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SUBJECT:

SUBM¡SSION - HOMEBUSH BAY BRIDGE - PROJECT
APPLICATION MP l0-0192 Proposed public transport and
pedestrian / cycleway br¡dge across Homebush Bay
(Wentworth Point to Rhodes)

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Assessment for the

Homebush Bay Bridge Application. Auburn City Council recognises that the proposed bridge could
provide a new infrastructure facility linking the communities of Wentworth Point and Rhodes.

However, it is Council's view that the application must be assessed concurrently with the Planning

Proposal to increase the building envelope controls that apply to Wentworth Point, as the two
proposals are inextricably linked.

As previously indicated, Auburn City Council has resolved (ltem 097110 - April 21,2010) to support

the proposal for the Homeþush Bay Bridge subject to it being;

"..undertaken at no financial cost, nor /oss of Secflbn 94 contributions to Auburn
City Council" and "That Council not accede to any density rncreases until Council
has considered and agreed to a revised master plan"'

We recommend that the proposal be deferred and be considered concurrently with the Planning

Proposal and Voluntary Planning Agreement, This is to ensure that the Wentworth Point and

Rhódes Communities are not burdened with additional density that would result in further pressure

on the existing infrastructure, including a traffic and transport network that is already at capacity, and

no certainty as to whether the Homebush Bridge will ever be constructed.

Council wishes to stress that should the Homebush Bay Bridge application and the Planning

Proposal to increase building envelope controls proceed, it should not be regarded as being in lieu

of Section 94 Developer Contributions or Contributions in-kind that will be required to meet the

needs of the future population.

ln the context of the above, Council wishes to raise the following related issues / concerns:
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STRATEGIC CONTEXT

2.1 Justification and conclusion Part D Ghapter 20; Also Executlve Summary pp v-vii

There is insufficient strategic justification for the bridge proposal in terms of key strategic
themes, which are identified in NSW State Plans and strategies.

There is insufficient information to justify the stated benefits or to demonstrate community
interest or demand for the bridge - as there is no reference to any demand survey, needs
analysis, community survey, demographic analysis, social, economic and amenity impact
assessment.

Comment:_ Communitv lnterest and Demand

The stated project justification is for a pedestrian, cyclist and buses bridge "which would potentially

improve accessibility and connectivity" regionally and within the Wentworth Point, Rhodes and

Sydney Olympic Park area.

There is insufficient information - modelling data, community surveys, etc to verify potential demand
for the travel connections mentioned within Rhodes, Wentworth Point, the ferry wharf, and Sydney
Olympic Park facilities.

There has been no attempt to test and justify the stated benefits of the proposed bridge, via travel
surveys and travel data collection, telephone surveys, mail back surveys, observational surveys,

internet based surveys and GPS surveys. The modelling did not consider qualitative attributes

associated with travelling modes, such as comfort, weather, safety, reliability etc

There is no indication of the extent of community support for the bridge proposal, and whether there

has been any significant discussion on the proposed increases to the building envelope controls.

2.14 Homebush Bay West Development Control Plan

The DCP requires development to occur over 9 individual allotments. The development is required
to occur either in an easUwest direction (from Hill Road to the foreshore) or in a south to nofth

direction (from Footbridge Boulevard and extending to the north along Hill Road). Council has to-

date appioved 2 develópments under the Billbergia DGP (DA-38/2011 and DA11112O10) which
indicate.that the developer's intention is to develop the site In a south to north direction. To this

extent, the bridge development would not physically impact on the buildings approved by Council

thus far, as theie is a substantial separation between the eastern terminus of the bridge and the

buildings approved to the west.

The approved construction levels for the site under the DCP (and as thus far approved by C_ouncil)

will involve a street level of approximately RL 2.5 m at Hill Road rising to height of around RL7,5m at

Ridge Road and then falling back to around RL2.5 at the foreshore. The bridge design appears to be
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connecting at the highest point at Ridge Road. This design is, broadly speaking, consistent with the
original DCP design and would not appear to create any major impediments to the future
development of the precinct.

The DCP makes provision for the creation of a footbridge connecting adjacent to the eastern end of
Footbridge Boulevard, and extending over and within the urban park as detailed in the DCP. lt is
noted that the footbridge envisaged by the DCP differs from the new bridge design currently
proposed in that the current proposal links directly to Footbridge Boulevard so as to provide for
vehicular traffic as well as pedestrian/cycle linkS compared with the DCP design of a
pedestrian/cycle bridge only, and being connected to the designated parkland space.

Comment: lssue of lncreased Buildino Envelooe Controls

While current permissible development under the HBW DCP is approximately 7,000 dwellings, the
intended DCP changes to support the proposed bridge development will result in an additional 1,353
dwellings (8,349 dwellings in total).

The bridge would connect with the portion of the land at'Wentworth Point identified as Lot 122 DP

1156412. This allotment, together with the adjoining western land parcel (Lol121 DP 1156412) are
affected by the No,1 Burroway Road DCP 2006 (the DCP), which is generally known as the
Billbergia Masterplan.

