order to fund the park upgrades.
However it is not expensive to transplant the stunning variety of plants and trees from
Randwick's own nursery. Sureljr this is achievable! Provide the ponds and the frogs will

arrive on their own. |

Council's Nature strips. |

I would like to see most nature strips pleted with colourful natives and edible perennials and bushes and
then lawfully protected by Council.

This would provide more food to tLe birds and insects which are so vital. 1 am aware that Council has
tried to inspire residents to do this but it |has not worked well enough.

For ten years I worked on the Council| nature strip atF Maroubra, where { lived. My aim
was {0 build an attractive bird habitat and shade for the elderly as they carried heavy shopping loads. | had
been given some rare plants by Randwick council and had bought hundreds of dollars of natives, including
Grevillias, various perennials and annuals. However, in 2010, I had to sell my property. Consequently, the
new owners ripped out the nature strip, rgplacing it with grass. which as you know needs fossil fuel to cut.

I believe, once a nature strip has been planted with Natives 1t should be illegal to strip them from the
ground. Part of my efforts were inspired by Council's own innitiative to assist focal residents to provide
bird and insect habitats. | believe unless there are more consistencies, in regard to promotion of
cnvironmental ettorts and lollow ups, 1hén Council's own efforts and

resources are wasted. Money gocs to waste. Residents like myself who are passionate about
beautitying and caring for our area. are aTso frustrated and disappeinted that their efforts are not protected
by council.

I would like to sce Council raise plans thht instigate, inspire and assist locals 1o continue cultivating
council's nature strips. These plans need T) become lawtul in order to maintain

and protect projects. May [ suggestfurther, that various fruit trees also be part of the planting. Council
needs 1o fight the ridiculous insurance laws that provide opportunities for council to be undermined and
sued by the public, who cannot take respInsibility tor their own footsteps. Perhaps it should be Council who
sues the opportunists for crushing public temons under their feet! Council must muster the the total intellect
of its employees and take action for change. Change for the better. Change which will defy stultifying laws
that strangle great ideas. ‘

The issues relating to the cxtcnd'ion of the The Greek Orthodox Burial Grounds.

The Greek Orthodox community must ha*‘e more land. [ndeed such a respected and hard working section
of the community must not be ignored. '
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[t is well known that many vears ago, the area used for agriculture, had been proncunced "not
sultable™. for growing plants for human consumption. The toxic plume from Orica has also reached as far as
Botany Bay. adding to the poisonous nature of the land.

Many people are aware and disturbed by the fact that contaminated soil is still being sold to many
unsuspecting businesses, Who are thesg customers, consuming contaminated vegetables? I cannot imagine
tucking into some bok choy or cos lettuce, laced with the poisonous chemicals leaching through the soil
from thousands of dead bodies, up on tlre hill. Yes, the dangerous levels of contamination continually get
topped up!

I have already signed a petition, organiLed by Iather Stephen from St Spyridon Church at Kingsford. so |
will not repeat the issues which must bg considered very carefully.
Must the Greek Community also march| along Belmore Road to the Council Chambers?

Paovonld e to sugeest that the Tuesday night meetings be available on air. Perhaps the Community
Television Siatton. Channel 447

here are many of us, who are very snterested inthe councl proceedings. but for many reasons cannot
aitend,

I3t possible that Rundwick Counctl coudd be nnovative againg by being the Hirst council o 2o o air?

Plov trarsparent Connerl would 'm;w:utm}‘? thetiove Couneil's image would substantialls improve.

Finatly, Maroubra Junction needs further landscaping and careful, town planning, in order to make it
an ever increasingly beautiful place to lire in.

Maroubra Junction

Before Pacific Square was built, | was orﬁ a committee that voiced our opinions about the kind of things we
would like in regard to the shopping complex and the general area.

Some things materialized: 12 palm trees }along Maroubra Road, outdoor seating areas and some kind of
plumbing, that is supposedly a fountain.

If Redfern, can have huge baskets OL‘ stunning red begonnias, hanging on both sides of Redfern St, why
cant we? ‘

Maroubra Road needs attractive hedging, many more deciduous trees, that define the seasons. For
example, Almond trees that blossom in Spring. Will it look like Cherry Blossom time in Japan? Add scented
Magnolias, Flowering Red Gums, etc. Maroubra Junction need not be devoid of a lusciousness, that is
found only in our Australian Rainforests.| A natural environment, that exudes beauty enhances mental
health. Maroubra Junction has a high percentage of effected people. Let Randwick Council help them heal.
Just plant. T

Many of us are very disappointed w‘th the lack of classic design of the newly constructed buildings.
One on the corner of Maroubra Road and Robey Streets and thankfully, the facade of the site on the corner
of Maroubra Road and Anzac Parade are rhe only two that show beauty.

Maroubra is the largest suburb in th | RLA and yet instead of growing into a centre, which we can
enjoy 1o a point, we can only use our imaginations to pretend what might surround us.,

| 4



Please consider a better idea for the Junchon by using your foresight that will allow future generations to

comment on the great minds that came before them.
Steer a pattern of beauty of building and luscious gardens and solar run fountains.

I would like to thank you for your time and consideration of these issues which I have sent to you after

deep thought.
I look forward to interesting and satisfying responses that I can share with the many locais that I know.

Yours sincerely,

28th March, 2012 ' .

|

Clicll here to report this email as spam.
|
|
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General Manager

Randwick City Council ‘

30 Frances St., ‘
Randwick NSWY 2031

Sent by emall to : LEPrevi

20th July 2011

RE : Jennifer Street Holdings - Randwick Open Space and Environment
Discussion Paper f

| am writing to disagree with therrroposed dedication of part of the land as a public park of the

Jennifer Street holdings located i

Little bay. The proposed change to the subject site located on

Jennifer Street, Little Bay poses the following issues :

b

Open Space Size : This iJ a standard residential house block which will have greatly reduced
usable area if privacy is to be maintained to surrounding private residences. The effective site
size is approximately 21 |square metres.

Location ; the area is well served with a variety and extensive park and open space. The
proposal for conversion‘ of this site to open space does not provide added benefit to the
area.

Security : the site proviTes an ongoing security and surveiflance issues for council and local
residents

Maintenance : the site provides an ongoing maintenance liability to the council

Population growth : thnT site provides an opportunity to address requirement of increased
dwelling numbers required in Randwick due to population growth which is close to good
infrastructure. |

New residence : oppov\tunity to complete streetscape and reduce liability to council by
allowing site to move into private ownership

The following outlines arguments against the site becoming open space.




1.0 THE SITE

1.1 Site ldentification

The site is located on Jennifer Street, Little Bay ( see figure | ) identified as Lot 2 of DP255794. The
site fronts Jennifer Street to the east and has residential single dwellings to the north, west and south.
To the east of Jennifer Street is Botany Bay National Park, St Michaels Golf course and the Eastern
Suburbs Banksia Scrub(ESBS) with Jennifer Street Boardwalk. The open space opposite the site is
approximately 300 Ha from Randwick Golf Course to Botany National Park.

Figure 1 : Aerial photograph of subject site and surrounds

1.2 Site Context and Description

The subject site is a vacant, grassed site of 742 sqm typical of the standard residential house blocks in
the area (see figure 2 ). The site shape is of a truncated right angle triangle with a 38M frontage to
Jennifer Street, 34M rear western boundary, 29M northern boundary and 14M southern boundary
(see figure 3). Access to the sitr is via Jennifer street with no through links. The site has single
residential dwellings on equivalent sized blocks to the north, west and south of the site.




i
Figure 3 : Aerial photograph of subject site showing dimensions.

Note . all aerial information in this document provided from rpdata and nearmap.
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2.0 Proposed Redeveloprlgent of the Site

The site’s proposed rezoning is for open space. | contest this rezoning under the following categories:
2.1.1 Strategic Planning qontext

Metropolitan Plan for Sydney — 2036 : This document outlines the challenges Sydney faces regarding
population growth and subsequent requirement for increased residences to accommodate this
growth. ‘

Response : The subject site provides opportunity to provide a dwelling or dwellings to accommodate a
small part of this growth. L

2.1.2 Randwick Local Environmental Plan

The current zoning for the area|is 2A (Residential A Zone). The objectives of Zone No 2A are:

(a) to provide a low density residehtial environment, and

(b) to maintain the desirable attributes of established residential areas, and

(c) to protect the amenity of existing residents, and

(d) to allow for a range of commupity uses to be provided to serve the needs of residents, workers and
visitors, and

() to encourage housing affordability, and

(f) to allow people to carry out a range of activities from their homes, where such activities are not likely to
adversely affect the environment o i the locality.

Response : The Jennifer Street holdings has the specific benefit of being located opposite significant
open space offering a variety of uses including Botany National Parks walking and cycling routes,
sporting facilities located at 4 contiguous golf courses running from Malabar to LaPerouse and local
pocket parks with playgrounds and BBQ facilities. With such extensive open space area and options,
an additional small park on Jennifer Street does not provide additional benefit to the community. The
residents are well served with existing amenity and this site provides opportunity for redevelopment
consistent with the desirable ahribut&s of the established residential area. Furthermore, this site
provides opportunity to address dwelling targets within the area.

2.1.3 Randwick Development Control Plan

Under the Randwick City Council Development Control Plan — Dwelling Houses and Attached Dual
Occupancies December 2002 the proposed site redevelopment contravenes the following objectives
of the DCP: '

Part 4 — 4.5 Visual and acoustic privacy : Overlooking of internal living areas and private open spaces of

residential development is minfmisz. The use of screening and distance recommended with a 9M separation
recommended between dwellings.

Response : This control is relevant with respect to the subject site as it shares a boundary to the
private areas of the neighbouring residences. Adopting this requirement to ensure existing residents
do attain privacy from the publili use of the park with 9M setbacks to private areas greatly reduces
the useable park size (see figure 4). The affective park size is approximately 21| square metres and is
questionable of its benefit to the community.




o« Private
yard

9M zone from private
areas of surrounding
residences
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which does not affect
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Figure 4 : Site diagram showinT 9M privacy and acoustic setback to park

through design and to ensure the security of residents and visitors and their property and enhance the

Part 4 — 4.6 Safety and Security: to ensure a safe physical environment by promoting crime prevention
perception of community safety. ?

Response : Casual surveillance of the public domain reduced by having deep unused area with singular
access to Jennifer Street. Potential security issues exist to surrounding residents from the park due to

the shape and access to the park. Any additional landscape, or equipment to the park will provide
added surveillance issues to the park due to affected sightlines (see figure 5).




Figure 5 : Evidence of car use on site provide potential security issues

Part 4 — 4.8 Fences : to ensure front fencing integrated with streetscape and contributes positively to street
character and to ensure adequate privacy, amenity and safety for occupants of new and existing dwellings.
Response : As the surrounding residents have side boundary fences onto this proposed public area the
current DCP suggests the fence design contributes positively to public character. The existing fences
consist of unattractive colourbond fences and a timber fence is disrepair (see figure 6).

Flgure 6 : Fencing that does not enhance street character




3.0 Summary ‘

In summary, the subject site on Je?nifer Street, Little Bay should not become open space and become
privately owned because : ’

Regards

Size : This is a standard rLsidentiaI house block which will have greatly reduced usable area if
privacy is to be maintained to surrounding private residences. The effective site size is
approximately 21 Isquar% metres. This is too small to serve as a useful public park.

Location ; the area is wet served with a variety and extensive park and open space. The
proposal for conversion pf this site to open space does not provide added benefit to the
area.

Security : the site provides an ongoing security and surveillance issues for council and local
residents ‘

Maintenance : the site provides an ongoing maintenance liability to the council

Population growth : the site provides an opportunity to address requirement of increased
dwelling numbers due l:cr population growth which is close to good infrastructure.

New residence : opportunity to complete streetscape and reduce liability to council by
allowing site to move into private ownership




2 April 2012

General Manager
Randwick City Council

Copy Ms Karen Armstrong

Dear Mr. Brownlee

Submission on Draft LEP

We support the Submission by the La Perouse Precinct Committee on Draft LEP below
and wish to add that we do not want any land currently zoned open space be it public or
privately owned rezoned for gther uses. We note in particular sites where the soil is
contaminated at 3 and 7-11 Elaroo Avenue, L.a Perouse. This is a much used area by
locals and visitors to the area it has also been a popular hand gilding area for decades
and since council rectified the area as a local park more and more residents use this as
a recreational area particularly as other parks are becoming over crowded by visitors in
peek holiday times.

We oppose any higher densin in Malabar, Phillip Bay, La Perouse, Little Bay and
Chifley areas which make up,the peninsular suburbs. With the ongoing development of
the Prince Hennery Hospital érea we have noticed the tranquil laid back feel of the
peninsular has given way to traffic congestion, overcrowding of local schools, sporting
facilities, lack of parking at logal shopping centers, longer waiting times for medical care,
even getting in to see the local doctors can take days to get an appointment or hours
wait in rooms. Beaches, parks and pichic areas are getting more restrictive to use in
short this wonderful peacefuILcorner of the eastern suburbs that could become another
up market part of the east like the Vaucluse peninsular is being destroyed by
overcrowding and lack of infrastructure,

This is a peninsular and therL are only two roads that service the area. Both are one
lane in each direction for theymost part and when combined with added traffic calming
and lights added recently, chngestion has begun build. It now takes between 10 and 15
minutes more to take the children to and from school, 10 minutes more to get to the
local shopping centers, addetd fuel costs and yet no added public transport has been
provided.

Must planers turn every suburb in Sydney into gridlock and cram so many people in to
an area that we have to fight to get basic services. Please maintain our open spaces,
local parks, schools and hospitals and stop allowing land to be overdeveloped with no
regard for the impact they c;use on the suburb and surrounding suburbs.

( (A PERCUSE PERECINCT S (B IVT [E55/ O
NOT ﬁﬁ/‘fﬁﬁﬂ_))
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We thank you for this opportunity to provide our feedback and comments to this important
process.

The Draft LEP at its core has the nped to meet an 8,400 population target set by the NSW
Department of Planning. Randwick has already approved over 4,000. We urge Council to reconsider
reducing the overall population target down from the 8,400 and the infill target to zero especially for
suburbs such as Coogee which is already one of the most densely populated areas in NSW,

Given the above mandate, the Draft LEP is a strong indication of Council’s desire to increase density
in our municipality. | am particularly addressing our coastal environment that was never planned to
be anything more than a coastal seaside village. Should the draft LEP be gazetted in its current form
the ramifications to our precious coastal community will be severe as it will give town planners
enormous latitude to permit comj'nercial use and coenstruction of medium to high density buildings.
The existing infrastructure is already strained and incapable of any further increase in density and
the proposed incredible added land usages. The significant changes in density and usage are as
follows: ‘

1. R2 FSR will increase by as much as 25% -
+ Dwelling houses and semi-detached:-
o Upto 30$ m2 from 0.65:1 now “on merit”
o 301 -450'm2 from 0.60:1 to 0.75:1 - (25% increase)
o 451- GE‘JCJJ m2 from 0.9 —site area (m2)/1500 to 0.65:1
o

Over 600m2 from 0.5:1 to 0.6:1 - (20% increase)

misleading and perhaps quggests a reduction, when actually given land plot sizes and the
existing type of dwelling typesthe FSR will be in the range from 0.6 to 0.75 or possibly worse
based on an arbitrary concept of “on merit”. It must also be noted that currsently balconies
and terraces are not incI{Lded in the FSR calculation and are increasingly dominating
dwellings and impacting on residences and the community and thus should be included in
FSR calculations. ’

“The Floor Space Ratio M{:p‘ —Sheet F5R suggests that the prevailing FSRis 0.5 and is

2. R3 FSR will increase by as much as 15% - in the case of other developments in residential
zones where by FSR changes from 0.65:1 to 0.75:1.

