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Submission Type
I am making a personal submission

Name

First name
Last name

I would like my name and personal contact details to remain confidential
Yes

Info

Email

Suburb/Town & Postcode
Homebush 2140

Please provide your view on the project
I object to it

Submission file
tod-rezoning-email.docx (14.6 KB)

Submission
Dear NSW Department of Planning, Housing and Infrastructure,

[ am writing to formally express my concerns regarding the potential heritage listing of my
properry. | . - corcx: of th

Homebush State-Led Rezoning Transport Oriented Development (TOD) Precinct. While I
recognize the importance of preserving historically significant structures, I believe that the

heritage designation of this building is neither justified nor practical and would impose
severe financial and developmental hardships on the owners.



Below, I outline the reasons for my concerns, supported by relevant laws, case studies, and
policies, to illustrate the potential impact of this heritage listing.

Small Strata with Limited Financial Means

As a small strata, our financial resources are limited, making it exceedingly difficult to
maintain the building in accordance with heritage regulations. The NSW Heritage Act
1977 mandates that the economic impact on property owners be considered when imposing
heritage listings. In Tenacity Consulting v Warringah Council (2004), the Land and
Environment Court emphasized the need to balance heritage conservation with the
financial realities of the owners. Our strata’s financial capacity is insufficient to bear the
additional costs of heritage compliance, such as expensive repairs and restoration work.

Owners’ Limited Financial Capacity to Maintain the Building

The financial limitations of our strata are a significant concern. The Strathfield Council
Local Environmental Plan 2012 (LEP 2012) highlights the importance of considering the
financial capacity of property owners when imposing heritage restrictions. In Helou v
Strathfield Municipal Council (2006), the court reversed a heritage listing decision partl
because it would impose undue financial strain on the property owners. The building ati
already exhibits signs of age and wear, and the added burden of complying
with heritage regulations would be untenable.

Substantial Signs of Age and Wear & Tear
The building at h is in a state of significant deterioration, with noticeable

signs of age and wear. According to the NSW Heritage Manual, buildings proposed for
heritage listing must be in a condition that justifies preservation. In South Steyne Hotel Pty
Ltd v Sydney City Council (1987), the court ruled that only buildings with clear historical
significance and adequate structural integrity should be heritage-listed. The current
condition of ﬁ does not support a heritage designation, as it lacks both
historical distinction and structural soundness.

Inconsistency in Heritage Listing

If Street is to be heritage-listed, then it is crucial that_ which is
also under consideration, be similarly designated. Both buildings share similar
architectural characteristics and historical backgrounds. The NSW Heritage Council

guidelines emphasize the need for consistency in heritage listings to avoid arbitrary
decisions. If _ is not listed, then* should also not be listed to

maintain fairness and consistency.

Key Development Site
Both 7_ are part of a key development site identified in the Homebush

State-Led Rezoning TOD Precinct. Heritage listing these buildings would conflict with
strategic development plans, including the construction of a 103-metre apartment tower
with a Floor Space Ratio (FSR) of 5. The Strathfield Council Development Control Plan
2005 (DCP 2005) advocates for integrating heritage considerations with broader urban
development objectives. Heritage listing would hinder planned development and be
inconsistent with the long-term vision for the area.

Heritage Listing Would Create an Isolated Site
Designating_ as a heritage site while surrounding buildings are slated for

significant development would create an isolated and incongruent site. The NSW Heritage
Office advises against listing buildings that will be isolated from the broader urban
landscape, as this diminishes their historical and aesthetic significance. The proposed
construction of a 103-metre apartment tower behind ﬁ Street would render
these buildings out of place, further reducing any heritage value they might possess.




Impact on Property Value and Development Potential

Heritage listing would significantly decrease the marketability of the property, deterring
potential buyers interested in redevelopment opportunities. The restrictive nature of
heritage regulations, coupled with the building’s poor insulation (low R-value) and aging
infrastructure, would reduce its appeal to developers. The Environmental Planning and
Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act) requires that heritage considerations be integrated with
broader economic and development strategies. Heritage listing of i would
contradict the EP&A Act's intent by stifling development in a key growth area.