It is noted that these proposed changes to the current planning control provisions are different to the
variation put forward by the Department in its letter to Gouncil dated 16 November 2010 (Attachment
C). Auburn City Council, at its meeting on 21 April 2010, resolved "2) That Billbergia and Payce /
Sekisui House submit a revised masterplan of the site to Council" and "3) That Council not accede
to any density increase until Council has considered and agreed to the revised masterplan".

While the Department has previously informed Council it will seek Gouncil's opinion on the impacts
of the any proposed DCP building envelope controls, this consultation has not occured.

As stated in the EA report (Appendix G - Appendix G p 5) "The proposal will also involve additional
floorspace of permissible development, based on the increased accessibility and amenity offered by

the proposed HBB. ln particular, the proposed DCP changes are said in the EA to include provision
for:

. lncrease residentialfloor space by about 105,000 m2

¡ lncrease building heights in a number of areas from 32 metres / 8 storeys to between 48 and

91 metres (16 to 25 storeys).

. Make changes to streets and local land use to improve the integration of the bridge landing".

Furthermore in its response dated 20th December 2010, Council indicated it would not suppoft an

increase in the building envelope controls for the area as the current controls are consídered to be

the appropriate vision for the area. lt was also noted that there is no new urban planning framework
of urban design principles that would underpin the new vision. Thus the proponent's urban design
justification falls well-short of any robust urban design review for the peninsula.
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5 Proposal cost and funding (Part B Ghapter 5)

Proposal Cost Section 5.1

There is no reference to the RTA's Guidelines for the Economic Evaluation of Pedestrian Facilities
(currently in draft), which provide very detailed modelling and quantification advice for the appraisal
of intersections and walking ínfrastructure.

The estimated cost of the bridge appears to be too low, Council is very concerned that it rnay find

itself in a situation where the proponents achieve the increase in floorspace - as per the bridge

proposal - but see no bridge built because of construction cost increases and/or that any VPA
provision caps the developer's contribution.

The State Government should provide a financial guarantee that the bridge will be fully funded and a

construction authority be established to ensure that construction is completed, ln addition should be

a proponent to the VPA.

Auburn City Council affirms that if the Homebush Bay Bridge proposal is to be approved, then.a
construction authority must be immediately established, including terms of agreement clearly

stipulating ownership and maintenance responsibility. SOPA must accept full responsiblity fo1 the

ownershiþ and maintenance of the bridge so that the burden is not borne by the Wentworth Point

and Rhodes Community.

Proposal Funding Section 5.2

It is proposed that the project is to be funded by landowners under a proposed VPA, which is yet to

be released. There is insufficient information for Council to assess the VPA provisions, and any

consequential changes to the HBW DCP planning provisions that are likely to include increasing

residential densities within the Wentworth Point precÍnct.

Consequently, as outlined in Council's previous letter to the Department dated 2-0th December 2010

(Attachment Á), Council does not support any funding plan for the Homebush Bay Bridge proposal

inat ¡s dependênt on an increase in the building envelope controls, an increase in dwelling numbers

or dwelling densities, or reduction in provision of public open space at Wentworth Point.

Council requests a financial analysis is provided to ensure the land owners / developers are not

attempting to gain additional floor space beyond the cost of the bridge'

6. Gommunications and consultation (Part B Ghapter 6 and Appendix D and E)

The applicant has only undertaken a standard community consultation process as required
by thé 

-Director 
Generál's requirements. Auburn Clty Council request that a Public Hearing

¡ê trelU to enable all interested parties to fully understand the proposal, including the
complexities of the funding arrangements and the proposed lncreases in building envelope
controls in Wentworth Point
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The completed community consultation has not included all aspects of the proposal, particularly in
relation to the intended DCP amendments, and the full significance of the social and public domain
impacts of any DCP changes,

There is no indication of the extent of community support for the bridge proposal, and whether there
has been any significant discussion on the proposed increases to the building envelope controls.
The community consultation process focused primarily on the technical, design and environmental
impacts of the bridge proposal, as listed in Table 6.2 /ssues raised by the Homebush Bay Bridge
community reference group (p 74).There are no references to wider community issues or other
potential "community impacts" of the proposal, lt is also noted from Table 6.3 in relation to wider
community issues raised by adjacent land owners at Rhodes, they were deemed "Not relevant to the
proposal" (p.76).

There has been no baseline study of the community's existing social environment by analysing
demographic characteristics, social infrastructure, social values and lifestyles, or current pedestrian,

walking and cycling activities, that would support the view 'lt is likely that the numbers of pedestrians

and cyclists on the Homebush Bay area would be higher as a result of the proposal given the
likelihood of walking and cycling fo access trains at Rhodes" (p120).

8. Traffic Management and Access (Part G Chapter I and Appendix G)

The proposed bridge would provide a new infrastructure facility linking the communities of
Wentworth Point and Rhodes. The proposed bridge will in theory facilitate mode shift in the
Wentworth Point area. However more detailed investigation is required to analyse:

¡ The current (2012) mode share in established developments in Wentworth Point; and
r Opinion of residents in relation to utilization of the bridge.