3. Existing 2B Residential {Low to Medium Density) and 2C Residential {Medium Density)are
being merged into R3 Medium Density. This is in effect a rezoning as we are losing our low-
medium density zone anef creating a larger medium density zone which will lead to greater

commercial/business use and higher density buildings. This is compounded by the fact that
there is no minimum lot size for multi dwelling housing and residential flat buildings in the
R3 zone,

4. Across all the existing zohes 2A, 2B, 2C and 2D there are significant additional
permittedusages which further increase density, For instance:




a. Existing 2A Residential {Low Density) Zone now to be classified as R2 Low Density Residential
will aliow the following significant additional uses:
¢ Business premises
e Office premises
¢ Respite day care centres
e Restaurants or cafes
e Shops

b. Existing 2B now to be classified as R3 will allow the following significant additional uses:
e Business premises

i ¢ Hostels
| » Hotel or motel accommodation
+ Neighbourhood shops

s Office premises
+ (Carparks _
e Residential flat bl,tldings
* Respite Day Care

e Restaurants or cafes

entres

* Seniors housing
+ Shops

¢. Existing 2C now to be classified as R3 will allow the following significant additional uses:
e Business premises
e Hostels
s Hotel accommodation
s Neighbourhood shops

s Residential flat b
s Respite day care

+ Office premises |
kildings
entres

s Restaurants or cafes

= Seniors housing
e Shops ‘

d. Existing Zone 2D (Comprehensive Development Zone) now to be classified as Zone R1
General Residential will dllow the following significant additional uses:

e Business premisas
* Hostels
¢ Neighbourhood shops
¢ Office premises
e Respite day care|centres
s Seniors housing
+ Shops
+ Shop top housin%




5. Existing 2B&2C now to be classified as R3 will also permit increased density for instance:
* Previously multi- ynit housing was permitted which was two or more dwellings and
now it means 3 or|more dwellings.

6. Whilst overall building heights aren’t changing the absence of wall height control in the
draft LEP creates the oppartunity to increase the number of floors in a dwelling and
therefore increase density. In this absence there should be a restriction to the number of
floors in a dwelling which may ultimately mean an overall lower building height.

It is clear under the draft LEP that there is an opportunity for more people to visit and reside in
Coogee, given increased usage and permissible housing density controls.Whilst this draft LEP is
attempting to correct mismatches!it is at the same time allowing for increased density through a
standardising planning instrument.

One size does not fit all when it comes to planning controls and what the draft LEP should do is
localise the planning controls to specific regions within our municipality in context with our densely
populated area, topography, stregtscape, foreshore scenic protection area, infrastructure
constraints and heritage.lt may be possible for Randwick to have separate DCPs for the coastal
suburbs from those for the hinterland which would assist in dealing with view sharing issues.

It should set clear and meaningful objectives in connection with controls for instance building and
wall heights and setbacks should Jave objectives that meet the requirements of the specific area in
guestion which may in the case of/coastal areas require, for instance, preservation of existing views.
This is to be contrasted with what|would seem on the face of it as meaningless objectives that have
been included for example in zonds R2 and R3 specifically, “To recognise the desirable elements of
the existing streetscape and built form or, in precincts undergoing transition, that contribute to the
desired future character of the area”. What does this mean and what is given weight and priority?

Clearly this design feature would have a merging of LEP and DCPs which currently exist in other
municipalities such as Woollahra. This is not a radical idea or approach but rather is completely
sensible though at odds with the $tate Governments approach of standardisation of LEPs in a
vacuum and without a DCP to set Itontext.

For there to be greater certainty in planning and for fair and equitable outcomes DCPs should be
enforceable i.e. direct controls rather than preferred solutions.

At a minimum consultation should involve both the draft LEP and DCPs in tandem.

Our municipality should not be anl up zoning target to facilitate strategic growth; it was never
designed for this outcome and is incapable of delivering this outcome.

Kind regards,
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30 March 2012

General Manager
Randwick City Council
30 Frances Street
Randwick NSW 2031

Re: Draft Comprehensive LEP — City of Randwick 2012

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft
Comprehensive LEP - City of Randwick 2012.

After looking over the documents in tune with the Mayor of Randwick Cr Scott
Nash's position — 'opposing inappropriate over-development in the City of
Randwick and neighbouring areas, and working to ensure that the unique
character and amenity of our streets and suburbs is maintained' — we think the
following points require consideration and amendments to the draft LEP.

1. We dppose the plan to turn the Bt Local Neighbourhood Centre at the end
of Beach Street, South Coogee, into a B2 zone.

Currently a B1 zoning, we|reject the need for this predominantly low-rise
residential area to be expanded into a B2 zone. B1 zoning meets the needs of
the local residents and visjtors, while B2 would open the area up for larger
developments that change the local, predominantly low-rise, human scale of the
precinct. From Coogee Baach, the view to the southern headland with the
Coogee Surf Lifesaving Club, Grand Pacific Hotel, Barzura and the Beach Street
residential strip, is one of the few remaining original vistas left in Coogee. We
would argue that Randwick/Coogee has many B2 zoned areas already, with a
great bus system connecting them.

Like the marine biodiversi you are protecting, the built environment needs
diversity protection as well. The reason that people choose 1o live in this precinct
is because areas including The Spot have remained low-rise and village in feel.



We need the balance and Randwick City Council should be fostering happy and
healthy urban villages.

1b. Proposed Heritage Cohservation Area

We would also like to takeithe opportunity to recommend that Beach Street, on
both the South and North Coogee ends, which includes a number of heritage
items with local and state recognition and sits within a Scenic Protection Area, be
formerly recognised as a Heritage Conservation Area. With so many significant
houses and amenities along Beach Street this is an obvious and necessary step.

Local recognition:

—Ross Jones Memarial Pool, 133R Beach Street

—Coogee Beach Sandstone wall, Beach Street

—*The Warwick” (¢ 1930), 154 Beach Street

—Grand Pacific Hotel {c 1920s), 64 Carr Street (cnr Beach Street)
—"Warimoo’, 68 Beach Street

~'San Antonic’, 79 Beach Street

—Giles Baths. 105-109R Beach Street

State recognition: :

—Mclver Women’s Baths, 145C-149R Beach Street

—Wylies Baths, 4B Neptune Street

—'Cliffbrook’, 45-51 Beach Street

2. Special Uses Zoning — inappropriate over-development.

Yes, we agree that neighbourhoods need amenities, including hospitals, nursing
homes, universities etc. et¢c. However, there are many developers who see the
‘broad’ opportunities of this zoning and are working hard to develop Trojan horse
projects. We feel that there needs to be tighter rules around the scale/impact and
design of buildings in this zone. A review of this is necessary and urgent.

Thank you.

Kind regards
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The General Manager
Randwick City Council

2.4.2012

Submission to Draft Randwick LEP

Dear Sir,

1.

we know what the controls are. Therefore I believe that the Draft LEP should be
withdrawn until the DDCP has been prepared, and the two documents should be
exhibited together. Otherwise it is unclear what the controls are, and there is also
a period of a vacuum before the preparation of the new DCP when inappropriate
developments could be lodged.

I believe the Draft LI}P should be exhibited together with the Draft DCP so that

I live in a low density residential area in Kensington. In the previous 2a zone only
1 or 2 storey buildings were permitted. Three storey buildings were never
permitted in this zong, there are only one and two storey buildings. The new LEP
could allow 3 storey Fuiidings.

There is some confusion about this, and whilst most 9.5 metre buildings may be 2
storeys, it appears 3 stories (with a flattish roof) could be built. This is a huge
change to the low density residential areas. Previously 3 storey buildings could
not be built in the 22}J;one low density residential. The mayor in his column in the
Souther Courier on Tuesday 6™ March page 32 also said that in the low density
residential areas “with the 9.5 metre height limit (that’s two to three storey)
strengthened”. We have never had 3 storeys in most of the streets in Kensington.
Does the council plan to allow 3 storeys in the previous 2a zone? If this is the
plan then the comernity should be informed, or otherwise there should be
controls in place so that only 2 storeys can be built.

The low density residential streets ( previous 2a zone) should remain 2 storeys.
Maximum wall heights of single dwellings, attached dwellings and town houses
should remain 7 metres.




“Aims of the Plan” shiould include “ protection of amenity of existing residents.”
This amenity needs to be strongly protected by council.

I believe that there should be landscaping and set backs in the draft LEP in order
to preserve light and sunlight, and noise privacy.

I would like the following additions to be removed from the R2 low density
residential zones.

With Consent: Office premises, Business premises, Child care centres,
Community facilities, Home industries, Passenger transport facilities, Places of
public worship; Recr%ation facilities (indoor); Recreation facilities (outdoor);
Restaurants or cafes. |

I understand that some of these uses already exist but don’t believe that new
premises as described above should be allowed, as they will affect the amenity of
the existing resident

1
Thank you for considering the above points,
Yours sincerely,
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From: Bang The Table [admin@bangthetable.com]

Sent: Monday, 2 April 2012 9.08 AM

To: LEPreview

Subject: An anonymous{ user completed 'Draft Comprehensive LEP’

Attachments: Submission__Randwick_Council_Comprehensive_LEP_20412.pdf

An anonymous user just submitted the form 'Draft Comprehensive LEP ' with the responses below. A full
report of all form submissions is available within the activity report.

Name

Email

Phone

Address

Type your Submission

Upload and attach your Submission __Randwick_Council_Comprehensive LEP_20412.pdf (file
Submission attached).

Click here to report this email as spam.




Submission to Randwick Council|— Comprehensive LEP

Randwick Council’s draft LEP intrpduces considerable changes to planning rules and does not meet
council’s stated sense of community. Council once again wants to stamp its objectives on the
community without any consideration of the impact to the amenity and environment. Residents love
their local area and expect coundil members as their representatives and council staff to provide an
area that is sustainable, safe without further increases in population densities in critical areas such
as Coogee. :

The present LEP has resulted in strains on infrastructure, transport, hospitals and other social
services so an LEP that introduces further changes and does not represent the wishes of the majority
of people is not on. Council haven’t got it right with the present LEP, this draft LEP only makes it
WOrse.

Poor legislative backing - draft LEP not backed by DCP nor updated State Planning requirements

» There are some fundamental flaws to the exhibition of the draft LEP as there is no updated
development control plan (DCP} and no alignment to state government initiatives.
o The complimentary development control plan {DCP) has not been revised and there is
' no indication of when this is to take place.

o The present NSW government has indicated A Green Paper with recommendations for a
new planning system in NSW is currently being prepared for the Minister for Planning
& infrastructure for release in early May 2012. The community has not been informed
how the LEP will be ailigned with any changes that emerge from a new planning system.

Council hasn’t completed flood blanning, storm water surveys nor engaged in public consultation

* Council has not undertaken A)roper flood and storm water management in critical areas such as
Coogee, Kensington, Maroult'a yet they want to change zonings. There has been no information
provided to residents nor public consultation‘% the areas most affected. Therefore changes in
zoning should not take place| til proper flood and storm water management schemes are in
place.

Development standards allow for increases in population densities with no mandate for
them.

¢ Before the last election the present Member for Coogee clearly stated that the O’Farrell
government would not require any increased populated densities in the Randwick
Council area particularly Coogee because of pre-existing high population densities. Yet
the minimum subdivision |ot size, the height of buildings and the floor space ratio
requirements allow for significant increases to dwelling bulk and population density
increases. If the state government does not require increased densities why has council

“allowed changes to lot size, height of buildings, floor space ratio?

e In addition, minimum requirements for frontage and landscaped standards have been
dropped. This assumes buijldings can take up the whole of a site in residential areas
leading to a cumulative loss of amenity and environment for the community.




Submission to Randwick Council — Comprehensive LEP

Lack of definitions, clear requjrements

« There are no definitions for fow, medium or high density in the draft LEP or clear
requirements for wall heights, minimum frontages and side clearances. This leads to
misunderstandings and council representatives making their own decisions without
proper guidance on the densities and other requirements allowed in particular areas.
Residents, developers and council staff need clear standards so there is no room for
disputes and matters being taken to the Land and Environment Court.

Extremely high buildings

* The introduction of extremely high buildings in Kensington, Maroubra, Matraville,
Kingsford not in keeping with the surrounding environment should be stopped and not
seen as a way to increase population densities. Any new building works should be in
keeping with the height and size of the area.

The coastline and climate change is not given sufficient attention

e There should be a coastal exclusion zone that does not allow any further development
of buildings, monuments etc along the coastline to preserve the area for recreational
use and reduce the impactjof sea level rises. With climate change there will be more
flooding particularly in those areas that are already under threat, the very areas council
wants to rezone.

Rezoning in Coogee

e Llast year 17 000 people clearly indicated they did not want changes to Coogee village
yet council is proposing to change the zoning to local centre (B2). This would allow a
range of new commercial activities including bars which are not needed in Coogee.
Traffic movement in Coogee is already difficult and this would make the situation worse.

Lack of integration

s In developing this LEP the council has given little thought to the existing stress points in
the community i.e. council(s overuse of concrete, overcrowding, traffic, public transport
routes and the impact the proposed changes will have on this. Better integration of
residential planning changes, transport, social services etc is needed. This is supposed to
be a comprehensive LEP. |

Aboriginal Heritage

s There is little mention of the preservation of Aboriginal heritage yet there are significant
numbers of our First People in the Randwick. There should be more recognition given to
the Aboriginal community jn the council’s business and in the community.




Submission to Randwick Council 4 Comprehensive LEP

Recommendations

These are my recommendations:

Defer the LEP until:
o changes to state government planning reforms are made;
o acomplimentary DCP|is finalised and approved;
o Flood and storm water management plans are made for Coogee, Maroubra, Matraville.

Make no changes to development standards for minimum subdivision lot size, the height of
buildings and the floor space ratio requirements.

- Provide clear definitions for fow, medium or high density in the LEP and clear requirements for

wall heights, minimum frontages and side clearances.

Sfop the introduction of extremely high buildings in Kensington, Maroubra, Matraville, Kingsford
not in keeping with the surrounding areas. :

Make no changes to the present zoning in Coogee.

Introduce a coastal planning zgne which allows no development along the coastline.

Provide more recognition of the heritage of our First People.
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nsw.gov.au

RE: DRAFT COMPREHENSIVE LOCAL ENVIRONMENT PLAN
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accomodation are ﬁandated. The whole area will be handed
over to the tourist industry.

By comparison, Clgvelly, where similar strips of old
shops also exist, |these areas are to be rezoned
residential R3 Medium Density, preventing future
intensification of commercial use. Marcubra beach will be
rezoned to the lower impact BI. In the opposite of
environmental protection, Coogee is to do the job of
Maroubra Junction and Randwick Junction and, already
groaning under thg weight of commercial exploitation is
be subjected to even greater exploitation. That is the
commercial area.

This is the picture I have derived by attending an
information session and studying the maps and other
documents.

How will the ‘low |level’ emphasis on nature be protected.
What about advertilsing and outdoor advertising. Once the
existing ‘Outdoor Advertising DCP 1998’ is deleted, what
controls will repllace it. Look, this is just a different
vision, when I look at and think about Coogee Bay I think
about low level development, environmental protection and
an emphasis on that preciocus thing, nature, which Coogee
has retained. Whenj I look at the draft LEP and listen to
the planners, I see the Gold Coast and Las Vegas, units,
units, units, pubs|, backpackers, casinos and gambling
machines. It is a difference of vision. Why does the
vision of the crass and the exploitative have to prevail?
Isn’t here room for any other view?
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SUBMISSION REGARDING DRAFT RANDWICK LEP

Coogee is a village. It is the reason people visit here and the reason people want to live here.
It already has more than sufficient population density and has suffered already from
inappropriate and excessive development in the recent and not so recent past. Part of the role
of a new LEP should be to protect the Coogee area from further increase in population
density, pressure on infrastructure, loss of amenity for residents, and inappropriate
development.

With these general principles in mind, there are several aspects of the Draft Randwick
Environmental Plan which are a|cause of serious concern.

ZONING

Zone R2

In the Objectives for the new zomng category R2 (Low Densnty Residential), Council has
added the objective

“To encourage small scale business uses in existing commercial buildings”

In the list of Uses added by Council, there is an explanatory note included which says

“Note: Existing Business premises, Office premises, Shops and Restaurants or Cafes are
allowed but it is not intended to allow new ones.”

According to this explanatory note, Council does not intend to encourage commercial activity
in zone R2. Therefore, this objective should be removed.

The inclusion of Boarding Houses, Semi-detached Dwellings and Home Industries is not
appropriate for this R2 zoning (lpow density AND residential) and should be removed.

Zone R3
Uses added by Council include Hotel or Motel Accommodation. This is not appropriate for
Zone R3 (medium density residential) and should be removed from the Draft LEP.

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

Subdivision Lot Size '

Lot size, when combined with floor space, is a fundamental determinant of population
density. Since the 1998 LEP, the minimum lot size has decreased. For example in the 1998
LEP, in Zone 2A, lot size was 450m? with a minimum frontage of 12 meters. The current
LEP specifies 400m” with a minimum frontage of 12 meters. The proposed Draft LEP has
removed any reference to minimum frontage and retains the 400m’ area.