Given the substantial evidence and arguments presented, the proposed heritage listing of 7

, is neither justified nor practical. The financial, practical, and
developmental implications are too severe to ignore. I respectfully request that the
Department reconsider this proposal and allow the site to be integrated into the broader
development plans for the area.

Please acknowledge receipt of this letter, and I look forward to your detailed response.

Reialrdsi

I agree to the above statement
Yes
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Submitted by: Anonymous
Submitted values are:

Submission Type
I am making a personal submission

Name

First name
Mark

Last name
Benn

I would like my name and personal contact details to remain confidential
No

Info

Email

Suburb/Town & Postcode
North Strathfield 2137

Please provide your view on the project
I object to it

Submission file

north-strathfield-flooding-march-2021.docx (1.85 MB)

Submission
Attention: Department of Planning/TOD Homebush

Re: North Strathfield Flooding March 2021
Sharing another lot of photos showing what flooding from Powells Creek looks like along
the cul de sacs north of the congested the Pomeroy St intersection, in the streets which run

off George St, Warsaw St to Conway Ave.

This is where the TOD Homebush draft proposal plans to construct a "new road" to



nowhere and build 15 storey plus high rise units. It is clear from these photos this area is
unsuitable for the R4 development demonstrated in the proposed TOD Homebush plan, as
it floods regularly.

A major rethink needs to be undertaken regarding TOD Homebush regarding this North
Strathfield area. Keep this area R2 low density as there will be enough development south
of Pomeroy St and around the North Strathfield Station.

I agree to the above statement
Yes
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From: Planning Portal - Department of Planning and Environment

To: DPE PS ePlanning Exhibitions Mailbox

Cc: DPE Homebush TOD Mailbox

Subject: Webform submission from: Homebush TOD rezoning proposal
Date: Thursday, 22 August 2024 6:53:18 PM

Submitted on Thu, 22/08/2024 - 18:53
Submitted by: Anonymous
Submitted values are:

Submission Type
I am making a personal submission

Name

First name

Last name

I would like my name and personal contact details to remain confidential
Yes

Info

Email

Suburb/Town & Postcode
North starthfield 2021

Please provide your view on the project
I object to it

Submission
Attention: Department of Planning

Dear Sir/Madam,

Re: Opposition to Proposed Rezoning of R2 Low Density Area to R4 High Density of
North Strathfield

TOD Homebush

[ am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed rezoning of my residential
area from R2 Low Density to R4 High Density. As a long-term homeowner in this suburb,
I am deeply concerned about the devastating impact this change would have on our North
Strathfield community.



Our suburb is already experiencing traffic congestion and gridlock issues, particularly
during peak hours. The proposed high-density development would exacerbate these

problems, leading to increased traffic volume, air pollution, and safety risks. The one-way
i in our area would become even more

street and single vehicle access point
congested, creating a hazardous situation for residents and visitors and emergency
services.

Furthermore, our suburb is already home to several high-rise buildings, which have
significantly altered the character of our community. Additional high-density development
would further compromise the area's aesthetic appeal and quality of life.

I am also concerned about the area's vulnerability to flooding of Powells Creek. Heavy
rainfall events have caused significant flooding in our suburb, and high-density
development would only increase the risk of damage to properties and infrastructure.

The existing infrastructure in our suburb is limited, and I fear that it would be unable to
support the increased population and traffic that high-density development would bring.
Our local amenities, including schools, parks, and community facilities, are already
stretched to capacity.

[ urge you to consider the long-term consequences of rezoning our area to R4 High
Density. This change would fundamentally alter the character of our community,
compromising the very things that make our suburb a desirable place to live.

I request that you reject the proposed rezoning and preserve the existing R2 Low Density
zoning. Our community deserves to maintain its unique character and quality of life and I
deserve to keep my family home which has been my home for many years..

Thank you for considering my concerns.