No traffic impact assessment has been undertaken to analyse the network performance at key
junctions with future development in place. Rather reference has been made to studies which were
undertaken for previously proposed developments. These studies indicate that three junctions along
Silverwater Road are currently experiencing capacity issues, namely:

. Holker Street;

. Hill Road and M4 Off Ramp; and

. Hill Road and Great Western Highway and Bombay Street

Given the scale of the development proposed (8349 dwellings including a proposed 20% uplift) it is
likely that these junctions will experience severe capacity issues with development in place.

Council therefore requests that that applicant undefiake a modelling exercise utilising the existing
Homebush Bay traffic model to analyse the traffic impact of the proposed development, and propose

mitigation measures to facilitate the increase in tratfic which would occur.

The proposed bridge cross-section does not comply with the requirements of Austroads Standards
Guide to Road Design Part 3.
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Further, there has been no statistical analysis on any survey data of the Wentworth Point population
on the basis of traveller type and by trip characteristics such as trip purpose, trip length, and
household parameters such as household size and age grouip.

The EA therefore does not adequately demonstrate two of the Director General's requirements,
namely:

"how the project would quantitatively contribute towards achieving the NSW Government
targets of increasing the share of commuter trips made by public transport (to and from the
Sydney CBD and to and from the Parramatta CBD), increasing the proportion of total
journeys to work by public transport in the Sydney Metropolitan Region and increasing the
mode share of bicycle trips".

"how the project facilitates the efficient movement of public transport services to meet the
needs of existing and future residents served by the proposal, including the needs of special
events at Sydney Olympic Park, having regard to efficient travel speed and road safety;

The TMAP relies on journey- to-work data from the 2006 Census and uses RTA trip generation
methodology "that shows the current transport patterns for Wentworth Point." (Table 4.1 p39). The
table excludes 'worked from home' and 'did not go to work", and noted "that the counts ...are
relatively low".

The TMAP predicts that "from 2023 lhe bridge would increase the proportion of total peak hour
journeys by public transport in Wentworth Point to 33%" (p.112). However, these figures are based
on a very small base population at the Census 2006 - being 1,363 for Wentworth Point and 990 for
Rhodes, and a small travelling population of 707 lor Wentworth Point and 130 for Rhodes, These
numbers would not be reliable to model the future travel behaviour of Wentworth Point residents,
The TMAP analysis is based on a hypothetical travel environment in merely assessing the potential
of the bridge proposal and related access modes of busways, walkways and cycling.

It is likely that overall travel behaviour of the Wentworth Point population will be highly influenced by
travellers reliant on the car, and who will not use any other mode in the future, even with the
provision of the buses services on the Bridge to Rhodes.

Auburn City Council has strong concerns with the accuracy of the mode share figure presented in
the EA. However, should this be correct, concern is raised about the capacity of the train and bus
network at Rhodes and Wentworth Point. lt is strongly recommended that the Department of
Planning ensure that RailOorp (Transport NSW) commit to network re-design that would achieve
capacity im provements,

Walkinq and Cvclinq

The EA states on page 112 'lt is likely that the numbers of pedestrians and cyclists on the
Homebush Bay area would be higher as a result of the proposal given the likelihood of walking and
cycling to access trains at Rhodes".

This is a vague speculation as it does indicate whether this cycling activity will derive from the actual
resident population at Wentworth Point or from other localities that are currently cycling to Rhodes,
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The EA only provides hypothetical generalisations, as there has been no application of appropriate
methodologies for the estimation of the number of cyclísts expected to use the proposed bridge
cycling facility.

The EA thus cannot claim that, on the information provided, "Therefore, it is considered the proposal

would contribute to achieving the targets for public transport and bicycle trips outlined in NSW
2012'. (p122)

9. Publiô Domain (Ghapter 9)

Pedestrian and Gycling Benefits - Bridge Gonnections - Local and Regional Connectivity
(Sections 9.1.1 and 9.1.2 and 9.2.11

Comments: Reqional CQnnections

There has been no multi-modal transport modelling to accurately predict how the specific changes in

walking and cycling conditions to be provided by the proposed bridge (including the quality of non-
motorised facilities, roadway design, traffic volumes and speeds, transport pricing, and land use

patterns) will affect the use of active modes. This should also be disaggregated by demographic
iactors (who would change their travel activity) and trip type (what types of travel would change,
such as commuting, errands, recreation, etc,).

There has been no application of an appropriate methodology for the estimation of the number of
cyclists expected to use the proposed bridge, and which formally derives demand estimates for
fãcilities that are yet to be constructed, nor any quantification of network effects of adding one or
more new facilities into an existing road network, nor any estimation of resulting usage of this
particular facility given its location within and connectivity to an existing road and cycle network.

The location and configuration of the proposed bridge is not likely to provide a high level increase to
regional connectivity, iñ a network and connectivity sense, as it provides connection to only 3 other

transit nodes (the ferry, the Rhodes rail / bus, and the Wentworth Point bus stop) where each

requires interchange and timetable coordination (Fig 9.1).