To limit the increase in population density, the minimum dimension rules from the 1998 LEP
should be restored for all residential zones.

Height of Buildings
The control of the overall height|of buildings is what has an impact on views. The control on

wall heights, in particular eaves height, together with side clearances (as specified in the




DCP) is to ensure the maxim | penetration of natural light and sunlight into adjacent

buildings.

In the proposed LEP, wall heights have been omitted. For example, in zone R2 the previous
wall height of 7meters for a building height of 9.5 meters becomes a building height of 9.5
metets alone. This means that there is loss of control over light penetration. It also means,
very importantly, that an extra storey can be accommodated with , perhaps, only a small
infraction of the height rule. Sq in zone R2, what were 2 storey buildings with a pitched roof
under the old LEP may become 3 storey buildings with a flat roof; and in zone R3, what were
3 storey buildings with a pitched roof may become 4 storey buildings with a flat roof.

We have been assured that the wall height control can be included in the DCP. However, no
DCP is currently in preparatior]. There is no guarantee that an appropriate change in DCP will
occur. Most importantly, the DCP does not have the regulatory constraints of the LEP (they
can be and are frequently set agide by Council resolutions). Therefore, I urge Council to
include wall heights in the LEF and ensure they are no higher than those for current
residential zonings.

With the proposed new LEP be@ing on exhibition, it already has significant influence on
development applications and approvals. The failure of Council to prepare one or more DCPs
to complement the changes in the new LEP, leaves a serious legislative gap in the approvals
process.

Clause 4.3A: Height limits of 22 meters have been proposed in the draft LEP for some parts
of Matraville Town Centre and Maroubra Beach. This is not only inappropriate, it is
outrageous. These should not be included in the new LEP.

Floor Space Ratios

Floor space ratios increased, de facto, from 1998 to 2003 when it was decided that the floor
space would be measured from the inner face, rather than the outer face, of the external walls
of the building. This meant that the measured floor space effectively decreased by 10- 15%,
but the footprint of the building effectively increased. Despite this the FSRs were not
amended downward to maintain the same footprint. So there has already been an increase in
FSR between 1998 and 2003.

In the proposed LEP, the broacl area corresponding to current 2B zoning in the basin of West
Coogee with a tail running off into Clovelly has an increased FSR to 0.75 — effectively an
increase of 50% from the 199 ' density. The area has an allowable height of 9.5 meters which,
without wall height restrictions, is quite enough for 3-story flat buildings.

The density of 0.75 is unreasonably high. It should be reduced to about 0.6.

Landscaped area
The current LEP includes a minimum “Landscaped Area” as a further control for residential

zones. For example, in Zone 2A, a minimum of 40% of a site must be retained for use of
possible use “for outdoor recreation or garden areas”.

The requirement of a minimum landscaped area has been omitted from the Draft LEP and -
should be re-instated.
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Draft Ran

Dear Randwick Council,

30" March 2012

dwick LEP 2012 Submission

Please find below my comments in relation the Draft LEP 2012:

DCP

The primary challenge | had with the Draft LEP was the lack of a Draft DCP to reference it with. In
my recent experience of being affected by a Development application, | used both documents to
determine what is/should be aliowable on the site and the impacts to myself. | believe that without

a Draft DCP on public exhibition we

are only given half a story. Changes to the DCP {at this point

unknown to the public) which may have a nexus to the LEP can make a relatively small

change/impact into something that

HEIGHT

is unexpected and possibly unacceptable.

| applaud the decision to include height controls for dwelling houses in the R2 (current 2A) zone into

the LEP, it's important to keep such
forms.

However | disagree that wall height
density by adding another level in p

a primary control consistent across the zones and building

should he removed from the LEP, this effectively increases
Jace of a pitched roof form. The consequences from this can

include increased overshadowing, loss of visual & acoustic privacy, increased traffic and congestion

etc.

Case in point regarding my commer

ts on a lack of DCP, | would have liked to see something akin to

increased setback in the DCP to offs_et this impact, or ideally the transfer of this control into the DCP,

| firmly believe that wall height sholld not be removed in it’s entirely without any rermedial action.

' FLOOR SPACE RATIO

My comment on FSR is focused gn the R3 zone of 0.9:1 where the current LEP is based on a

split according to land size greatér or lesser than 700m2.




This is a significant increase if thle land is less than 700m2 and | would guess that a great
deal of land in this zoning particularly in the areas of Coogee and , Randwick is less than
700m2. According to the Randwick Residential Discussion Paper Appendices August 2011,
page 59 approximately 78.2% within the 2C zone is below 701m2.

This is an increase in density and alongside the removal of wall height, the combination
would create a much larger building envelope than the present controls envisage.

Although, | don’t agree with the increase in FSR, 1 would have like to see some countering of the
uplift of these control within the DCP such as increased setbacks, strengthening of other controls
such a solar access to living areas increased for example to 4hours. Without having the Draft DCP to
review, the exact opposite could be true, that setbacks are decreased and solar access decreased to
2hours per day.

Additionally, I would like to see balconies whether or not enclosed to be included in the FSR
calculations, in the LEP.

REZONING OF CARR ST BETWEEN KURRAWA AVE AND BEACH ST

Please see my separate submission objecting to the rezoning of this area from Residential to
Business.

CONCLUSION

The large increase in FSR and removal of wall height on relatively small block sizes is a setting for
dangerous outcomes:

s Difficult to achieve visual and acoustic privacy

s lack of private open space |

s Difficult to achieve optimal solar access, some with no solar access and subsequent
increased greenhouse gasses

e QOverbearing developmentsidue to increased scale of bulk and height
e Lack car parking and traffic congestion
» lack of spacing between buildings

» Increased opportunities for|anti social behaviour and other crimes.

» Lack of choices for building forms

The above demonstrates that the controls are being lessened so as to increase density.



| :

I live in Coogee, and it's aiready a densely populated area, with a heavy influx of visitors on
weekends during the summer months causing traffic congestion and parking problems. This is even
noted within Wikipedia under ‘Coogee New South Wales, stating * Coogee is one of Australia’s more

densely populated areas, with apa
freestanding houses remain. The s
backpackers.’

rtment buildings in every style from the 1930s onwards. Some
Wburb is a popular destination for tourists, particularly

By increasing the FSR and height via removal of wall height, the council is in effect giving its approval
to the various over-developments pf the past and encouraging the way for a future rezoning of R4

High Density Residential.

| would have liked to see Randwick Council add in a clause in relation to Coogee where new

development have a smaller scale,
the density issue.

ie lower height, lower FSR, increased landscaping etc, to counter

| conclude that the Draft Randwick|LEP 2012 through Randwick Council is not acting in the best
interest of the residents and the lahdscape of Coogee and Randwick.

My closing remark is a quote from

‘We shape o

Yours Sincerely

Winston Churchill.

ﬂ"' buildings, thereafter they shape us’
| Winston Churchill




Sent: ay, 2 April 2012 10:47 PM

To: LEPreview

Cc: Paul Tracey; Margaret Woodsmith; Kiel Smith

Subject: LEP submissin

Dear Sir

| am concerned about the draft LEP, in particular with the inclusion of 9 new commercial centres and the

completeness of Council's consultation process.

1. Business centres

| am not in favour of the additional business centres. | consider the existing permitted uses under residential zones is
sufficient for the small groups which are proposed to be rezoned. Indeed, the wider permitted uses under the B1
zoning are inappropriate for these shops, which are closely surrounded by residential areas.

In particular, permitted uses 'food and drink premises’ or 'cormmercial premises’ under zone B1 or B2 respectively
permit pubs. This single definition is indicative of the complexity of the permitted use definitions, which start at:

1. commercial premises, which includes:

2. Retail premises, which includes:

3. food and drink premises, which includes:
4. pubs.

I request that Council publish a matrix of these definitions and subdefinitions and includes the relevant subdefinitions
in the permitted uses (eg in brackets, in italids). This to clarify what type of development is possible.

| further note, that not all areas small groups of shops in residential areas have been identified for rezoning to
business centres. If this rezoning from residential to business uses proceeds, it must be applied on a consistent
basis.

2. Transparency of changes proposed in the|draft LEP.

| am alsc concerned that additional areas were included in the draft LEP for rezoning without datasheets for each of
these proposed rezoning areas being made available as part of the advertising documentation. As an example, an
area on the corner of Howard & Ethel Streets Randwick is proposed to be rezoned from R2 to R3, based on a request
of a property owner. However, this change is not immediately obvious without a datasheet, which also sets out the
reasens for the request. in the interests of transparent decision making, | request datasheets be prepared for any

rezoning proposals in the draft LEP. !

| further consider that the LEP should remain open for public comment to align with the close of comment for the draft
comprehensive DCP.

3. Foreshore scenic protection and foreshore building line

The application of these controls on the coastal area are very important to the amenity of Randwick City and to
individual landholders with coastal and beach views. A greater study is required for these controls, which only
operate in a piecemeal way along the coast-line. As an example, Maroubra beach and points south, have a very
sporadic coverage of these controls. No reasons are given as to why this is the case.

Yours faithfully

Click |here to report this email as spam.
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25 March 2012
General Manager
Randwick Council

30 Frances Street
Randwick NSW 2031

Dear Council
Here is my feedback regarding the LEP review.
Floor Space Ratios and Building Heights Should Not be Increased

| am against any changes|to the LEP where Floor Space Ratios or building Heights are
increased in any locality.

The problem with overhauling the current LEP is the justifications that are used by the
development lobby and planners talk about "looking to the future" and indicating that it is
essential for the wider development of areas such as the UNSW and Prince of Wales
Hospitals are a positive. These areas are already densely populated and good
arguments exist for not developing them further.

{ am also concerned that the display maps that indicate current Zoning/FSR are
inaccurate and are Councils "best guess” at the existing regulations. As a regular
attendee at local Precinct meetings | have seen developments consistently
recommended for approval by the council planning team that exceed the existing height
and FSR restrictions for g particular zone. What will happen in the new LEP era? Will
planning teams still be able to ignore what exists in the LEP and put recommendations
forward that make them cantinue to be irrelevant?

Rounding Up of Past Development “Exceptions” is a Poor Outcome

Also as the "best guess” maps are then put in concrete in the new LEP, there is an
automatic rubber stamp of all of the developments that have exceeded the previous
height and FSRs as justified and in some locations possibly push them into a new
zoning classification. This outcome is a poor reflection of the planning system in general
and indicates a whitewash. What will happen in 5 years in the new LEP era, will it be
time again to call for a review to then justify all of the even higher and more dense
developments that have isomehow gone under the radar — more zoning changes?
Residents in Randwick are tired of this snowballing effect of the “creeping increase” in
densities and heights of our villages.



Make Coogee Business Gentre Zoned B2/B1

it is also disappointing to see that Randwick Council doesn't more actively take on the
Bepartment of Planning than what is described in Misc Report M26/11. The Council's
role is to serve the commuynity not the Department. Council should put the community’s
wishes in the draft LEP and recommend to change the Zoning to B1. This shouid then
be pushed harder with the Department if they overrule as | don't agree with the
Department's justifications for keeping it zoned as 3A.

Backpacker Problems have been Ignored

It is also disappointing that the Department of Planning is passing the buck about
Backpacker accommodatign as "management” not zoning issues. | and other residents
disagree and think Backpacker issues should be solved by zoning rather than pushing
the problem to residents who have to deal with problematic management on the ground.
Tourism in NSW needs to pick itself out of the gutter and perhaps aim a bit higher. While
not supporting a second Casino, { do think that James Packer has a more visionary view
than the Department of Planning and Department of Tourism on where our “future” lies
from tourists. Unfortunately Coogee is cursed with the current departmental view of
backpackers as an important part of the mix. If the cost of all of the damage to ratepayer
property and councils services were compiled, Randwick Council would be significantly
financially better off witholit the backpacker hostels etc. The Council should address
these issues in the LEP. That indeed would be visionary.

Yours sincerely,
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From:;

1. Under the Randwick Local Jnvironmentai Plan 1998, clause 33(3) states:

The maximum height {rr any external wall of a building, other
than a dwelling house, within Zone No 2A or 2B is 7 metres
measured vertically frem any point on ground level.

We noticed that a simitar cIau4e for the maximum external wall height has been left out in the
Randwick Draft LEP 2012 for Zone R2.

We request the Council retain ?he maximum external wall height of clause 33(3) in the Randwick
Draft LEP 2012. :

2. Under the Randwick Local Environmental Plan 1998, clause 32(1} states:

The maximum floor space ratios for buildings, other than
buildings erected for t{é purpose of a dwelling house, within
Zones Nos 24, 2B and 2C is 0.5:1, 0.65:1 and 0.9:1, respectively.

We noticed that the ratios have been increased in the Randwick Draft LEP 2012 for Zone R2:

Draft LEP 2012 4.4(3) Despite subclause {2), the maximum floor space ratio for a dwelling house or
semi-detached dwelling dn land identified in Zone R2 Low Density

Residential or 2Zona R3 Medium Density Residential Zone is:

{(a) On merit — if the lot is'less than 300sqm;

{b) 0.75:1 = if the lot is between 301 - 450sqm;

{c) 0.65:1 — if the ot is between 451 - 60Csqm;

{d) 0.6:1 — if the lot is greater than 600sqm

We request the Council retain The maximum floor space ratios of clause 32(1} in the Randwick Draft
LEP 2012,

Justification: ‘

Denning Street at South Coogee is currently in a Low Density Residential area Zone 2A and is
characterised predominately b\T two (2) storey dwellings.

Without the provision of the maximum external wall height at 7m in the new Draft LEP 2012,
developers could take advantage of the sole provision of the maximum building height at 9.5m to
build high rise three or four sto}ey butldings in the Denning Street, which is aut of character with the
prevailing two (2) storey streetscape in Denning Street.

Retaining the existing maximum floor space ratios in the Randwick Draft LEP 2012 will also help to
limit the future development in|Denning Street to two (2) storey dwellings.




From:
To: General Manager, Randwick city Council
Subjects: Comments - Draft LEP 2012 ;?Qq%
Date: 21 March 2012 2 Cs,
| o 6‘#49 %”f-‘#
1. Under the Randwick Local Endironmental Plan 1998, clause 33(3) states: "Q-i,q . .&?4,
&
i
The maximum height forlany external wall of a building, other %'i-'%

than a dwelling house, within Zone No 2A or 2B is 7 metres
measured vertically from any point on ground jevel.

We noticed that a similar clause {or the maximum external wail height has been left out in the
Randwick Draft LEP 2012 for Zone R2.

We request the Council retain the maxirum external wall height of clause 33(3) in the Randwick
Praft LEP 2012.
2. Under the Randwick Local Environmental Plan 1998, clause 32(1) states:

The maximum floor space ratios for buildings, other than

buildings erected for the|purpose of a dwelling house, within
Zones Nos 24, 2B and 2¢|is 0.5:1, 0.65:1 and 0.9:1, respectively.

We noticed that the floor space Fatios have been increased in the Randwick Draft LEP 2012 for Zone
R2:

Draft LEP 2012 4.4{3) Despjte subclause (2}, the maximum floor space ratio for a dwelling house or
semi-detached dwelling on(land identified in Zone R2 Low Density

Residential or Zone K3 Medium Density Residential Zone is:

{a} On merit — if the lot is less than 300qm;

{b) 0.75:1 - if the {ot is between 301 - 450sqm;

{c) 0.65:1 - if the lot is between 451 - 600sqm,;

(d) 0.6:1 - if the lot is greater than 600sqgm

We request the Council retain the maximum floor space ratios of clause 32(1) in the Ra ndwick Draft
LEP 2012. '

Justification:

Denning Street at South Coogee s currently in a Low Density Residentia! area Zone 2A and is
characterised predominately by two {2} storey dwellings.

Without the provision of the maximum external wall height at 7m in the new Draft LEP 2012,
developers could take advantage of the sole provision of the maximum building height at 9.5m to
build high rise three or four storgy buildings in the Denning Street, which is out of character with the
prevailing two {2) storey streetscape in Denning Street.

Retaining the existing maximum floor space ratios in the Randwick Draft LEP 2012 will also help to
limit the future development in Denning Street to two (2) storey dwellings.

