
IGLU: Despite receiving over 200 submissions opposing the development at 60-78 Regent Street, the 
Planning Assessment Commission approved that development in August 2015. 
 
A summary of the assessment process for two State significant developments in Regent Street Redfern is 
provided below: 
Building 1 - Mixed Use Student Accommodation at 60-78 Regent Street, Redfern (SSD 6724) 
Construction commenced on site. 

·         the Department completed a thorough assessment of the proposal including agency and 
community consultation.  The City of Sydney was generally supportive of the proposal, however as 
126 submissions were received the application was referred to the Planning Assessment 
Commission (the Commission) for determination. 

·         on 12 August 2015 the Commission held a public meeting and heard from six registered 
speakers all opposed to the proposal. 

·         on 25 August 2015, the Commission determined the development be approved subject to a 
number of conditions. 

·         the Department is aware of the compliance issues raised by Mr Tyson Donnelly and has 
completed an investigation into matters of possible non-compliance.  An Official Caution has been 
issued to the applicant and the contractor to ensure notification requirements for Asbestos Removal 
(Condition D8) are appropriately addressed.  The investigation found the applicant was generally 
compliant with all other requirements, however the Department will continue to monitor operations 
on the site. 

·         no further compliance action has been undertaken. 

Issues with IGLU. 

The department has taken no responsibility for managing this development since they sweepingly 

approved it. It has proved near impossible to get clear answers out of any one in relation to the final 

certified plans. The compliance team has taken over 2 months to answer 4 simple points which are: 

1.      An historical archaeological assessment not being undertaken prior to demolition works 

commencing and the details of the excavation director not being forwarded to the Heritage Council 

as per condition C3. 

 

2.      Construction and Environmental Management Plan not submitted to the Certifying Authority 

(identified below as Steve Watson & Partners), the Department of Planning and Environment and 

City of Sydney Council as per condition C11. 

 

3.      Notification of asbestos removal both in writing and signage as per condition D8 not being 

undertaken. 

 

4.      The site notice not describing the details of the project as per the requirement of condition 

D27. 

Answers which I still do not have. The biggest problem is the Department of planning dismisses my 

questions as the council's problem and then the council has no idea about the particulars of the 

project as it was all approved at a state level. This leaves many gaps in accountability. Teritus 

Greyling and Simon Truong have been particularly obstructionist ever since I called into question the 

accuracy of their responses to me. 

 



Building 2 – Mixed Use development, 80-88 Regent Street, Redfern SSD 7080 
Application currently being assessed. 

This proposal is currently being rigorously assessed by the Department.  The assessment process to 
date has included: 

·         agency and community consultation.  The City of Sydney (the City) has objected to the 
proposed development largely due to non-compliance with the height controls for the 
site.  Additional issues raised include, adequate solar access, appropriate setbacks, podium 
design and the functionality of the proposed child care centre. 

·         the Department has coordinated two meetings with both the applicant and the City to 
discuss the issues identified. 

·         22 public submissions have been received to date, with 19 objecting to the proposal.  The 
Department has written to objectors located in adjacent buildings offering a site visit to further 
discuss issues raised and assess potential view loss as a result of the proposal. 

·         on 1 April 2016, Departmental representatives visited Ms Julianne Jo’s apartment at 157 
Redfern Street, Redfern to discuss the potential impacts of the proposal. 

·         The Department understands the applicant is currently working to address issues raised in 
public submissions and by the City. 

 

Very briefly the main changes, as I understand them are: 

-          Introduction of additional commercial floors at the lower levels; 

-          Reduction in the number of residential apartments from 79 to 56; 

-          Reduction to the tower floorplate - specifically an increased setback to the northern boundary 
(to the Iglu student accommodation development). 

THESE ARE VERY MINOR CHANGES! 
 
My major concern with this proposal at 80-88 Regent Street is that it joins the development at 60-78 
Regent Street and as a result, we will lose ALL our natural direct eastern sunlight. 
 
Apart from it being an over development for the site, there should at least be spacing between the two 
buildings to allow some sunlight to flow into the affected Gibbons Street properties, similar to what 
has been created around Darling Harbour, where the high rise buildings are spaced apart.     
 