While mention is made of open space areas including Sydney Olympic Park parklands, retail

opportunities at Rhodes shopping centre, community facilities (such as the future maritime school

and rowing facilities at Wentworth Point and the community centre at Rhodes (p119), there is no
quantitativé data on travel thresholds or traveller interests/preferences/choices that would drive

travel to these facilities.

Comment:Wentworth Point Bridoe Landinq - Cvcle Connections

The benefits of the grade-separated landing/approach at the Wentworth Point end of the bridge are

noted (i.e, safety). However there appears to be extremely poor connection, particularly for cyclists,
between the Wentworth Point side Promenade and the Wentworth Point bridge approach. lt is
anticipated that this will be a strong desire line for both recreational and commuter cyclists. The
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cycling connections between bridge approach and promenade need to be improved to both the
north (via replacement of steps with a ramp, or via an addition of a ramp) and south (via a ramp
through the "mass planting batter") of the bridge. These recommended improvements will also
significantly Ímprove connectivity and accessibility for people with prams, and people in wheelchairs.

It is essential that the space under the bridge on the Wentworth Point side be appropriately
illuminated at night time, as this Promenade cycle/pedestrian is likely to be used by commuter
cyclists.

Landing at Wentworth Point Fig 9.7 and Fig 9.8; Appendix H - Urban Design Report 4.4.2

rD)

e
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The bridge proposal, its abutment and access infrastructure (as seen above) reduces the effective
size of the park and its suitability for a wide range of more active recreational activities. This is of
particular concern, as this open space is intended as the only new large scale park for the whole
Wentworth Point precinct.

It is suggested that the section between the public park and the bridge be reconfigured to reduce the
negative impact on the park. Or as an alternative option, consideratÍon should be given to re-locating
the bridge's access facilities to the southern (non-park) Block G side of the abutment.

The Wentworth Point residential precinct - given its current permissible dwellings of 7,000 - is

already seriously deficient in its open space provisions (as set out in the HBW DCP ref 3.3 and
3.3.4) and which are well below other benchmark provisions standards, for example at Rhodes.

An uplift to provide an additional estimated 1,200 to 1,353 dwellings to fund the proposal will further
reduce these already unacceptable per person open space standards / provision ratios.
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l0 Visual amenlty and overshadowing - Chapter l0

Council has prevíously indicated "concerns about the visual impact of the bridge landing at
Wentworth Point" (p.77).

The abutment at Wentworth Point is visually very prominent in terms of its bulk and height above the
Promenade - as can be seen in the figure opposite p83, and Figs 10.9 and 10'10.

Consideration should be given to alternative design treatments, and/or more specific examples
provided of "visual modification measures" including public aÉ and facade treatments. Specifically,
Auburn City Council recommends that the Public Art Strategy prepared by Milne and Stonehouse &

Guppy and Associates for Canada Bay Council be utilised and applied.

20. Justification and Conclusion
- Objectives of the EP&A Act (Part D Ghapter 20 Table 20.1)

environment

Comment:

There is no reference to any social impact assessment (SlA) which is a proactive and anticipatory
tool used to help understand the potential impacts that a proposed project may have on a
community. Such an SIA would have more assessed the potential for social welfare benefits, as

required under the EP&A Act.

There is no inclusion of a Cost benefit analysis (CBA) to enable the efficiency of the proposal as an

investment option to be assessed. Such a CBA would have more comprehensively assessed
economic welfare outcomes, as required under the EP&A Act.

Social lmpact Assessment and Cost Benefit Analysis of major transit infrastructure projects is
standard practice, neither of these have been undertaken for this proposal.

environmental planning and assessment

Comment:

The community consultation process merely involved briefings to stakeholders and focused primarily

on the technical, design and environmental impacts of the bridge proposal.

The Wentworth Point community did not get sufficient information nor opportunities to review or fully

consider the costs and benefits of the proposal. There was no community consultation for the bridge
proposal in relation to the proposed increases to the building envelope controls. As previously

mentioned, Council requests a Public Hearing on the matter be undertaken.
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Auburn City Council may also wish to provide additional comments or raise other related issues at a
later date. We reiterate that the application must be assessed concurrently with the Planning
Proposaf to increase the building envelope controls that apply to Wentworth Point, as the two
proposals are inextricably linked.