I>OWSRERS
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From: Bang The Table [admin@bangthetable.com)

Sent: Wednesday, 2; March 2012 12:19 AM

To: LEPreview

Subiject: An anonymous user completed 'Draft Comprehensive LEP '

An anonymous user just submitted the f(Trm Draft Comprehensive LEP ' with the responses below. A full
report of all form submissions is available within the activity report.

Nme (Y

Email

Phone

Address .

Type your I think that Kensington should be allowed to be reclassified as a Local centre rather than a

Submission Neighbourhood Centre. As a local centre, there is a greater chance that a moderately sized
supermarket could fingd it worthwhile to establish there. Remaining as a neighbourhood
centre, will constrain Kensington to drift in its development, and remain a place that has
few attractions.

Upload and ‘

attach your .

Submission |

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Kensington NSW 2033
April 17, 2012 ‘
The Mayor — Councillor Scott N?sh

Randwick Council , Frances Streét Randwick NSW 2031

Following the submission submitted from KWKPrecinct and as members of West Ward, we
are writing to request a Public Hearing in accordance with the EPA Act 1979, as the
facilitations that were held on ?pril 2 and 3 did not comply, i.e no notice of 21 days given.

Dear Councillor Nash

We registered for the meeting on April 2, which | attended, and in the 4 hours 3 items were
presented, the Cemetery vs. the Chinese Gardens, rezoning in Carr Street, Coogee and the
development in Maroubra Bay, We were informed late that night that the Kensington Town
Centre would be covered on the following day at 2.30 pm - a time when virtually no-one
was able to attend or know about.

We also request that the draft LEP be withdrawn and exhibited with the draft DCP, as all
Randwick DCPs made prior to 2005 cease to operate 6 months after the gazettal of the S1
LEP, which will mean no development controls in Kensington, which will be a huge benefit
for developers. This will mean|no set backs, no landscaping, no block by block control which
regulate building footprint and intensity.

We are also aware that the exiLting RLEP 1998 repealed when S1 LEP commences which
means commercial uses apply to all floors throughout the Kensington Town Centre. RLEP
clause 42 limited commercial ¢ses to ground and first floors only.

Your urgent attention to this rTatter is requested.

Yours sincerely

Cc Cnr Bradiey Hughes, Deputy Mayor
Mr Brownleee, General Ml;nager RCC

Mr Neil McGaffin, Executive Director, Planning and Infrastructure NSW
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The General Manager ey

Randwick City Council ,
30 Frances Street Randwick 2031

Dear Sir ,
Re: The draft LEP on exhibition from 21 February to 2 Aprit 2012
- Kensington Town Centre

| wish to reiterate my objection to ;the rezoning of Kensington Town Centre from
General Business to Zone B2 Logal Centre. Letter to Council dated 20.09.2011.

Kensington Town Centre is restri%\ed to a long narrow strip bordering a six lane highway.
Through traffic and street parking!in the vicinity are major and apparently intractable
problems.

Increase in the range of business interests in Kensington Town Centre would exacerbate
these problems and increase the possibility of antisocial behaviour.

What the residents of 'enslngton West Kingsford precinct need
in Kensington Town Centre is |a CENTRE. Letter to Council dated 11.10. 2071.

Acquisition by the Randwick City Council of a site such at that now occupied by the
Kensington Post Office, would permit the development of dedicated open space and a
Community Centre.
Bus transport to such a centre is already in place with buses along Anzac Parade and
bus routes 302 and 303 servicing the precinct in depth. Outside peak periods, these bus
services would offer low-stress, %Jnvenient transport to a potential social hub.

A Community Centre In an attractlve square would certainly contribute

to the revitalization of Kensington Town Centre.

Yours faithfully
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WM&T&A}LM 26 March 2012
Mr Brownlee ‘
General Manager ' nell
Randwick City Council ‘ Randy bl Cou
30 Frances Street,
Randwick -2 AR 29‘2 -
NSW 2031 | Pacpmts Manalad
Dear Sir,

Re: Submission to Randwick City Council on draft LEP 2012

The matters raised here coJoem the Kensington West Kingsford area but also some
that concern the whole city,
1. The draft LEP 2012 and Fm draft DCP (DCPs) should be exhibited concurrently,
¢ To avoid inconsistency
Because these are complementary documents
To avoid a period of time when the new LEP operates in the absence of
up-to-date DCP, which creates conflicting implementation decisions which
could result in bias in favour of developers and land owners excluding
considerations of impacts on existing residents and the environment.
¢ Other councils are exhibiting both draft documents simultaneously and see
the sense of faimness in doing so.
e To do so promotes the orderly use and development of land in Randwick
City and supports the clause _section 5 (a) (ii)
o It is essential for transparency and fairness.
e Inconsistencies between the two draft documents would give the LEP sole
power. |

2. The Kensington Town Centre Development control Plan should be
comprehensively revisited.

¢ In its operation it has not been complied with, I believe.

s At this time infprmation supplied suggests building heights in Anzac
Parade are now|proposed at 25m with roof top additions over a proportion
of the roof.

o Currently the KTC — DCP extends along streets to the east between Anzac
Parade and Doncaster Avenue. The rate at which commercial units along
Anzac Parade change operations suggests that the number of existing
commercial prdmises is not being supported.

¢ There is no substantial supermarket and the variety of businesses needed to
make it an anraftive shopping centre has been reduced by recent

development.
¢ Anzac Parade is a major arterial road with a constant traffic flow —~ buses,
cars, trucks - creating noise and rush.

¢ Parking is at a premium.

1 nf1



Kensington Town Centre nguld be zoned Bl Neighbourhood Centre.
The narrow catchment for businesses in the town centre and the traffic in Anzac
Parade mitigate against its expansion beyond a neighbourhood centre.

The impact of the development it allows at the boundary of the Kokoda Memorial
Park shows a lack of resPec} for the lives remembered and for local users of the park.

The Kensington Prim%@_l with its heritage buildings would be surrounded on
all sides by 4 (possibly 5) stories and even higher on the Western boundary (21m)

Even so, any children living in the possible new multi-unit buildings along Doncaster
Avenue and in the side streéts would not be able to be accommodated in the school
which is already fully enrolled by children from existing development in Kensmgton
and this is likely to continue to be.

The school playground is iﬂadequatc and land between Bowral Street and Todman
Avenue should be acquired to enhance the space for school sport and recreation, if
opportunity ariscs, |

3. Changed conditions m% the renaming of 2 A zonesto R 2.

The heights of buildings in'the R 2 zone can be 9.5m under the draft LEP, This means
that all the types of buildings permitted with consent “can have three levels plus a
“decorative roof “, where single storcy and now two storey buildings exist.

The State government lists ’three types of buildings for R2 zone but then Randwick
City Council adds nineteen others e.g. bed and breakfast accommodation, boarding
houses, building identification signs, places of worship, recreational facilities etc. Any
of these can be 9.5m — 3 stories high plus. Even business premises shops, restaurants,
cafes provided they are not “stand alone” are permissible with consent in this formally
residential 2A zone. !

This needs to be changed. |

4. Wall heights have been specified in the Consolidation LEP [page 26 (20G) (3)]
“where the maximum height for any extended wall of a building, other than a
dwelling house, within zorTe 2A or 2B is 7 metres”.

The qualification for dwelling houses needs to be clarified.

However, as “the size and scale of buildings is to be limited by taking into account the
environmental amenity and aesthetic character of the area” it is reasonable to assume
that the intention is to pne\Tent dwelling houses from having a dominating expression.

Wall heights for all buildings in R 2 should be specified at 7m.

5. Impact of development on adjoining and nearby residential zones.
Zone By Page 17 (1- ObjetTtives of zone) {dot point 3)
Change the words to:

“To protect the amenity of adjoining and nearby residential zones”
This would mean that developers would have to make decisions that did not have
significant impact on y properties with regard to privacy, potential for noise
impacts, etc, and that rs raised by those affected would warrant real
consideration. '
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This applies also to zone B2 Page 19 (1-objective of zone) (dot-point 6).

6. Conservation Area,
Kensington was originally developed as a garden suburb, and has been referred to by
planners at Randwick City Council as a place of special character.

The community has put forward a request for an area between Roma Avenue and
Gardeners Road, Doncaster Avenue and Tunstall Avenue to be designated as a
Conservation area at a previous time. The request was summarily dismissed but there
is something here worth keepmg intact, and this matter should be given further
consideration.

8. The Geographical Names Board about 11 years ago agreed to the roadway
between the Commonwealth Bank and St. George Bank in Kingsford and extending
down to Houston Road being named Southemn Cross Close.

Would Council please correct any references to this space that are otherwise referred
to? '

9. Infrastructure development should be proportional to structural development.

10. Kensington Town Centre is in the Lachlan Swamp (part of Botany Acquifer) and
more care is needed to protect this from contamination and to prevent damage to
neighbouring properties when they are impacted by sub surface development.

i
If our planners were to revisit the consultant’s report titled Kensington Town Centre
Development Control Plan written by Civitas the extent to which this 2001 plan was
discarded is astonishing.
By consenting to the building of structures as high as 31m where 18.6m (page 26) was
the recommendation a moreilimited core commercial area (pages 10and 12 ), and a
little (if any) diversion of the commercial centre along the eastern side streets, the
DCP produced by the Randwick City Council has ignored the consultanté report.
The provisions of that report would have been economically tested.

However, even Council’s DCP has not been enough for developers whose
applications have been supported by Council.

Council should ask itself what public benefit has resulted?

Yours faithfull
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From: Bang The Table [admin@bangthetable.com]

Sent; Sunday, 18 March 2012 5:19 PM
To: LEPreview
Subject: An anonymous user completed 'Draft Comprehensive LEP '

An anonymous user just submitted the form 'Draft Comprehensive LEP ' with the responses below. A full
report of all form submissions is available within the activity report.

Name (U
Email i
Phone

Address QI

Type vour We are concerned the new zoning and some current practices will allow 3 storey and or

Submission out of character buildings to be constructed in in Kensington. We
would object strongly to any further development along these lines ( or and so called
student lodges or boarding houses) west of Anzac Parade. Also council seems to be far
too lenient about allowing developments at the Uni without parking on the university
site. Students drive cars! Please reply. This is a big issues in our street. With best regards

Upload and
attach your
Submission

Click here to report this email as spam.
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|
| Randwick City Council

17 APR 2012

URGENT MATTER RAGSHIE FRRisi

16 April 2012

ancillor Scott Nash
Mayor |
Randwick Council

Randwick 2031 |

Dear Councillor Nash

Public Hearing pursuant tJ: s68 EPAA

Further to my written submission of 02 April 2012, I write to sesk a 68 public hearing
under the EPA Act 1979 |

I. along with many residents believe the draft LEP ought to be withdrawn and exhibited
with the draft DCP. This is the clear intention of Parliament when simultaneously
amending statutory provisions in relation to both the LEP and DCP to the standardized
form,

|

Further, under clause 289A(2) of the EPA Regulation, all Randwick DCPs made prior to
2005 cease to operate 6 méﬂﬂ_'lﬁ after the gazettal of the SI LEP.

This means that the Kensinpton Town Cenire DCP block by block provisians in relation to
building envelopes. landscaping and set backs baecome inoperative 6 months after the

gazetial date of the S| LEP, Kensington residents will be feft with a regulatory void, and it
will open slather for developers.

There has been a great dedl of confusion, np doubt in part caused by the Mayoral Minute
and Council resoiution of 28 March approving a public hearing. While Councli quite
rightly percelved the necessity of a hearing, the public hearing in accordance with s68
EPAA has not yet been canvened. We, residents await notification of the date it is to be
held.

|

Itis clear to members of the community attending Council’s “facilitations™ on 2 & 3 April
that these facilitations do i& comply with requirements of a public hearing prescribed by
868, EPA Act 1979.

1 Further, the facilitatilms failed to comply with the prescribed manner of natification:
Clause 14, EPA Reqwarfon 2000 (reproduced below).
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|
2 The “facilitations” were held within the exhibition period, and before the expiry of
the public exhiblﬁmeﬂod {02 April 2012), and before Council had the opportunity
to consider the issuas of significance.

3 "Facilitations™ are frslquently held in respect of Part 4 development applications
and must be distingyished from a public hearing which is a deliberative process
held under Part 3 EPAA, in pursuance of the Objects clause s5(c) EPAA “fo
provide increased opportunity for public invoivement and participation in
environmental planning and assessment "

A Part 3 decision-maker must be independent, and is required to prepare a Report
with recommendations. The advantages in having an “independent” person —
(impartial, free from bias), conduct an inquiry is that it provides a fair opportunity
for everyone to make their submissions fo raise issues of significance and to be

questioned in an_ordered proper tr t manner. {ICAC Report into
- Randwick CC 1995 @ 96).

The significance of public participation in the local plah-making process was
identified in Vanmeld Pty Ltd v Fairfield City Council [ 1899] NSWCA 6 @ 38 by
Spigelman GJ: |

“the defaﬁid scheme of consuitation and public exhibition in
the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act, makes it
clear that Farliament regarded the procedural steps as of
consideral)le significance for the integrity of the process of
formulating local environmental plans.*

4 Council’s “fadlitatiolls" did not comply with the Rules of a public hearing;
facilltatlan is an allamale dispute rasolution. conflict resolution process (alternate
to a judicial pracess). It cannot be a substitute for an expert convening a
deliberative and formal inquiry. The 5 minuta limitation trivializes and sSuppresses
resident submissions and infringes the “opportunity to make a submission and
consequently “public participation”. :

Local plan-making r|equires consideration of competing interests in the making of
tocal laws to be applied to other planning assessment decigions over the next 10
to 15 years. Competing community views must be given due consideration, a
mandatory requirement of the objects clause EPA Act. Environmental and
residential amenity issues are weighed with the economic considerations.
Members of ioca! cpmmunities have local knowledge, judged to be important in the
local plan making process. This much has been adverted to in a number of
successful legal chfﬂenges to the validity of LEPs.

Yours faithfully
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EPA Act 1979 prior to 01 .luly 2008

Section 68 ConalderntiL)n of submissions
(1) Where |

(a) @ person making a submission so requesis, and
(o .the coungil considers that the issues raised in a submjssion are of such

sipnificance that they should be the subject of a hearing before the
council cﬁecidea whether, and, if 50, what alterations should be made,

The council shall, in the prasgribed manner, artange a public hearing in respact
issioh.

{2) A report of the pyblic hearing shall be furnished to the council and the council
shall make publi¥ the report.

{3) The council shal| consider the submission and the report furnished pursuant to
the subsection (2) and may make any alterstions it considers are necessary to
the draft local environmental ptan arising from the consideration of submissions
or matters :amecr at any public hearing.

_ _ | - B
EPA Regulation 2000 " f"“"“"' xéej marnes 7

Clause 14 How Ia notice oJf a public hearing to be given?

(1)} A council that decides lITat & public hearing is to be held under section 68 of the Act must give
nalice of that fact

{(8) in a local newspaper, and

{b) In a letter sent to mach of the persons who requested a public hearing when making a submission
about the draft local environmental plar. :

(2) The notice must contain detaits of the arrangements for the public hearing and must be sent or
published. as the case requites, at least 21 days before the start of the public hearing.

EPA Regulation 2000 (currbnt)
289A Transitional provi*ions relating to davelopment control plans

(1) This clause applies to a development control plan:

(3) that was made befoﬂe 30 September 2005 and in force immediately before that date,
or :

(b} that was approved I:Ffore 30 September 2005 (but did not take effect until after that
date), or

(c) that is approved after 30 September 2005 (regardiess of when it takes effect). .

(2) Section 74C of the Act gés inserted by the, 2005 Amending Act) does not render invalid
any provision of a development control plan te which this clause applies untit:

(a) the principal local environmental planning jnstrurment applying to the land to which
the development co.nr;rol plan applies adopts the provisions of a standard instrument as

__referred to in section 334 of the Act, or _

(b) in the case of a provision that & not inconsistant with, and capable of operating in
conjunction with, the|principal lacal environmental planning instrument—é months
after that day.

(3) This clause has effect dFspite clause 94 (2) of Schedule 6 to the Act.

| 3 /3
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Dell 462620

02 April 2012

Mr R Brownlee
General Manager
Randwick Council
Randwick 2031

Dear Mr Brownlee
Submission to exhibition Draft RLEP 2012

1 lilegal purpose — the:inclusion of massive spot re-zoning in the entire
Randwick area is notja lawful purpose for preparation of an LEP to accord
with the Standard Instrument — validity of LEP open to challenge

Council has'conceded in its B}Jsiness Centre Discussion papers released in late 201 1,
that the spot re-zonings being|effected as part of the Standard Instrument re-write, are in
response to “requests from Ia_r]id owners”.