The properties located on the eastern side of Gibbons Street will also suffer a great loss of privacy.  
 
The community’s major concern is when we have the opportunity of transforming Redfern into a warm 
area in which we can live, high rise ‘cold’ buildings are being approved, similar to the ghettoes up in 
Kettle Street which we approved in the 1960s.  
 
60-78 Regent Street should never have been approved and this application should also be declined in 
its present form, because of its bulk and the affectation on the neighbouring buildings, residents and 
the community in general. 

 

 



These are the main issues with the new development: 

80-88 Regent St 

I strongly object to this development. This is another example of how developers take advantage of 

the SSD scheme. Developments that would otherwise be subject to City of Sydney planning 

framework or provide benefit to the community are given a near free pass by the State Department 

of Planning, a department that cares very little for the needs and lifestyle of existing residents and 

community members. 

 

There are a host of reasons this development should not go ahead including: 

 

● The Building Separation between the development and URBA 

● View loss and solar amenity 

● Wind Tunnel 

● Childcare centre drop off/parking: 

 

 

The Building Separation between the development and URBA: 

This Development infringes on the 8m Regent St setback yet makes no effort to increase the building 

separation from URBA. The development wants all the benefits of a wider building while doing 

nothing to lessen the impact on the surrounding buildings. This building will be less than 11m away 

from living spaces in the URBA development and dramatically block views and solar access. It also 

violates the RFDC building separations that should increase with height, which reduces the impact of 

towering buildings and also provides increasing levels of privacy. If this development wishes to 

directly tower over Regent st it should add those gained meters to the back of the development 

increasing separation from URBA and maintaining surrounding amenity. 

 

View loss, Solar amenity and Privacy: 

With the approval of IGLU, views and solar amenity have already been severely affected to both the 

157 Redfern st ‘Deicota’ building and the 7-9 Gibbons st ‘URBA’ building. This development would 

completely entomb the surrounding apartments, further cutting out solar access well below the 

minimum 2 hours of direct sunlight to a significant number of apartments. 

 

More importantly a building that close, combined with the approved IGLU development cuts out any 

ambient solar amenity that exposure to the open sky provides. This increases the need for artificial 

lighting and negatively impacts the energy efficiency of the apartments, which is at odds with the 

City of Sydney’s objectives. View loss is severe, all eastern views from URBA would be lost and the 

remaining southern views from 157 Redfern st will be dramatically reduced. I note on the provided 

visual impact analysis the misleading nature of ‘maintained view areas’. The views indicated at the 

top of the diagrams do not exist as they would be completely blocked by IGLU, the only way any 



apartment from ‘Deicota’ could look anywhere but the now reduced southern view is if they leaned 

over their balcony. The apartments from URBA would have no NE view at all. 

 

 

Privacy is a major concern for the URBA development. There would be an imposing development 

only 11m away allowing a clear, intimate view into the private space of existing residents. While an 

adequate distance away from the ‘Deicota’ development this building will completely enclose the 

bulk of apartments on the eastern side. This is not New York or Hong Kong, I don’t see the need to 

encase so many residents within walls of concrete. 

 

Wind Tunnel: 

The wind analysis provided is inadequate. The impact on the ‘Deicota’ Building is likely to be severe. 

Southerly winds already batter these apartments, the creation of a wind tunnel when both Iglu and 

this new development are built would create unliveable and dangerous conditions. I ask that a more 

in-depth study be conducted as the Redfern area is currently suffering major wind issues. Especially 

Redfern st between Gibbons and Regent.  

 

Childcare centre drop off/parking: 

While their plans to add a childcare centre to the area are commendable, they have provided almost 

no drop off parking, proposing only 2 spots instead of the required 8 for a centre of this size. No 

matter the justification that people would “catch the train” we know this is not a reality for many 

busy and working parents. This will create a major hazard in the morning and afternoon blocking 

Marion St/William Ln and potentially parking access to 157 Redfern St. The development needs to 

provide a better parking plan and more temporary drop off locations that do not impact existing 

public space. 

 