Yours faithfully,

Attachment A - Auburn City Council letter 20th December 2010
Attachment B - Auburn City Council letter 17tn May 2011

MARK
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AUBURN CITYCOUNCIL
MRNy CUUTURES ONE COMMUNITY

I Su.san Strcet, P.O, Box I l8 Aubut'tr, NSW Austrati¿t i 835

Tom Gellebrand
Deputy Dlrector-General
Plan Maklng and Urban Renewal
Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2OO1

Tefe¡rhone: 9735 1222 F¡tcsinrile: 96ß l|n
ABN 63 914 691 58'l

ln t'cp\, tltote: H-12'23

contqil No,ne: 
J wllkes - 9735 1310

rRtMNo: T086661/2010

2oh December2010

Thank you for your nvitlng Councll to comment on the proposed

"*pànrí,- 
of thi pl rt of Wentworth Point. Council welcomes the

oþþortunlty to prov proposal will - should it proceed through to

nbiir¡cat¡on - have 3 oint and nearby communities'

The proposal seeks to:

. provide for approximately 120,000 square metres of additional residential floorspace by

increasing tfre ãxlsiing mäximum floor space ratio (FSR) from 1,5:1 to between 1.8:1 and

2,4:1;
. lncrease building height from 32 metres to between 48,1 and 91,5 metres; and

. Zonè the sites n¿ High Density and introduces a small business centre at the north-west

oorner of the site and'iincrease public open space",

Council considers the Department's letter of invltatlon with accompanylng attachments. insufficient to

address a¡ of the complËi¡s.ues that the proposalwill have on the Auburn communlty should it be

successful. Therefore,'Council has relied on tne following documents in preparing its response:

1, planning proposal - Wenlworth Point - Draft Auburn Local Environmental Pfan 2009 by the

Urþan Futures Group (18th August 2010);

2, Homebush Bay Brid'gà preliminary Enviionmental Assessment Report by the urban Futures

Group (18th August 2010);
3. The UrÈan Desìígn Review prepared by Scott Carver (August 2010);

4. Wentworth Poln[ Strategic Ìrairsport Fieview prepared by Scape (July 2010);

5, Homebush aay ÈàOesirian/Bicy'ole Bridge Social lmpact Study Final Report prepared by

Heather Nesbltt Planning (September 2005); and

6, Summary of fey iàrmË'of Þroposed Homebush Bay Bridge Planning Agreement (VPA)

prepared by Lindsay Taylor Lawyers (18 August 2010)'

Councll has, where appropriate, also included a þroad critique of the above documents in preparing

its submission.

Dear Mr Gellibrand,

SUBJECT: PROPOSAL TO EXPAND PLANNING CONTROLS AT WENTWORTH POINT

AR. ELtJIITT MF]\4ORTAL WARD 2C,0v lo8
rv w rv, alb urn,n sw, go v. ¿ru Enrail : aubu lncotrtrcil@attbuffr.n'slv. g0v.lltl



PREFERRED RELEVANT AUTHORITY

Council does not support a planning policy review process at Wentworth Point that sees an

amendment to the currànt plan's which sit uniler the SREP 24 - Homebush Bay Wesf ("the SREP")

by way of a new DCP. Rather, Council sees that an amendment to the recently notified Auburn

LbcatÈnvironmental Plan 2010 ("Auburn LEP 2010') ís the preferred approach.

Council worked hard on lhe Auburn LEP 2010 to integrate Newington, the 2KY site at Sydney

Olymplc Park and Meriton's Sterling Apartments site into the principal LEl, along with translating

thá cômplex controls for the Wentworth Point area, The decision by the Department to defer the

area from the Auburn LEP 2O1O means that Council is very keen to have this land included in the

LEp as soon as practical. Council's reasons to be the relevant planning authority are as follows:

¡ On account of the recent making of the Auburn LEP 2010, the SREP now solely exists for

Wentworth Point. ln order to þe consistent with the Department of Planning's approach to

simplify the NSW planning system, lt would make more sense to integrate the Wentworth
point óontrols into ihe euøurn LEP 2010 as soon as practicable, rather than keep the SREP

alive for the sake of new controls that would only have to be lntegrated into lhe Auburn LEP

2010 al a later stage, An amendment to the plans under the SREP means inefficiency,

substantial duplicatiõn and a waste of Council's and the Department's resources

. Gouncil is keen to slmplÌfy the local planning regime affecting the LGA by bringing in the

controls for Wentworth Point into the Auburn LEP 2010. This would remove an extra state

government EPI from the planning process.
. Íhe proponent's initial submission to the Department of Planning ("the Department") was

made in mid August this year when Council's Auburn LEP 2010 had not been made,

However, since tñat time, öouncil now has its new comprehenslve LEP notified' For this

reason, Council would now be the relevant authority to consider this proposal Fufthermore,

the proponent's Planning Proposal (18th August 2010) states that "the Draft Auburn LEP

20Oi is'considered to be the most reievant EÞl and the instrument that requires amendment

by the Wentworth Point Planning Proposal", (p,14).

Given the notiflcagon of the principalAuburn LEP 2O1o on 291h October2010, it is clearthatAuburn

City Council should be the ielevant planning authorlty, The process however, could still ll,appe-n ¡n

paÉnèisrrip with the Department of planninõ by having the_ Deparlment as peer review, Therefore,

bouncil does not suppòrt a new DCP procesé and therefore does not provide comments in this

regard, as requested in the Department's letter.