This is an illegal purpose. The Ministerial Directions make it abundantly clear that while
no floor space area may be decreased, any additional spot re-zonings must be subject of
either an environmental study or justification, that s, spot re-zonings are subject to the
usual applicable statutory constraints — either s 57 of the former EPA Act or s 55 under
the amended Act.

and conclusions. Council planners have failed to grasp that massive re-zoning of land is
not the purpose of the Standand Instrument re-write of the draft LEP. It goes beyond the
basis upon which the 2005 and 2008 amendments to EPA Act, provide for standardising
EPls.

Council has provided no justifriLation. apart from a number of unsupported assumptions

The alternation of RLEP is iI!-cbnceived and il considered. The draft LEP is open to
challenge on the ground of validity.

Nowhere in the Ministerial Directions is there any provision for such massive spot re-

zonings. The $117 Ministerial Direction clearly identify the need for coungiis to comply
with the Environmental Study requirements if draft LEPs are prepared under the former

Part 3 provisions.
A
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Council claims that the preparlation of the existing draft LEP is being completed under
provisions of Part 3, of the former EPA Act. Prior to preparing a draft LEP under the
former Part 3, Section 57 required a council to prepare an Environmental Study.

No Environmental Studies ha\Ie been prepared.

The only exception claimable in the s 117 directions is if the “inconsistencies” are of
“minor significance”, Council has already complied with the state strategic policies — this
is not a basis that remains open.

The extensive re-zonings propi‘osed throughout the Randwick municipality cannot be
described as of “minor significance”. For example, the Kensington expansion proposes
heights of buildings adjacent to the Kensington Public School of 21m — there is no
playground attached to this school. There is a specific ministerial direction dated 19 J uly
2007 (3.1 Residential zones) requiring councils to “ensure that new housing has access
to infrastructure and servfces"1- This direction has been ignored.
| The last published Study for the Kensington Town Centre prepared in consuitation with
the local community and stakeholder landowners was completed in April 1998 by
Jackson Teece Chesterman Wiliis, Peter Annand & Associates and Leyshon consuiting.
No studies have been undertar(en since that date.

However, Council is proposing to vastly increase heights of buildings and densities of

tand zoned within the Kensingfon Town Centre. These are matters relating to land use.

Additionally, the commercial 3B planning uses were limited to the ground and first floor, in
respect of the land, fronting Adzac Parade between Addison street and Todman avenue.
This land is actually currently Zoned 2C residential. The ground and first floor restriction
no longer applies, once RLEPi1998 is repealed since the former section 42 will also be
repealed. !

' it is clear that entire Town Cergre sites are to be zoned commercial and these
commercial uses can operate on any floor — unlawfully destroying existing residential
amenity.

Council has not provided residents with the statutory pre-planning requirements such as:

- any statutory justification for increasing heights of buildings and densities’ and

- any statutory justification for increasing the commercial use footprint: and

- any review of the existing planpning controls, development trends; and

- an identification of the major planning issues for the Centre; and

- identifying options for future development — where development of Tower biocks takes
place directly over an environmentally sensitive Aquifer

- assessing the demand for office, retail and other uses, beyond bald statements that
more employment opportunitier; are to be created which will require additional housing.

It is clear that the and available for residential development in Kensington is limited
; (discussed below) that the poﬂulation of Kensington will likewise be limited, and that the
! limited population does not pravide any financially viable impetus for increasing

development of existing sites.
| ﬁ&\’
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However, the massive re-zonirﬁg of the land on either side of Anzac Parade now accords

to buildings, whether fronting Anzac Parade or whether located on side streets,
commercial 3B uses. |

The re-zoning will not encourage employment growth ih suitable locations and support
the viability of the Kensington Town Centre — as the overriding purpose seems to be o
increase the residential compq‘nent with provision of miniscule box type apartments of the
lowest common denominator. 'Such development does not improve “housing choice” ~ it
does not bring in families, instead it increases the number of short term rentals, as people

- move in and move out with IittiTe regard for local residential amenity.
There is a great deal of noise from people living in these miniscule apartments at present.

The expansion of residential apartment living will simply lead to greater increases noise
and anti-social behaviour.

2 Retail Demand decreaLse due to online businesses
Council has failed to justify exﬂ:ansion of commercial uses.
The Jackson Teece Report cohcluded at page 22, giving substantial reasons:

“In our opinion, the maximum level of floorspace required to support the local retaif
needs of the population of Kensington is in the order of about 5,000 sqm. In
i essence, therefore although Kensington lacks a major supermarket a substantial
increase in retail floorspace could not be justified in the context of the demand
figures and the exfstingiand proposed level of competition in the surrounding trade
area”.

The Report earlier referred to the Peters of Kensington site occupying a substantial part
of the then available totaf of 17,400 sq m, when only 7,560 sgm would be supported or
wotuld be viable. :

Nothing has changed — and if ihere has been any change — it is for the worse. This is
due to online marketing and sales. It is now observable that the crowds shopping at

: Peters of Kensington have thinned as a result of their intense online business. F urther,

i Peters have opened another sales centre further afield on cheaper land to deal with some
sections of their business. |

There are a number of shops gnd restaurants in Kensington that appear and disappear in
rapid succession indicating that restaurants are not viable due to (1) population
! constraints and (2) competitiorr from other neighbouring centres, for example Kingsford
: and Coogee. .
|
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3 The lack of Demand for residential Tower Blocks

The major concern to local residents has always been the scale of residential
development in Kensington Tcmvn Centre and the extension of tower blocks in side
streets. All of these biocks now have provision for commercial uses whether or not at

ground level.

Council has faited to justify the increases in building heights and floor space areas in the
comprehensive draft LEP. The last justification was detailed in the Jackson Teece 1998
Report. |
Council has not provided recent statistics detailing (1) the number of apartments have
been completed as a result of the 2002 reforms (2) the number of shops and business

operating as a result of the 2002 reforms.
|

l
4 Limitations - inadequTte car parking and increased traffic generation

The presence of an undergroynd aquifer poses significant limitations in respect of car
parking provision in Tower Blogcks. ,
The streets of Kensington in pj'oximity to Anzac Parade and Doncaster Avenue are fully
parked out during the day with commutsrs or with uni students.

The policy of “discouraging” ca'lr ownership is unworkable. Residents use their cars for
shopping or working in other regional centres and wili continue to own and park their cars
locally unless the council or government introduces a “congestion” tax.

A huge amount of street parkirﬁg is occupied by users of local restaurants and Randwick
Racecourse resulting in increﬁsed traffic generation.

Business, such as local restal.xrants fail to provide sufficient car parking for their
customers.

Thus increasing the floor spacg area for business purposes will only add to existing
degradation of residential amenity.

For example, the excessive traLffic generated in Addison Street as a result of traffic turning
from Anzac Parade, as well aﬁ from Tunstall Avenue means that any resident crossing
Addison street, takes their life in their hands. Motor vehicles have poor visibility of
pedestrians in Addison street, as drivers turn at high speeds from Anzac Parade, into
Addison street. The problem i_L; compounded with the street being parked out with
vehicles on both sides and vehicles turning into the small car park.

- H
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5 Integrating Land Use and Transport ~ Direction 3.4 (19 July 2007)

While the draft LEP claims the “proposal is consistent with this direction”, Council Town
Planners have failed to substgntiate the claim — in what respect is it consistent — and
what is meant by the claimed consistency?

= How does the increase in building heights to 25 m lead to improvements in “access fo
: housing jobs and services by walking, cycling and public transport and reducing travel
demand inciuding the numberlof trips generated by development”?

The direction is aimed at deveioping new business precinct. Which in turn justifies further
development by linking of public transport.

Kensington already has existing provision for businesses, yet to be taken up and to be
located on the ground and first floors on Anzac Parade.

The potential for further busingsses on side streets is unlikely to lead to improved public
transport or to promote walking and cycling.

It appears that Council planner have misunderstood the planning direction.

Once clause 42 of the existing RLEP is repealed, there will be no controls applying to
regulate the expansion of business proposed in the comprehensive LEP.

6 Withdraw draft LEP - Draft DCP must be exhibited concurrently with
the draft LEP to avoid inconsistencies

The draft LEP must be :xhibited concurrently with a draft DCP. This much is
dictated by the 2005 amendments to the EPA Act 1979

Once the “principal” or “comprehensive” LEP (conforming to the SI) is gazetted, all
Randwick DCPs currently in force, will be out of date, leaving a regulatory
vacuum.

Two principal objects of the 2005 statutory reforms {(Explanatory Note May 2005),
first introducing section 33A, in relation to local plan-making was:

(b) fo facilitate a strategic approach to land-use planning and to simplify and
standardise fand—uqe planning controls under environmental planning instruments,
and i

(c) ta replace existing master plan and staged development arrangements with

fmore secure arrangements for obtaining concept or staged approval for local
development,

We repeat:




First, the objects of the 2005 statutory reforms were “to simplify and
standardize land-use plTnning controls under EPls....... " and

Second, the 2005 reforms simultaneously introduced standardised DCPs - to
achieve uniformity of dgvelopment standards and development control.

Thus, the 2005 reforms also repealed the former s 72 relating to DCPs, to conform
with LEPs. New sections 74B and 74C provide for standardised DCPs. The

standardised provisions establish generally that only one development control plan
may apply to any land, how development control plans may be made, amended or

revoked.

importantly, Deveiogment‘control plans have no effect if their provisions are the same
or substantially the same as the provisions of an environmentat planning instrument or

are inconsistent with or w%' uid tend to prevent compliance with the provisions of an
environmental planning instrument.

Additionally, we are awareLthat the Department of Planning & Infrastructure {"DoPt’)
recommends draft LEPs ought to be exhibited concurrently with draft DCPs prepared

under the amended standardised provisions,

The Explanatory Note (Aﬂendment Act May 2005) in relation to Schedule 2 —
Planning Instrument Amendments and section 33C provides:

“Proposed sectil:n 33C enables the Minister to determine standard technical

requirements for the preparation of environmental planning instruments,

development coniol plans, maps and other documents and requires councils to

provide the Director-General with copies and electronic files in the required
format”, (underiinfng our emphasis)

The reasons below suppo? the immediate withdrawal of the exhibition of the draft LEP
until the draft “standarised” DCP can be exhibited together with the draft LEP:

- First, as a result of the | 'consistency between the LEP and later draft DCP
several provisions in the DCPs currently in force will end up being “inconsistent”
with the provisions of the Draft LEP, and consequently of “no effect”; s74C(5).

- Second, there are no wall heights currently stated in existing DCPs. All wall heights
are provisions in the existing RLEP 1998, The lack of clearly stated wall height
development standards, Ls bound to result in overdevelopment, setting a precedent
to be followed and rendeting inconsistent any later DCP wall height provision.

- Third, while the overriding advertised purpose of the comprehensive Draft LEP is to
effect standardisation under the new statutory EPA Part 3 regime, Randwick
Council is also effecting a massive rezoning of land use, by stealth, under the guise
of “standardisation”, in t!-re entire city area. This up-zoning is unlawful, since it fails
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to comply with the former Part 3 requirements, under which the Draft LEP is
purportedly being prepared.

Explanatory Note — EPA Amending Act 2008

Schedule 1.1 [Git?mends section 33A of the EPA Act to enable a LEP that adopts
the standard instrument to be made without complying with the statutory conditions
precedent for making the LEP if it replaces an existing LEP and does not make
substantial changes to the general effect of the existing instrument.

heights, or in other words intensifying development in the entire Randwick city does
falls into the category of “substantial change to the general effect of the existing
instrument”,

The numerous spot re—%onings, increases in building heights, removal of wall

We argue that this principal or comprehensive draft LEP presents extensive
substantive changes.

For example, land bordagring the Kensington Public School is now zoned B2 Local
Centre and is fo include height increases to 21m; ie. there will be people residing in
towers looking down on small childrenl! No buffer zone, or land acquisition for a
playground is proposed.: Such a planning proposal doesn't just lack foresight of the
needs of smali children, but is doubly foolish, when the same proposal is to vastiy
increase the population, |but without provision for these small children in the future
fo attend their local school, since enrolments are currently restricted due to lack of
space................

- Fourth, the 2005 statutory amendments define a DCP (S74B EPA Act) by
reference to an LEP {which includes draft LEPs}) as if the two tie in together. The
legislative explanatory'notes, Minister's 2005 second reading speech, and the
initial draft 2005 EPA Amendment Bili ciearly indicate that the Part 3 amendments
standardising LEPs also standardise DCPs and the two are infended fo be
complementary. :

- Fifth, the objects cIausL section 5(a)(if), encourages “the promotion and co-
ordination of the orderly and economic use and development of fand”, The
“orderly use and development of land” demands that statutory provisions
regulating the orderly yse and development, are made known publicly and
exhibited together in dﬁaft form, in pursuit of clarity and public confidence in the
planning system. This|was the stated statutory goal of the 2005 statutory
amendment to the EPA Act 1979.

- Sixth, case law indicatas that a draft DCP introduced after a DA has been
submitted is given less \weight, that is, its weight may be considered but is not
determinative: Architectural Property Services v Rockdale City Council [1999]
NSWLEC 83 Lloyd J said at [16]:

The haste of the massive rezoning being rushed through in a climate of uncertainty
due fo the tack of updated [Tevelopment Control Plans making “more detailed

7



“

provisions” to complement the draft LEP, will resuit in a regulatory vacuum and a
situation advantageous to one powerful lobby group - developers and landowners.

The lack of complementary DCP is bound to resuit in precedent that will endure to the
disadvantage of the population of Randwick.

Finally, we understand Randwick Council propases to draft associated DCPs towards
the end of 2012, But the majority of city councils exhibit a draft LEP at the same time

as adraft DCP, For example, Wavarley Council, North Sydney Council and Warringah
Council.

7 Wall heights must be included in the LEP

Wall heights must be include i in the LEP. Wall heights are a fand use “development
standard” and thus have always been included in the RLEP 1988, to avoid inconsistency
arguments, '

{(a) Inconsistency

The inclusion of wall heights ih a future DCP will be of no effect due o inconsistency with
the LEP. This is due to the dTnition of "building” in the principal EPA Act 1979.

Section 4(1) EPA Act 11979

"building” includes part of a building and also includes any structure or part of a
structure.....

Thus, the definition of “height }lf buildings” clearly includes “part of a building” and "“wall
height” is within the meaning of “part of a building”.

There is no statutory basis for the information provided in DOPI's Practice Note 008 -
001 dated 30 January 2008

Q: Can wall or ceiling heights be specified in the LEP as an alternative?
A: If wall or ceiling heights are to be specified these should be addressed in the DCP.
In fact the above advice from DoPl is clearly incorrect.

Thus inclusion of “Wall heights” in a later draft DCP will be overridden by the height of

buildings as stated in the LEP pn the ground of statutory inconsistency.

(b) Is amendment of the Sl Dictionary necessary?

i -4,



We argue that a S1 Dictionary definition of “wall heights” is unnecessary. Thereis no

change in the planning langyage resulting from the inclusion of “wall heights” in the
Randwick draft LEP when compared with the S across NSW.

Sections 10 and 11, NSW!n*erpretation Act 1987 provide a more than satisfactory

solution to the wall height question. Additions/ alterations to the Dictionary are
unhecessary. ‘

The NSanterpretatron Act 1987 No 15

10 Construction of amending Acts and instruments

Words and expressions fthat occur in an Act or instrument that amends or repeals some

other Act or instrument have the same meanings as they have in the other Act or
Instrument.

11 Words etc in Instruments under an Act have same meanings as in the Act
Words and expressions Ehat occur in an instrument have the same meanings as they have
in the Act, or in the releviant provisions of the Act, under which the instrument is made.

Thus the Section 4 defmitfoné, EPA Act 1979, more than satisfy any argument on the so-
called “dictionary” ground.

Unless wall heights are inclu&_ed in the LEP, existing single dwelling housing zones with
“height of buildings” to 8.5metres will result in buildings of 3 storeys. The same will apply

across other zones. le. Residential flat buildings will rise to 12 metres and have 1 extra
storey with a flat roof.

{c)  Wall heights — a land use “development standard”

Wall heights fall within the detJinition of “development standard” in the principal Act, and
thus are refevant to land use, rather than development control.