INCREASES IN BUILDING ENVELOPE GONTROLS

The increases in the building envelope controls are detailed in the table below:

controls'
32
1,5:1 FSR

West P

Dlfference
9. metres

per
approvals of

Council does not support an increase in the building envelope controls for the area as Council

considers the current liuilding envelope controls - as translated and subsequently exhibited in Draft

AR EN,UET'T MEMOR.IA]L AWAR.D WTNNER 2OO7IO8

,ls/zones

I - 91.5 metres
0,3 - 0.9 and1.8:1-2.4:



Auburn LEP 2OOg - to be the appropriate vision for the area, Please refer to the Urban Design

Analysis section in thls submission below'

ZONING CHANGES

The amendments proposed to the zonings are provided in the table overleaf:

urrent Dlffersnce

R4 zone n a local centre

zone known
pBr (2004); No, DCP; Assessment d DA

approvals of

R4 Zone

Council supports the application of the R4 High Density zone over the bulk of the proposed area,

New local centre

Should the proposal succeed, then Council would see the need for a local centre as proposed by the

proposal. Council supports its location, at this early stage'

Open Space

The proponent notes there wíll be an increase in the amount of public spa-ce. However, the exact

additional amount is not stipulated within the docr mentation. The amount of public space provision

n"àor to be very clear at this stage of the proposal so Council can be'certain that the appropriate

;;;r;i-.i publiä space is providêd to thls new community, particularly in_light of the significant

in.*r" in þoputati'on together with the substantial reduction of Wentworlh Point on NSW Maritime

land immediatelY to the north,

Brîdae Lanàino Issues

There is no discussion about the treatment of public domain around in bridge landing on the

Wentworth point side, nor is there a clear lustificat'ron for loss of public spâce where it intersects with

it," Or¡Og. landing, ln fáct there is no diåcussion about how much public space land needs to be

utilised to accommodate the bridge landing.

STRATEGIC JUSTIFICATION

Council does not agree the proposal ls a means to justify a revisiting 9f Jhe. sub.'regional role-of

Wentworth point nor oo.r còunbil support the view that tl"re Wentwotlh Polnt locality is an area for

substantial growth, Furthermore, counilt does not agree with lhe proponent that this..locality has any

ioiã *¡1.t tnË oVmpió Þárr< - Rhodes Specialised ðentre because it is located well-outside of this

centre's 1km radius,

ln the spirit ol lhe Metropotitan Strategy and the West Central Subregion Draft Subregional Strategy,

Council'sees that much of the future growth in the LGA is best located within its local centres,

ãrpé.¡árry in its town ôentres (Auburri and Lidcombe) and villages (Berala and Regents Park)

because these are well service by rail.
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The Wentworth point neighbourhood centre (which has a radlus of 150 metres) is built to capacity

"nd 
hrr no public transpór1 service aside from a limited ferry service, Thus it is very limited in its

grovvth potent¡at anO Council sees that the locality is not an appropriate location for future growth.

The proposed bridge is not seen by Council as the means to appropriately.address the existing

traffió issues, let alóne the future traific scenario with an additional 2,500 residents (see Traffic and

Transport section below),

URBAN DESIGN

Historical context

The existing controls forthe portion of the Wentworth Point area affected by this.proposal are held in

the SREp with more detail in the Homebush Bay West DCP (2004) 9nd. t!9 No.l Burroway Road

ocC(zooo), These controts are underpinngq qy ùrban design,philosophy held in the Homebush Bay

wãst'structural Design Framework (Èewsor) prepared by the then Depaftment of lnfrastructure,

Planning and Natural Resources (July 2003)'

The HBWSDF provides a clear planning framework and urban design princip.les that. underpin and

are carried over into the vision held in the HBW ECP, These are also tailored around the proximity

of the Millennium Marker,

Council believes the Wentworth point peninsula is better suited to the scale of development as

ã.pórr.ã ìn Ú,. HBWSDF because of its position and topography, flooding, traffic constraints and

pãi#úl ôl¡Àãte ctrange impacts (see Ctimãte Change section below). Furthermore, the proximity of

in" nñãuãr peninsula-ù nót a stiong urban designlase to justify a similar proposal at wentwotlh

Point.

Urban Design Justificatlon
ng the building enveloPe controls,
new urban Planning framework or
us the proponent's urban design
e penlnsula.

TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORT

ld.consulting was commissioned by Council to undertake population forecasts for the entire LGA at

suburb leve-j, Under thé current uirltAing envelope oontrols, as per the HBW and No"1 Burroway

Road DCps, the population growth at - th Point is forecast to grow to from 3,528 persons.in

Zß11 to n,ri24 pär.oñs o¡l zösr . rf is on the

local traffic environment both at Went as the

intersection ot gennelong ÞarXway and Hill Road sed in

the near future, Furtherñrore, the approaches at nes in

àacrr ãirection) based ãn iñ. þieseni þrojected traffic generation in the future without having regard

to the additional 120,000sqm)'
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The proposed increase in approxlmately 120,000sqm of additional floorspace is estimated to

increåse'the above projected growth by án additional2,448* persons (at the minimum) which will

bring total growth to'Wêntworth Point to at least 15,372 residents. This figure will present greater
ally at the intersections, Council estimates that
proposal will generate over 600 Veh/hr in the
intersections. This additional traffic will have a

intersection of Hill Road and Baywater Drive.
*Note; calculated at 1,200 additlonal unlts with an ocoupancy rate of 2,04 persons per household.

While the Homebush Bay bridge proposal provides there is no

evidence or commitment fiom thé Siate Transit Authorit to the area'

Wf,¡t" it is expeoted that a proportion of residents will Station to

access trains, there are lndications that RailOorp has no spare capacity to take th.e expected patrons

out of the Rtrodes peninsula. ln vlew of the above, any assumptions made as to the proportion of

residents changing io public transport will need to be well substantiated'

The following additional considerations should be noted:

o The bridge width is questionable. The need or othen¡vise for passing lanes or waiting area

and capãcity considérations doesn't appear to have been considered appropriately.

. There needs to be proposed traffic management measures on both ends of the bridge to

prevent simultaneous two way movement on the narrow bridge'
. There is no discussion aboutihe lmpact on parking in the vicinity and the need or othen¡rise

of commuter parking facilitles on both ends of the bridge particularly on the Wentworth Point

side,
r lt is not clear what the links are of existing pedestrian path and cycleway networks to the

bridge,

Because of the envisaged.negative traffic impacts brought about by this proposal, Council sees that

a oommitment from tfrË nfnl STA and/or Veolia along with allocated state government is critical

before Council would be wllling to reconsider a new growth vlsion for this locality'

CLIMATE CHANGE

a level rise of the proposal, nor on the design of

oponent's land particularly when observing the

EXPECTATIONS / VIEWS OF THE WENTWORTH POINT COMMUNITY

Council is not aware of the degree (or not) of the Wentworth Point Communlty's suppoñ for the

proposar, While there have beeñ numerous statements from the proponents about having the local
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community's support, wlthout having spoken to or consulted with the community, Gouncil does not

necessarily accept this view,

The Communlty Reference Group has been established by the proponents for the purposes of the

Homebush eay AriAge Project, At thls stage, Council is not aware whether there have been any

significant discitssioni on the proposed incrãases to the building envelope controls'

GOMMENTS IN RELATION TO THE PROPOSED BRIDGE

Council appreciates the Department of Planning has invited Council to make a submission on the

proposeo'expansion of the òontrols. However, Council also provides the following comments on the

iJomebusn Bay Brtdge Project which is subject to a Part 3A application. This is .because the

prôposed ptanriing próposat'cannot be considered in isolation from the Bridge proposal bacause the

two are tightly linked,

Robust Economic AnalYsis

Council has not viewed any economic analysis which illustrates the financials in relation to the

increase of 120,000sqm and its relationshipwltn the proponents'$40 million capped contribution for

the delivery (construction) of the bridge.

Council must be able to have some form of economic analysis that expressly details the financlal

benefits and costs of the bridge and the planníng proposal.

Estimated Gost of the Brldge

The proponent's estimated cost of the bridge (which is capped. at $40 million, as per the Summary

vÞnj adpears to be tòo low. council believés ihe total cost of the bridge to be, at least' in the order

of Eóo'miltion. thereiore, àr part of progressing this proposal (both the bridge and the planning

ó;.ñ;rii; ò;unrir rrri iåt tnu proponäntõ expenle) commission a quantlty.surveyor to estlmate the

bricige,s totat constru.i¡o'À ràr1é- (iåduding all'oontamination remedial work) in order to be satlsfied

that-the $40 million cost estimate is sutficient to meet the full construction cost, Council fears that if

if-.'" vpn caps the developer's contributions to a mere $40 million and does this with no clear

árirng"m"nis in the event'total construction costs exoeed this amount, then the bridge will not be

realised.

Vol untary Planning Agreement

The proponent is yet to submit a formal Voluntary Planning. Agreement (VPA). To date, a summary

VpA document has Ueón prèfared but it does noi sufficiently detail the arrangements to be made in

the finalVPA.
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Secfion 3

It is clear in the summary VpA that Council is not lntended to be a pa{V of the VPA. nor is Council to

bo part of the process lñ finalising the VPA, Council believes it is critical it must be a pafty to the

VPA and VPA process for the following reasons:

Applicatlon of the Agreement:

r To contribute to the draftlng of the statement regarding the application of the agreement.

(Thls could include matters ãuch as to which land the VPA applies to, the.dedication of land

ànd the development and the proposalto increase the development controls, etc).