EPA Act 1979, Sectlon LDeﬁnitions

"development standards" means provisions of an EP| or the reguiations in relation to

the carrying out of development, belng provisions by or under which requirements are
specified or standards are fixed in respect of anv aspect of that development including, but

without limiting the qenerlhlitv of the foregoing, requirements or standards in respect of;
(a......

(®) ...... ‘
{c) the character, rcation, siting, bulk, scale, shape, size, height, density, design
or external appearance of a building or work,
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(d)} Include Wall Heights in the LEP and leave the decision to DoP]

We argue that Council must il'lclude wall heights in the draft LEP and leave the final
decision to DoPI.

The Kensington Precinct maiJJtains that the actual purpose of the walf height control

is, together with the side clearances set down in the Development Control Plan, to
maximise the penetration of datura! light and sunlight into buildings. The actual important
feaiure is the height of the eaves Jine.

The Kensington Precinct seelks inclusion in the LEP of the following wall heights in the
using DOPI's recommended drafting rules:

Include these Wall hdight standards:

Zone R2 - Low DensitT/ —~ single dwellings - wali height 7 metres (existing 2A &
2B) '

Zone R3 — Medium Dersity - walt height 10 metres (existing 2C)

Kensington Town Cenre fronting Anzac Parade — 19.6 metres maximum wall
height with 2 metres to, accommaodate the roof,

8 Aims of the Plan

We submit the following “AimLx of the Plan” for consideration and amendment of the
stated Aims in the draft LEP which we consider to too vague to be effective. We consider
the "Aims of the Plan” are of pjvotal importance to our residentjal community and ought to
address the matters raised in the objects clause of the principal EPA Act,

We have given a great deal of thought in drafting our Aims extracted below and would
appreciate Council incorporation in the draft LEP,

Accordingly we suggest the fohowing:

Aims of the Plan

(1)  This Plan aims t$ make local environmental planning provisions for fand in
Randwick in accordance with the relevant standard environmental planning
instrument undet section 33A of the Act,

(2) The particular ail%s of this Plan are as follows:
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(a) to promote %cologically sustainable development,

(b} to promote development that is appropriate to its context and enhances
the amenity of the Randwick community and environment,

(¢) in relation t? the character of Randwick’s neighbourhoods, to;

(i} to ensure that new development is compatible with the desired
future cHaracter of an area in terms of bulk, scale and appearance,
= and
(ii) protect and enhance the residential use and amenity of existing
residenti&l environments, and
(ii)) increase the availability and variety of dwellings to enable
population growth without having adverse effects on the character
and amenity of Randwick, and
(iv) ensure that new development on coastal and/or foreshore land
does nof adversely impact upon the visual qualities of that coastal or
foreshore land, when viewed from surrounding coastal waters and
inlets, arrd

(d) in relation tq residential development, to:

(i) protect and enhance the residential use and amenity of existing
residential environments, and

(ii) ensure new development does not adversely impact upon

residential amenity in terms of visual and acoustic privacy, solar

access and view sharing, and

(ili) increase the availability and variety of dwellings to enabie
populfation growth without having adverse effects on the character
and amenity of Randwick, and

(e) in relation to non-residential development, to:

(i) ensu ré that non-residential development does not adversely affect
the amenity of residential properties and public places, in terms of
visual angl acoustic privacy, solar access and view sharing, and

(iiy maintain a diversity of employment, services, cultural and
recreational activities, and

(iii) maintgin waterfront activities and ensure that these activities do
not adversely affect local amenity and environmentai quality, and

(f) in relation to environmentat quality, to:

(i) maintjin and protect natural landscapes, topographic features and
existing ground levels, and

(ii) minimjse storm water run-off and its adverse effects and improve
the quality of local waterways, and

/
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(ili) ensure
adversely |

that new development over the Botany Aquifef does not
mpact the quality of water and to ensure de-watering is

utilised to recharge the Aquifer, and

(iv) achigve development outcomes of quality urban design, and

(v) encoyrage development that demonstrates efficient and
sustaifable use of energy and resources, and

{g) in relation to|environmental heritage, to identify and protect the natural,

archaeological an

d built heritage of Randwick and ensure that development

does not adversely affect its significance, and

(h) in relation to community well-being, to

(i} provide for
encourage

the growth of a permanent resident population and
the provision of a full range of housing, including

affordable housing, and
(if) ensure good management of public assets and promote
opportunities for social, cultural and community activities, and
(il ensure the social and economic effects of development are

appropriate

, and

(i} in relation to the coastal and foreshore areas of Randwick, to improve
access by acquisition or dedication or by gaining rights of public access

over coastal and f

oreshore land where it wifl not diminish the natural values

of the coast and foreshore.

9 Zoning - Kensingtod

Kensington ought to be zoned

ought to be zoned B1 Neighbourhood Centre

a B1 Neighbourhood Centre. It is a “corridor” suburb,

located on either side of the arterial state road, Anzac Parade.

it is unlikely to ever become
availability of land.

Kensington is surrounded by
Centennial Park to the North,
Moore Park Golf courses {o the
Uni of NSW and tertiary (tead

a roaring commercial centre — due to the restricted

wide expanses of open space recreational areas, ie
Randwick Racecourse to the East, the Australian and
West and to the south - the massive public facilities - the
hing) public hospital complex the Prince of Wales, the

Women’s and the Children's Hospitals as well as a large private hospital.

The LEP proposes three resider

R1 General Residential
R2 Low Density Residential

wtial zones and two business zones. They are:

L B1 Nelghbourhood Centre
B2 Local Centre

R3 Medium Density Residential

2 )i



We could find no definition jffered for any of these terms in the Standard instrument.

However the existing zoning of Kensington and West Kensington indicate that the more

appropriate or paralle! zoning with respect to the Standard Instrument, is B1i
Nsighbourhood Centre.

There is ho rational basis and no justification, for stepping-up to Local Centre B2,
Further we believe that the r zoning, proposed as it is under the former Part 3 (un-
amended EPA Act), is unla~£uf. No environmental study has taken place and as a
consequence the requirements of the former Part 3 have not been complied with.

business planning uses “has Sutpassed its role in providing basic neighbourhood centre
setvices and now provides refailing and business opportunities for a wider population
catchment given its strategic location on Anzac Parade g

There is no basis to Council’j claim that the Kensington Town centre zoned for 3B local

For instance: ‘

Block 8 (DCP) frontin% Anzac parade between Addison street and Todman
Avenue is in fact currently zoned 2C Residential under RLEP 1998, However,
Block 8 has been accorded “3B uses” subject to RLEP Schedule 2 and clause 42

limitations, ie commercial uses located on the ground and first floors.

« The supposedly thrivi | businesses in the Kensington Town centre change hands
at remarkably rapid rafes as they appear to experience viability problems as
profitable businesses

* There is no busy supe}market, to speak off, simply a small mini-market

¢ The presence of underground water (Botany Aquifer) militates against the
proposed intense dev%ﬁopment on envirenmental grounds.

10 (a) ZoneR2Low dpnsity Residential
We understand that 2A zones are mainly located in the proposed R2 zone.

We seek removal of the folloinng Councit additions;

With Consent: Office premises, Business premises, Child care centres,
Community facilities, Home industries, Passenger transport faciiities, Places of
public worship; Recreation facilifies {indoor); Recreation facilities {outdoor);
Restaurants or cafes.

We understand that some of tjese uses already exist but we don't accept that new
premises desctibed above shauld be aliowed.

10 (b) ZoneR3 Mediu+ Density Residential

3




We understand that 2B and 2C zones are now in the R3 zone.

We seek removal of the following Council additions:

With Consent: Bed & breakiast accommodation; Hostels; Hote! or motel
accommeodation, Business premises, office premises, Passenger transport
facilities, Recreation facilities (outdoor), Serviced apartments

We understand that the abovb uses are allowed currently but we do not accept that new
ones should be permitted.

11

12

Principal development standards

Clause 4.1 - Minimum subdivision lot size

(1) (a) Remove Counci's addition: * The objectives of this clause are as follows: {a)to
minimise any likely adverse Impact of subdivision and development o the amenity of
neighbouring properties”,

Substitute (1) (a) to protect the amenity of existing neighbouring properties from
adverse impacts

(1)(b) leave as is
(1)(c) remove

Note: Council includes ihe phrase “suitable for its purpose” raising the question
“what purpose?”*

Clause 4.1B - remove| Council addition in its entirety

Council's addition will lead to site overdevelopment.

Height of Buildings: clause 4.3

Keep the Standard Instrument objective:

Add the Objective:

The height of a building on any iand is not to exceed the maximum height
shown for the land on the Height of Buildings Map.

- To protect the amenity oflexisting residents

)



Remove all Council added Objectives. ie remove clause 4.3 (1) and 4.3 (3).
Remove 4.1 B in its entirety ~ council's addition will lead to site overdevelopment

4.1B Exceptions to lot sizes in the R3 zone

(1) The objective of this clause is to enable medium density housing on a

range of lots sizes enabling development to respond to the site and
4o surrounding locality,

; (2) Notwithstanding subclause 4.1(2), there is no mimimum lot size for
. attached dwellings, detached dual occupancy, muiti dwelling housing
and residential flat buildings in the R3 zone.

comprehensive LEP for reasans that Lot size, when combined with floor space, is a
fundamental determinant of population density. Following recommendations in the
Australian Model Code for Residential Development (1989), the purpose of minimum lot
sizes is "to protect and enhange local amenity”.

Kensington Precinct maintair{ that minimum lot sizes must be restored to the

13 FSR

Clause 4.4 81 - Include thd objective:

- toprotect the amem‘lty of existing residents

Amend clause 4.4 as follows:

: (3) Despite subclause (2), the maximum fioor space ratio for a dwelling house or
E Semi-detached dwelling on'land identified in Zone R2 Low Density
Residential is:

(a) On merit - if the lot is legs than 300sgm;

(b) 0.75:1 — if the lot is between 301 - 450sqm; amend to 0.5: 1
(c) 0.65:1 ~ if the lot is between 451 - 600sqm; amend to 0.5: 1
(d) 0.6:1 ~ if the ot is greater than 600sqm; amend to 0.5:1

Zone R3 Medium Density Residential Zone FSRis:
0.9:1.

14 Clause 5.3 Development near zone boundaries [optional]

Delete Council's additions

ey




15  Botany Aquifer — Ke hsington environs ~ impact of tower block development

Include provisions relating to underground water, for example, requiring re-charge of the
aquifer from de-watering as required by the Department of Water Resources &
Management.

Insert the Aquifer provisions after 6.10 Stormwater management (draft DoP model
clause.

CAUTION - the lack of environmentai studies
In respect of incremental development over the Botany Aquifer:

(1) no detailed studies have ever been undertaken of the iMpact on the Aquifer of
incrementa! development of tower blocks, the evacuation of water and concrete filling of
sites; and

(2) no detailed studies have been undertaken of the impact, on existing federation and
walk-up residential development, of permanent removal of aguifer water in sandy soils
and concrete fill of sites housing tower biocks,

We believe that our homes are at increased risk of subsidence, since foundations are
located in shallow sandy soil. We hold Council and the State government liable for any
future damage to our homes. ,

16  Stormwater managemént

We believe that there ought to be included measures for storm water contro! to
encourage groundwater re-charge and reduce flooding.

17 Infrastructure

The draft LEP ought to make provision for upgrades to existing infrastructure in
preparation for the expected population influx.
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The General Manager RANDWICK CITY c,cosuCNc;L
Randwick Gity Council -
Frances Street

RANDWICK NSW 2031 ‘
Dear Slr

RE: PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO ‘RANDWICK LEP - KENSINGTON

Dear Mr Hazzard J
RE: PUBLIC HEARING - PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO RANDWICK LEP - KENSINGTON

I request a pubiic hearing or inquiry is held under the Environmental Planning and Assessrhent Act
1978, in relation to Randwick Gity Council's propased amendments to the current Randwick LEP,
object to Council's proposal which favours deveiopers over currentresidents, my main objectlons as
follows: - -

1. At present Kensingion does not quite reach the Standard Instrument requirements for B1
zoning, The rezoning proposed for the Kensington Town Centre to B2 Local Business is
unwarranted. Council has faited to provide a rational bases for The proposed 82 rezoning and the

" remarkable increase in building heights, currently proposed to be 25 metres, but with the flexibility
of SEPP 1, is likely-to be higher. Kensington is adjacent to large commercial areas such as . -
Kingstord and Randwick and dois not need to be subject to such over-development. Surgly the . -
planning mistakes of Kingsfordls monolithic town ¢entre buildings do nét have to be repeated on
this suburb which is stilt primarily residential and well serviced by ather adjacent commercial areas?

The rezoning alse opens the doors to the introduction of backpackers and brothels which is
indeed a poor prospect for families in the vicinity. Despite previous poor town planning outcomes,
somehow Kensington has managed to maintain a strong sense of community which is valued by
families. With the significant development of units to cater for singles such as students in and about
our suburb, it's time the Councii recognised the integrity of Kensington as a place for families: ,
Instead of further eroding the amenity of the single dwellings in favour of multi story developments,
recognise Kensington for what it was oragmally designed for - a "garden” suburb to be enjoyed by
tamilies, nét just high density housing to service the Hospitals and the University. High rise
development which does not mFerface with adjacent dwellings is poor town planning -
overshadowing, loss of privacy, inadequate parking all impact on current residents.

2. The removal of prescribed density/ FSR standards, set backs and external wall heights will
result in over-development of sites located in proximity to existing federation homes and loss of
privacy. Personal experience Has seen me battle three major developments in the immediate
vicinity of my home in recent yaars,; success in curtailing over-devélopment mainly dependant on
whether Council is prepared 1o support the residents and has the capacity to pay the pursuant legal
fees. With rezoning, the battles will be against greater heights and further poor design cutcomes for
the current residents.

3. Council's failure to consider environmental factors such as the Impagct on the underground
aquifer and conversely the impgct of the aquifer which is located a mere 1.5 metres below ground in
some areas. What is the future|impact on the aquifer of proposed 25 metre buildings in relation to
existing buildings and what impact will the aguifer have on these proposed buildings? Recently
built units in the area have sufféred cracking in walls, residents behevmg it to be from the changlng
ievels of the water {able,

H gl
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4. Council's failure to consider the impact on current and future residents regarding the
inadequate public transpont. EXisting bus routes are overloaded at peak times with no increases in
service o be provided. The talk of light rail is just that, talk; even if it is part of the solution. The
atiitude of the Council is to develop now and then disdruntled residents car Iobby for improved
transport sometirme in the future - years away.

5. ' Increased pressure onh open space is glso not addressed. If families are to be attracted into
units in order to satisty Councills need for "mixed dwellings" in the area, then thete will be turther
pressure on open space. The only open space in my area is "Kokoda Memorial Park® which is weil
utilised by residents as well as the local primary school. Careful consideration should be given to
rezoning which allows backpackers and brothels, when the location of this park directly adjacent to
the town centre, is taken into account. As it is, recent development of a boarding house adjoining
the park has seen a negative impact on the safety for the children - do we wish to jecpard|se
community satety? . .
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Kensington 2033 NSW

20/02/2012
ToScottNash , Randwick City Councll
Mayor of Randwick City Council
30 Francis Street
Randwick NSW 2031 29 FEB 2012
Hednrds KRR
Dear Mr Nash

Public Hearing — proposed amendments to Randwick LEP - Kensington

We request a public hearing or inquiry is held under the Environmental Planning &
Assessment Act 1979, in relation to Randwick Council's proposed amendments to the
Randwick LEP. We reject Council’s proposal which is skewed to developers.

We reject Council’s imposition on local residents conceming:

1.

At present Kensington does not quite reach the Standard Instriiment requirements for
B1 zoning. Thus, the huge increase in rezoning proposed by Council, for the
Kensington Town centre to B2 Local Business is unwarranted. Council has failed to
provide a rational basis for the (1) proposed B2 (commercial) rezoning and (2) drastic
increase in building heights, currently proposed to be 25m but with the fiexibility of
SEPP 1, is more than likely to result in 30 metre (or) higher buildings.

The removal of prescribed {1) density / floor space area standards (2) set backs and
(3) external wall heights will result in massive over-development of sites located in
proximity to existing federation homes and removal of any privacy afforded to existing
residents. Worse still existing residential amenity will no longer be protected but
merely ‘minimised”. le. residents have next to no chance of amending future
commercial proposed development.