Developer ohl lgatì o ns :

. To determine the developer contributions and the agreed terms under such matters

(including the appropriateness of a capped contribution);
r To determine the Development Contributlons Security and the terms under such matters;

. To determine whether the dedication of land or development/facility is appropriate and if so,

the terms under such mattersi
r To determine if any embellishment work is appropriate and if so, the terms under such

matters;
r To determine the party responsible for the construction of the bridge (which would be the

proponents); and
. To determine the terms and conditions should the developer not comply with the VPA'

Release of SecuritY:

. The terms relating to the release and return of Development Contributions Securlty,

Application of the s94, s94A and s.94EF of the Act

.- To determìne the terms relating to the inclusion / exclusion of s94 of the Act;

. To determine the terms relatinõ to the inclusion / exolusion of s94A of the Act; and

. To determine the terms relatiné to the inclusion / exclusion of s94EF of the Act'

Súaúus of the Agreement

. To determine the terms relating to the status of the agreement,

Procedures:

To determine the procedures relating to:
. The payment of the proponent's contributions to fund the bridge;

. The payment of monetary developmont contributions;

. Who will build the bridgå (at present, the Summary VPA does not stipulate which party is

responsible for building the bridge);
. The maintenance of the Homebush Bay Bridge; and

¡ The dedioation of land or a facility, should thls occur'

As stated above, the issue of the capping of the proponent's contribution to the cost of the bridge at

$+O mi¡ion (as per tf" Srrm.ry'VpÃ) creates a great risk to Council, the Wentworth Point

ATT ELIJEIT-rI. MEMOT{T,AT, AWAF.]D WNNNER 
^AOV|O8



community and surrounding residents and businesses, Should the cost of the bridge be higherthan

the cappeä amount it is noiclear in the Summary VPA who will wear the cost.

Council is very concerned that it may f¡nd itself in a situation where the proponents realise the

lncrease floorðpace - as per the próposed plannlng pro-posal vislon - but see no bridge built

beoauge of the current ternis of the 
'summary 

Ven. Therefbre, Council must be a proponent of the

VpA to as to secure án appropriate outcomä for the Wentworth Point Community and the Auburn

community as a whole.

Should you have any queries in relation to thís submission, please do not hesitate to oontact Jacky

Wilkes, Executive Planner on 9735 1310.

Yours falthfully,

MARK BRIS BI

cc, Petèi Gol[ Ëxecuiive Directo r
South West Region
Level 3,
3 Marist Place
PARRAMATTA NSW 2150

Ursula Lang, Executive Planner / Place Managor for Rhodes Peninsula

City of Canada BaY Councll
Locked Bag 1470
DRUMMOYNE NSW 1470
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AUBURN CITYCOUNCIL
MANY CullunrS ONE COMMUNITY

I Susan Street, P.O. Box I I 8 Auburn, NSW At¡strulia I 835

The Hon BradHazzard
Parliament of New South Wales
Minister for Plannlng and lnfrastructure and
Minister assisting the Premier on lnfrastruoture NSW
Level 33, Governor Macquarie Tower
1 Faner Place
SYDNEY NSW 2OOO

Tclcphonc: 9'135 1222 F¿rcsimile: 9643 ll2O
ABN 63 9t4 691 587

ln rcpl¡, t¡uorc : 1'1 4'23

cnntqctNaûe: 
J Wilkee - 9735 1310

TR\M No: T03141712011

lTlhMay 2011

Dear Minister Hazzard,

SUBJECT: AMENDMENTSTOTHE STANDARDINSTRUMENTTEMPLATEAND
TRANSITIONAL ARRANGEMENTS FOR AUBURN LOCAL
ENVI RO N M E NTAL P LAN 201 O

Council, at its Ordinary Council Meeting on April 20,2011, resolved:

"That Councit urgently seek a meeting wlth the Minister for Planning and the Department of
Planning, in order to ieek a review of the Wentworth Point (Homebush Bay) Master Plan and
DCP. This should also include the incorporation of these instruments into Auburn LEP 2010'

Council has completed its Standard lnstrument based comprehenslve local environmental plan

entitled Auburn Locat Environmental Ptan 2010 (or "Auburn LEP 201tl.The Auburn LEP 2010 was
gazetted year on October 29,2011.

The preparation of the Auþurn LEP 2010 involved lncorporatlng the controls at Wentworth Point

(formerlú known as Homebush Bay West). The controls are held in the following instrument and

plans:

t Sydney Regional Environmental Plan No'24 - Homebush Bay Area
¡ Homebush Bay West DCP (June 2004)
. Homebush Bay West - Wentworth Point Master Plan (October 2005)
. No.1 Burroway Road DCP (November 2006)

However, in August last year, the Department of Planning ("the Department') notified Council of its
intentions to defér the integration of the Wentworth Point controls into the instrument because it was

keen to see the instrument gazetted as soon as possible, The Department explained the gazettal

would be delayed if it continued with the integration of the controls'

However, this view was a surprise to Councll at the tfme because the Department had and stlll does

conslstently call for simplification of the planning system through the standard instrument. The

deferment has meant that the Wentworth Point area is currently a 'Deferred Matter' in Auburn LEP

2010 until the controls are brought into the instrument and development assessments can be

assessed under one plan - Auburn LEP 2010.

www.auburn. rtsw, gov.au llnlail: artbrtrucounci l @ atrburn.llsw, gov, au



Counoll, represented by the Mayor Counoillor Ouetk and myeelf, would llke to meet with yourself to

dlscuss'exiediting the intogratlon of WenhuoÉh Polnt contrsla into the Aubum LEP 2A1A,

Should you have any querles ln relatlon to the absve, plesee do not hesltqte to contaot me on 9735

1249,

JOHN BURGESS
g-ENERAL MANAGER