Council's failure to consider environmental factors such as the impact on the
underground aquifer and vice versa, the impact of the underground aquifer, located a
mere 1.5metres below ground in some areas included in tower block zonings. First,
recent studies indicate that the water quality is aimost pure in Kensington. Second,
the water exerts an upward pressure and this is currently posing huge problems for
recently constructed compieted development in the environs of the University of
NSW. Specifically, what is the impact for existing homes and walk-up strata units?
What is the future impact on the aquifer of proposed 25 — 30 metre buildings in
relation o existing development.




4, Council’s failure to consider the need for upgraded public transport We have
thousands of daily commuters travelling to and from the University of NSW
Kensington and the public hospitals in Randwick. A vast development sky rise
expansion as planned by Council, requires the introduction of heavy rail to move the
daily masses of people. Existing bus corridors from the Southemn Peninsula - La
Perouse, Malabar, Little Bay and Maroubra, cany ful loads through Kensington. We
have been reliably informed by State Transit that Anzac parade will not support
increases in public bus| services.

buildings, one above the other, with poor amenity, reduced living space and little local
open space ~ Centennjal Park is too remote for young families requiring playground
space for children on a|day to day basis.

5. Social factors - the eﬂf of cramming in 21% Century families in residential flat
I

B. The lack of a playground for local children attending the Kensington Public Schoo!
limits the numbers that|can attend this local educational facility.

Yours faithfull
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From: W
Sent: Friday, 2 March 2012 1:13

To: LEPreview
Subject: Draft Comprehensive LEP
Attachments: img-301093659. pdf

Dear Karen Armstrong, ‘

We are the owners ofMRecenﬂy we received a letter (attached) from you
(F2010/00454) titled, "Draft Compre erswe ocal Environmental Plan — Public Exhibition".

As the owners of this property and life Wime constituents of the Randwick council, my wife and I completely
support the proposed amendment to thelzoning of our property. It makes sense and is line with the
properties surrounding our property. ‘

Please do not hesitate to contact us if y(Tu require further feedback / support.

Many Thanks ‘

| ||ll|” ]




28" March 2012

Karen Armstrong

Manager, Strategic Planning
Randwick City Council

30 Frances Street
Randwick, NSW 2031

Dear Karen,

LEP Review: re-zoning of 7712 -784A Anzac Parade and 104 Gale Road, Maroubra Junction

The approach taken by your office in preparing the draft LEP and conducting the public consultation
program is truly commendable. As a landowner affected by one of the rezoning recommendations in
the draft LEP, | found that your office was always available to discuss my concerns and explain the
ramifications of the proposed changes.

In relation to the rezoning of the above-mentioned sites, | note that the Council has recommended
R3 zoning with a FSR of 0.9:1 .and height control of 12m, with the potential to increase to 15 m
subject to a detailed assessment. This is a better solution than what was proposed in some of the
rezoning submissions.

| am confident that the Council proposed solution would allow smoother transition between the town
centre and the surrounding residential areas, integration of pre-existing developments, consistency in
zoning and land use, and many other benefits,

Therefore | support the recomandations made in the draft LEP in relation to the above mentioned
sites.

_Should you have any further queries, please do not hesitate to contact me.

v

This letter is also supported by landowners of:

Address , Name Signature

e
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RECEIVED

Ms Sima Trauvert .

; REGEPTION -
Head of Planning RANDWICK C”r;:r C%%L?NCIL
Randwick City Council

Dear Ms Truuvert
Re: Randwick Draft Local Environmental Plan 2012

Response re Heritage Items
A request to add Caerleon Crescent as a Heritage Consetvation Area

We would like to acknowledge the work Council has done in identifying
this area as a Heri Consetvation Area.

I have attached a petition signed in support by 5 households in support of the
proposal.
Unfortunately I could not get a response from 6 owners including one property which is
currently rented out. I had three owners say they were not in support.
I did not contact Chape} St residents or the other previously identified houses in
Frenchmans Rd although I think it would be good to offer these people the opportunity

too.

Yours sincetely

Rancwick City Gouncl
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30 March 2012

The General Manager
Randwick City Council
30 Frances Street
Randwick NSW 2031

via email: LEPreview®@ randwick.psw.gov.au

Re: Draft LEP Zoning - Kingsford Centre

| lodge this submission as a Kingsford resident and rate payer. | have concern for lack of adequate
planning controls and/or policies ro facilitate a desirable urban outcome for the Kingsford Centre.

Key concerns:

o Unclear urban design cuicome for Kingsford Centre including a DCP which is outdated and
over 15 years old. The DCP does not cover business zoned centre expansion sites.

s Lack of consideration of future centres hierarchy. Kingsford could potentially become a Town
Centre as one of the 3 bdokends to the Randwick Education and Health Specialised Centre
(other bookends being Randwick and Kensington). Keeping Kingsford as a village could be
detrimental to the success of the Spacialised Centre by limiting the residential and retail
capacity.

+ Rezoning of the KingsforL Markets without adequate policy. it is unclear how this site will
‘better connect’ (p.113 Business Centres Discussion Paper - Appendix) South Juniors Club
with the existing centre when there is no policy to encourage or enforce this. Potentially poor
outcome for Rainbow St?ret if car parking arrangements egress to Rainbow Street.

+ Proposed height control 24m for the Kingsford Markets site limits the ability to provide a taller
slender building which copld provide a better outcome on this site by allowing more solar
access through produc:inJ| a faster moving shadow. |

Recommendations:

* Defer rezoning the Kingstrd Markets site until adequate policy is in place i.e. DCP.

* Prepare and exhibit a comprehensive urban design study for the Kingsford centre to inform a
new or updated DCP as well as site specific LEP height and FSR controls. An individual
report for Kingsford Markets site is inadequate.

+ Council must acknowledge that a merit based assessment of the Kingsford Markets site wiil
result in the best outcoms for Kingsford.

s Councit must identify adequate location for Kingsford markets to occur.

Should you wish to discuss this matter further, please contact me at the above details or at

Yours Sincerely

L

[
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To
General Manager I
Randwick City Counciw _
30 Frances Street Randwick
RANDWICK NSW 2031 Chy Counci

PH : 02 9399 0999 | ~3 APR 2012

Dear sit/ madam | _
vy e is SR s
2032. |

Regarding the Part 8 of hw Exhibition Report of the Design
Collaborative of Lot 1 DP 120465, Lot DP 408111, Lot 1 DP 188265 and
Lot 1 DP 1135723.

Records Recaived

Proprietor of the land arf: STA and Randwick City Council.

I am writing in regards tb the site rezoning known as 1 - 21 Rainbow
Street or better known af The Kingsford Markets.

My concern being this land is adjacent to my Home, the Nine Ways
roundabout, Anzac Parade etc.
|
I went to a session on S?‘ltnurday 24 of March at Maroubra Library to get
an idea of the future planning for this site is, and learned that they are
considering building a set of units.

My worry is if they do go ahead and build a set of units in this part of
Kingsford, it will cause an even more dense population and an
infrastructure that will place the residents of the area at risk of danger as
the traffic is chaotic at the best of times.

My specific concerns for!the proposal are:

The design is not compatkble.«with the-character of the locality.

The design will impact negatively on amenities of adjoining and
neighbouring land in tenﬁ&of;._




Visual Bulk. |
Loss of Privacy. ‘
Overshadowing the i./iews.
Impact on traffic. |

Impact of PedestrianL.

Infrastructure Capacity of the Land.

Public Safety an Inconvenience when demolition/development start.

I would appreciate it if _)}ou take the issues I have raised into
consideration and let mﬁ know of any changes of the plans in the future.

With Regards ‘

March 29 2012




Bang The Table_| [admin@bangthetable.com]

Sent: Wednesday, 28| March 2012 5:18 PM
To: LEPreview .
Subject: An anonymous r.user completed 'Draft Comprehensive LEP '

An anonymous user just submitted the form 'Draft Comprehensive LEP ' with the responses below. A full
report of all form submissions is available within the activity report.

Name
Email
Phone

|
Address A

Type your Submission [ |do not agree with the proposed LEP height changes.

Upload and attach your Submission |

Clickihere to report this email as spam.
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From:
Sent: Sunday, 1 Apri] 2012 10:50 PM
To: LEPreview
Subject: Objection to the proposed reseoning
Dear Sir/Madam,
We are concerned about the proposed resohing in the local Environment plan and have 1o cbject to that. We have

been living in Coogee for § years and appreciated its village style.

The proposed rezoning will bring more noisi, more traffic, more pressure on parking and therefore negative impact
on Coogee environment.

Thank you in advance for consideration. ‘
T
_—

Click here to report this email as spam.
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From:

Sent: riday,

To: LEPreview

Cc: °

Subject: Draft LEP - Ref # 2010/00454

Good afternoon -

As per our conversation on Friday March 30, we wish to seck an extension (as long as possible owing to
persons circumstances) in which to make comments with regards to the LEP per your Reference #
2010/00454

I speak on behalf of many residents inciuding numbers 60, 64, 66, 68, & 70 Howard Street, Randwick who
never received any information pertaining to these proposals, and understandably would like the opportunity
to voice an opinion.

I look forward to meeting with you to discuss the matter further on Monday April 2

Kind reiards

Click here to report this email as spam.
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From: Bang The Ta‘:ﬂe [admin@bangthetable.com]
Sent: Saturday, 24 March 2012 12:30 PM

To: LEPreview

Subject: i raft Comprehensive LEP '

SR just submitted the form 'Drall Comprehensive LEP ' with the responses below. A full report of all
form submissions is available within the activity report.

Name | I
Ermail P
Phone

Address
Type your Submission . I am strongly against such changes to the building code.

Upload and attach your Submission

Clifk here to report this email as spam.
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From: Bang The Table {admin@bangthetable.com)
Sent: Thursday, 29 March 2012 7:01 PM
To: ' LEPreview
Subject: ida completed|Draft Comprehensive LEP '

¥ just submitted the form Draft Comprehensive LEP ' with the responses below. A full report of all form
submissions is available within the activity report.

Name
Email
Phone
Address

Type your Submission  The roads, the schools, and other amenities won't be able to handle all the

- population thrt the LEP will led with massive developments.

Upload and attach your
Submission

Click here to report this email as spam.
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From:

Sent: Monday, 2 April 2012 10:08 PM
To: General Mangger

Subject: Randwick Draft LEP 2012
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

The General Manager

In response to the exhibition of the draft Randwick LEP I request that council maintain the current 7.2 m
height limit in residential areas within the LEP (rather than the DCP)- including the Lurline Bay area and
that the density provisions for residential areas be retained in the LEP.

yours sincerely

Click here to report this email as spam,



From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
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Bang The Tabie [admin@bangthetable.com]
Monday, 2 Agril 2012 10:28 PM

LEPreview
An anonymous user completed 'Draft Comprehensive LEP '

An anonymous user just submitted the form 'Draft Comprehensive LEP ' with the responses below. A full
report of all form submissions is available within the activity report.

Name
Email
Phone
Address

Type your
Submission

Upload and
attach your
Submission

I object to the propo&ed LEP clauses which allow for increased density in the Council
area. The proposed LEP only contains a requirement for an overall height of buildings
without the additional requirement for a wall height restriction. I object to this. as it will
inevitably lead to increased size buildings being allowed for development.

Clicr here to report this email as spam.




Dowmsass)

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Bang The Table [admin@bangthetable.com)
Friday, 23 Mar¢ch 2012 3:14 PM

LEPreview

An anonymous user completed 'Draft Comprehensive LEP

An anonymous user just submitted the form 'Draft Comprehensive LEP ' with the responses below. A full
report of all form submissions is available within the activity report.

Name
Email
Phone
Address

Type your
Submission

Upload and
attach your
Submission

There are TWO aspeéts of the draft LEP which are of concern to me: 1. INCREASE IN

POPULATION DENSITY which would result from -the proposed increase in FSR -
amended/changed zoning (i.e. loss of the low density residential zone and merging of

two existing resident

jal zones into one zone), and -exclusion of external wall height from

the draft LEP 2. REZONING OF THE SOUTH END OF COOGEE BAY FROM

RESIDENTIAL TO

COMMERCIAL: This will have significant impacts on the bay, the

community and nearby residents such as increased noise and traffic, further pressure on
parking, more garbage, commercial signage, alcohol issues, over-development and more
built bulk on the foreshore

Click here to report this email as spam.
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From: Bang The Table [admin@bangthetable.com]

Sent: Monday, 2 April 2012 10:14 PM

To: LEPreview

Subject: An anonymous user completed 'Draft Comprehensive LEP '

An anonymous user just submitted the form 'Draft Comprehensive LEP ' with the responses below. A full

report of all form submissions is availab

le within the activity report.

Name S

Email

Phone

Address South Coogee

Type your I object to the INCREASE IN DENSITY (proposed increase in FSR, amended/changed

Submission zoning (i.e. loss of lgw density zone and merging of two existing zones into one zone) &
exclusion of external wall height from the draft LEP. The removal of the wall height
restriction will resulf in larger dwellings being approved for development even though
the FSR requirements are still in the draft LEP. FSRs are constantly exceeded in
residential developments.

Upload and .

attach your

Submission

Clic

here to report this email as spam.
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From: ‘Bang The Tame [admin@bangthetabie.com]
Sent: Tuesday, 27 March 2012 10:02 PM

To: LEPreview

Subject: ida completed 'Draft Comprehensive LEP '

ida just submitted the form ‘Draft Comprehensive LEP ' with the responses below. A full report of all form
submissions is available within the activity report.

Name

Email

Address

Type your We are very concsj[:ned that this new plan will increase density population in a level
Submission that will be not a sustainable living. The existing infrastructure are not sufficient for the
population we are expecting with the developments as designed in the new LEP.

Upload and
attach your
Submission

Click here to report this email as spam.

|
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From: Bang The Table [admin@bangthetable.com]

Sent: Tuesday, 27 March 2012 10:30 PM
To: LEPreview
Subject: ida completed 'Draft Comprehensive LEP '

ida just submitted the form 'Draft Comprehensive LEP ' with the responses below. A full report of all form
submissions is available within the activity report.

Name
Email
Phone
Address i

Type your This LEP is de{igned to give space to new massive developments with a high
Submission increase of population. The consequences will be a disaster without the appropriate
infrastructure.

Upload and attach :
your Submission ‘

Click here to report this email as spam.




From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Do uuglés

Bang The Table [admin@bangthetable.com]
Tuesday, 13 March 2012 7:38 PM

LEPreview
An anonymoué_ user completed 'Draft Comprehensive LEP '

An anonymous user just submitted the form 'Draft Comprehensive LEP ' with the responses below. A full
report of all form submissions is available within the activity report.

Name
Email
Phone
Address
Type your

Kibmission *

Upload and
attach your
Submission

; Wit regard to the draft LEP we very much oppose the raising of the height limit for
¢ buildings in our precinct from 9.5 metres to 12 metres. We also oppose the increasing of

plot density from .65:1 to .9:1. Both proposed measures would downgrade greatly the
amenity of the area bounded by Carrington Road, Dolphin Street, Courland Street and
Coogee Street, The existing residential mix in this precinct is of older style single
dwellings and two orf three storey flats. Already, parking within these streets is
problematic with many residents having only street parking. Additionally, the current
plot ratio allows for the growth of vegetation which absorbs both heat and noise to
enable a better sense|of amenity. It would be a retrograde step to consign this area to a
proliferation of higher, denser dwellings. The first "victims" of such a change would be
the single dwellings which despite their smaller land area would no doubt see their titles
gradually amalgamated by developers to facilitate further building infill. It is the mix of
houses and flats, gardens and trees which make Randwick a special place to live. Change
the planning rules and this particular area risks becoming a ghetto of only rented flats
and temporary residents.

Click here to report this email as spam.
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From:

Sent: Friday, @ March 2012 9:40 AM
To: LEPreview

Subject: LEP 2012 Comments

Dear sir/madam
My wife and I visited the Bowen Librar
staff, some aspects of the LEP 2012 .
the burden of living next door to 2 derel
a block of land, many years ago, thatr
originally the backyards of properties in
Court, was not delegated to any property
separate entity. More recently, it appears
shaped block and incorrectly zoned.
QOur main concerns are as follows:

on ]l March 2012 to examine and discuss, with your very helpful
and have for many years had
). These owners purchased
which was

ock of land that was originally a Tennis

r and was for many years shown on Randwick Council plans as a

5 to have been included with nd shown as an L-

ct properties

clusion of the old Tennis Court land with severely impact on the

1. Development ow the in
perties in Wilson Stre¢

privacy of the pro
2. The conditions of
tenanted and unhealthy for the tenants.

it and

, Maroubra are an eyesore and derelict. Both houses are
¢ often have to hire pest controllers to eliminate vermin and

cockroaches coming from those properties.
Your records will show that we have cdmplamed about this before to your Health Department and nothing

appears to have been done,

3. Randwick Council is always very concerned about the street scape and we find it incredible how you can
allow these properties to continue in this derelict state. The council spends a lot of time and money

beautifying the park and Jack Vanney R
and very prominent in the street.
4

Beautiful newly built units a

eserve for visttors to the area, and these properties are an eye-sore

as been on the market for sale for close to 2 years. Real Estate agents have

tol! us !!at t!e main opposition in the street is the run-down condition o

as also had the same problems with prospective

purchases. The Marine Parage street scape is essential in the overall look of the area and unfortunately we

will never compare favourably with Coogee and other beach areas.

5. Several times over the years we have
units at next door,

complained about the ugly garbage bins left out at the block of
in full view to visitors to the park. They have a garbage bin room

that is not used but the council refuses to do anything about it. This is another ugly eyesore that could easily
be eliminated. When the units where built, the council required all bins to be put in the garbage room at all

times. This is not being done.

We have lived am Maroubra for over 50 years and brought up our family here. We have
always loved the area but unfortunately t i iorati .

the road north of Torrington Road has be;:en neglected for many years,

Thank you for taking the time to read ou

writing.

yours sincerely

the area is slowly deteriorating and unkempt. Even the surface of

r concerns. Your staff suggested that we put our concerns in




From:

Sent: onday, ril 2012 3:40 PM
To: LEPreview !

Subject: FW: Draft Comprehensive LEP

I!: |eprewe!gran!wm!.nsw.gov.au

Subject: Draft Comprehensive LEP
Date: Mon, 2 Apr 2012 15:10:07 +1000

Dear Sirs,

i I have the following comments to make on|this proposal :-

1 1. Height of Buildings Map - Sheet HOB_ 008
Areas 4 & 5, bounded by Marine Parade, McKeon $t, Fenton $t, and Mons Avenue, Maroubra Beach, proposed 'Q’,
19metres, is excessively high, and togethet with the existing Seals Club building could result in a ‘wall' effect along
the Marine Parade frontage. This is out of keeping with the present amenity.
2. Floor Space Ratio Map - Sheet FSR_00
The proposed FSR of 0.5m maximum, particularly in the area of The Spot, bounded by St Pauls St, Perouse Rd, and

Howard St. will impose severe, and in my view unjustified, restrictions on property owners wishing to carry out
alterations and improvements to their properties. It should be retained at least at the 0.65:1, if not increased to (.7:1

Yours faithfulty

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sent:
To:
Subject:

S

Do iu ST

Bang The Table [admin@bangthetable.com]
Sunday, 1 April 2012 10:46 PM
LEPreview

st submitted the form 'Draft Comprehensive LEP ' with the responses below. A full report of

1 form submissions is available within the activity report.

Name
Email
Phone
Address

Type your
Submission

Upload and
attach your
Submission

|——

We live at . We cannot determine how this LEP will
impact us. I'Mave made a 1alr eitort to understand the LEP documents. They are very
extensive and so require a greate effort to understand for the lay person. I can see that
under the LEP we will be Residential Zone 3, which equates to RLEP 2B & 2C
Residential. We do not understand if this means there will be any change to existing
permitted land use. I an see that we appear to be part of Proposed Heritage Conservation
Areas Boundary amendments and new Heritage Conservation Area for Draft LEP 2012 -
North Randwick sectjon, p253 of 376. I cannot see any specific rezoning comments
(p277+) for Monmouth St. We are very concerned that some changes may be permitted
that will adversely impact the amenity of our local environment. We would be grateful if
some one could clarify the impact of the LEP on our street and the immediate vicinity.

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Victoria Gavan

From: —
Sent: riday, 24 February 2012 9:53 AM

To: LEPreview

‘Subject: my commnets regarding LEP Review

Dear Sir,

As a long term resident of the Kingsford community of over 40 years [ am continually seeing my quality of

life and enjoyment of my community eroded by plans/changes that only benefit speculators and developers.

[ live in an area bounded by Houston road, See Street, Borrodale Road and Doncaster Avenue. I understand
the current climate/policy of urban conselidation but surely it is obvious that Kingsford has more than
contributed to this policy.

This is one of the few areas in Kingsford that has had a two level restriction and it would be preferable by
the majority of people that live here to ratain this residential characteristic instead of transforming the area
into more multi level developments that have infiltrated our Kingsford Community.

I have read all the press releases stating that the changes will not effect the existing zoning and that it is only
a change of wording.....if this is the caselwhy change?

I am sure that everyone that lives in this area would like the area exempt from the proposed changes to the
zoning.

Thanks

EF

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Ave

General Manager
Randwick City Council
30 Frances St
Randwick NSW 2031

28" March 2012

DRAFT COMPREHENSIVE LEP 2012
Dear Sir/Madam,

| am writing regarding the “Draft Local Environmental Plan — Public Exhibition” letter sent to
residents on 21 February 2012

May | say that | found the letter to be conspicuously vague and misleading.

I am concerned that although |E[he letter states “the draft LEP has been prepared consistent
with State Government planning templates and strategies...” , that this is not the case. A
new LEP demands a complementary Development Control Plan {DCP). No new DCP has
been made, nor is one in prospect for perhaps a year. | think action on the LEP should be
deferred until the complemenq:ry DCP is ready.

| have had feedback from neighbours who have attended the library to view the plans. They
found the plans contained in a folder so detailed, that they said it would take them hours to
digest the material. | do not find that this whole process has been transparent or well
advertised in our community, rIthink I would be correct in saying that most people are not

aware of what is going on and this worries me.
A few points that | am particulirly against are:

1. The increased wall heights. These should be restored to the current Wall Height
standard, so that we don’t end up with 3 storey buildings with flat roofs.

2. Keep the minimum separation distance between houses. | don’t want to be right on
top of my neighbours and this would happen if they're allowed to build right to the

boundary.

| hope you will take my concerns into consideration.

Yours Sincerely,




Doly S

S*?‘:Lf.

AR
gt L —
3o iw P eyy o *
Ranolircel, NSW 2031 Ranawick Ctty Counch
Dear Al 23 MAR 202
2o ‘1) L Lee Racorda Radsived
I‘-‘-LJ-‘L""Q{VJU"" Daadb LeP -FOI"WMM?M W@MLE"-
Aoveg Mt audosrnd I Ao ofohen Yo didh ol 4ccsinie

dotisl 2t Bebe 20,2, &%

L%

I B
u.{-ot oo aediig g Ao Bt REP Develajomint
M;::Wté%m:m%% mars DO P B2
4 b WM:L bt Lo ity

ldaao-

Heercie this wmjastond- bl 7
Jorad e fla ,cg.t&".[,@mwmm

haok tnpailan b cfﬁ;, 3‘-' ;W.d
o M 1gbos wsere tuedl =

+ ' -
e BB
Loeal

A

_ o ' +efouted -
WMMW%W Lauls

Mgl wrall s eoudl 4 thereased Lo

by ik a .{Ja.l'—-l..o% cocdd A ’344.0.&7" |

Sgitolise o




From:

. Sent:
To:
Subject:

|
Do 1 SE182-

Bang The Table [admln@bangthetable com]
Sunday, 1 April 2012 7:41 PM

LEPreview
An anonymodys user completed 'Draft Comprehensive LEP'

An anonymous uset just submitted the form 'Draft Comprehensive LEP ' with the responses below. A full
report of all form submissions is available within the activity report.

Name
Email
Phone
Address

Type your
Submission

Upload and
attach your
Submission

Dear Sir / Madam, With regard to the proposed inclusion of 7 residential lots in a section
of Higgs Street, Randwick, to the Conservation list, particularly with regard to the street
scape aspect of this consideration as discussed with several council officers, we feel that
given the current state of the street scape is a varietal mix of visual appeals that has no
consistency of style, either with the banked retaining walls or mixed design footpaths. In
addition to the two lots that we own of the seven proposed lots that may be affected by
this Conservation amendment in the draft LEP, there are also two small apartment blocks,

"a semi and two other stand alone properties that may be included in this expanded area.

Having already had draft renovation plans drawn for our dual lot property that were
sympathetic to the current / or to be amended design considerations under the current LEP
/ amended LEP 2012, we feel that these design compliances are adequate to maintain the
current street scape without the need to include these lots or others within the
conservation area. Having spoken with our neighbour who has been a resident in the
proposed conservation area of Higgs Street for more than 40 years, we understand that
there have been many and continuous additions and changes to all these propetrties over
this time, creating a more eclectic street scape than one of maintained originality. We
would welcome any comment or question, or direct inspection to view this section of
Higgs Street, as [ understand that this expanded Conversation inclusion comes from a
report first published, in 2000. Please do not hesitate to contact us. Kind regards, -

Click here to report this email as spam.
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From: Bang The Ta&:le [admin@bangthetable.com]

Sent: Monday, 2 April 2012 7.04 AM

To: LEPreview

Subject: An anonymoT user completed 'Draft Comprehensive LEP '

An anonymous user just submitted the form 'Draft Comprehensive LEP ' with the responses below. A full
report of all form submissions is available within the activity report.

Name
Phone -
Address —

Type your I strongly oppose th}proposal to increase height of buildings in Maroubra Beach town

Submission centre, clause 4.3B. Allowing further over-height development will not improve the
appearance of the existing seals club building, and will only extend the height mismatch
to the next adjacent buildings. The ridiculous rationale for this proposal could apply
equally in all directions leading to unconstrained development. Increased heights and
density in Maroubra [Beach town centre will harm, not benefit the community. This
proposal is putting developer greed ahead of community. The low development levels in
Maroubra is essential to Maroubra’s identity and uniqueness, and should be protected.
strongly oppose the removal of clauses relating to minimum landscaped area (clauses
20E of Randwick LEP 1998 consolidated). Randwick council has led many programs to
improve biodiversity and encourage native wildlife corridors through the city. By
removing these provisions from the LEP we are allowing developers to concrete an
entire development site. This unfortunately has been a very common approach in the past
with examples all along our street. Furthermore this change will result in both increased
problems with stormivater management and increased use of tap water in the garden as
rainfall is unable to soak into the ground. Please do not let developers return to their old
ways just to save a few dollars on landscaping and maintenance. This chang is putting
developers ahead of community. Finally, I want to express my concern that the removal
of this minimum lar_ﬂ:eaped area clause has not been flagged in any way for the

community reader. The 2012 draft is in a completely different layout to the 1998, and
comparison of the dacuments is not trivial. I am concerned about what other changes
may be there the are not immediately obvious.

Upload and
attach your
Submission

Click|here to report this email as spam.
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Sent: unday, 1 April 2012 8:45 PM

To: l.EPreview
Subject: draft Comprehensive LEP

Dear Sir/Madam

As a ratepayer resident in %Randwick, my first issue with the LEP is that it is very difficult to
ascertain what changes are proposed. The|FAQ should have explained what exactly is changing for each
neighbourhood.

I am not happy that there are a number of changes to the type of buildings which are allowed to be built {permitted
with consent) in Zone R3. I strongly believi that business premises, car parks, office premises, hostels, shops,
restaurants or cafes and hotels should not}e built in the same residential zone I live in. And of course such premises
should not be allowed in zone R2, as appears to be proposed (with consent).

I have been advised that the draft LEP will change the residential zone applicable to the northern end of Monmouth
Street & its surrounding areas so that there are significantly less restrictions an types of building there than currently
apply - I strongly disagree any such move

regards

!!n!wic! 2031 ‘

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sent: ay, TApri 2012 8:30 PM

To:
Cc: _
Subject: +Height incraase

The recent height increase proposed by council is out of character with the area and will only increase our shadowing
and problems expeienced by Surfers Paradise and othe suburbs decimated by increasing height levels. All these
councils who oversaw these planning controls wish they could go back in time to change thier actions . In Europe ,
France and other beautifull timeless countries who have 5 storey limits in the CBD and less in provincial areas with -
most visitors arriving to observe the fantastic timeless architecture . The councils decision to increase the density will
only increase traffic congestion,parking problems, increased Infrastructure problems including waste services
resulting in lowering of prices. Once this decision is made you can never go back hence | urge council to consider this
as a grave decision they must not be made. Thank you

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sent: unday, 1 April 2012 8:08 PM

To: LEPreview
Ce: office@hazzard. minister.nsw.gov.au
Subject: Draft LEP 2(112

General Manager,

Suggestions |

1} To avoid a legislative vacuum, defer action on the LEP until the complementary
DCP is ready. 4

2} Strengthen the development standards by making them mendatory rules.

3)

i

4y

5)

6)
7}
8}
9)

To maintain light penetration to houses and flat buildings, restore the Wall
Height standards to the LEPW

Restore the minimum subdivision standards to 49@, 45@ and 908 M2

Cut back the FSR's to 0.5, e.‘s and .8 for dwellings, low-rise flats, 3-4 Storey
flats.

Restore the Landscaped area development standard to the LEP,

Restore the minimum frontage |standards to the LEP.

Supply definitions of "low-", "medium-" and "high density” in the LEP,

Eliminate the extremely high buildings in Kensington, Kingsferd, Maroubra and
Matraville,

1e) Abandon the rezoning to 2B commercial at Carr St. at the South end of

Coogee Beach. ‘

Residents of Coogee. ‘
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From: )

Sent: : arg :

To: LEPreview; office@hazzard. minister.nsw.gov.au
Subject: Randwick Draft Local Environmental Plan 2012

I strongly object to any changes in the LEP Plan and request a dferrment of any action
Many of the substantial changes are harmful to residents and need to be removed.
It is essential that the wall height standards be restored to maintain light penetration
to existing buildings Also, restore the minimum frontage standards and landscape

development standard to the LEP
FSRs need to be cut back to @.5 for dwellings, @.6 for low-rise flats and ©.8 for 3-4

storey flats I have registered for|the public hearing




1% April 2012

Mr. Ray Brownlee
General Manager
Randwick City Council
30 Frances Street
Randwick NSW 2031

Dear Mr. Brownlee

Thank you for the invitatig

Environmental Plan (LEP),

As residents of Randwick
established neighbourhoo

Our key request, after revi
controls and developments

We look to the recently ap;
exceeds current LEP contr
(SEE) document dated Jun
¢ Overall maximum
of 15m, and exceed

External wall comn

PowsS 7 ;’1.(’7

n to provide feedback regarding the Randwick Draft Local
¢ oppose developments that will increase bulk to well
, many of which are conservation areas.

ewing the LEP, is that there is more consistency between LEP
approved at council.

proved development at 39 Waverley Street that grossly
ols. We refer to the Statement of Environmental Effects
e 2011, regarding the property.

height: “The proposed overall height amounts to a maximum
Is the LEP standard by 3m”

nents: “The proposed extemal wall height amounts to a

maximum of 14.7 m. This exceeds the LEP standard by 4.7m”

Floor space ratio (¥

fSR) “The proposal has a FSR of 1.09:1 and exceeds the

development standard of 0.44:1”

We note that the reason pr
level that becomes the re:
in the Draft LEP. In the ca|
such a ratio could only be
approval.

pvided for the increased FSR is due to the addition of a loft

asg;n for exceeding the maximum height. The new FSR is 0.9m

of the development at 39 Waverley Street, it appears that
achieved through additional non-regulation building height

We are extremely concerngd that given the precedence set by the approval at 39

Waverley Street, and what

seems to be an increase in the FSR in the Draft LEP, future

developments will continug to add height and bulk to the established area of Randwick.

Yours sincerely
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From:

Sent: ursday,

To: LEPreview

Subject: Draft Comprehgnsive LEP
Submission:

The proposed zone R3 (Medium Density Residential) merges two existing zones. One of these
zones is specifically designed to protect low density areas. The new zone gives no such
specific or nominated protection, realise that Council must follow the State Government
template for the new planning scheme to the extent as shown in black type on the latest
publication. I note however there is room for local additions as shown in red type.

In order to give some recognition pf existing low density areas, the fifth objective as
stated under the R3 zoning can easily be expanded to read as follows;

*To protect the amenity of residents in both low and medium density areas.’

This is a simple addition and give_k some small recognition of the varied densities within
those residential areas coming within the proposed Zone R3, '
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