I agree to the above statement
Yes



From: Planning Portal - Department of Planning and Environment

To: DPE PS ePlanning Exhibitions Mailbox

Cc: DPE Homebush TOD Mailbox

Subject: Webform submission from: Homebush TOD rezoning proposal
Date: Thursday, 22 August 2024 7:14:13 PM

Submitted on Thu, 22/08/2024 - 19:13
Submitted by: Anonymous
Submitted values are:

Submission Type
I am making a personal submission

Name

First name

Last name

I would like my name and personal contact details to remain confidential
Yes

Info

Email

Suburb/Town & Postcode
North Strathfield

Please provide your view on the project
I object to it

Submission

I don’t think North Strathfield should be included in the TOD. It’s not Homebush to begin
with.

North Strathfield does not have the infrastructure or capacity for more than double the
units and houses without the adequate road systems in place. George St is already choked
with the entertainment pricing (Bakehouse Quarter) and the local educational institutions.
That road is always traffic going in and out off Parramatta Rd.

The area north of Pomerory St is subject to flood zone restrictions. Therefore is not
adequate or capable to meet requirements for large development and heavy foot traffic.
You currently cannot even build basements in that area due to flood zones - so how will
you accomodate parking for these units if such flood zones are in place. North Strathfield
in particular the are past the Bakehouse Quarter should NOT be included in the TOD



I agree to the above statement
Yes



From: Planning Portal - Department of Planning and Environment

To: DPE PS ePlanning Exhibitions Mailbox

Cc: DPE Homebush TOD Mailbox

Subject: Webform submission from: Homebush TOD rezoning proposal
Date: Thursday, 22 August 2024 8:47:10 PM

Submitted on Thu, 22/08/2024 - 20:46
Submitted by: Anonymous
Submitted values are:

Submission Type
I am making a personal submission

Name

First name
Natalie

Last name
P

I would like my name and personal contact details to remain confidential
No

Info

Email

Suburb/Town & Postcode
2138

Please provide your view on the project
I am just providing comments

Submission

I am writing to provide feedback on the proposed high-density housing developments in
Homebush TOD Precinct. As a resident, | have a few key points to raise regarding the
impact of these developments on our community:

1. High-density development is supported, provided that wind tunnel effects,
overshadowing, and appropriate tower setbacks from streets are carefully considered. It is
important to avoid replicating the unappealing and soulless streetscape observed in new
apartment areas near Underwood Road and Hillcrest Road within Strathfield LGA.

2. To complement high-density housing, we urge the delivery of community facilities,
shops, and active transport infrastructure in the precinct. This will ensure greater
walkability and that the daily needs of a densely population urban centre are met as well
exemplified in many European and Chinese/Japanese cities (encourages car-free living!).



3. With the upcoming North Strathfield metro station, it is crucial to enhance bus services,
walking and cycling access to the rail network. Current footpaths are too narrow to handle
more than a person walking by each other, and there is a lack of adequate pedestrian
priority crossings, such as at George Street/Rothwell Avenue and Pomeroy Street bridge
refuge island. Additionally, the safety of cyclists on Queen Street, George Street, Wellbank
Street, and Pomeroy Street needs attention. Ensuring safer and more accessible routes will
encourage the use of public transport over driving.

4. Pomeroy Street/ George Street intersection is well known for its congestion, particularly
during McDonald College school drop-off/pick-up times and weekends when visitors
frequent DFO. In terms of DFO periods, congestion is exacerbated by drivers using
Pomeroy Street as the only link for accessing and leaving (ie. turning right early onto
Broughton Street, Burwood because of the single through lane near the entrance to M4
which gets very congested AND limited opportunities to access Leicester Avenue to head
south except for turning right into Concord Road at Wellbank Street and Correys Avenue
where cars has to go via Pomeroy Street).

We understand it is Council's intention to widen this intersection for car traffic which
would be counter productive to accessibility for walking and cycling, thereby creating
greater severance. | advocate for a more holistic solution that considers the potential of the
metro station and incorporates measures to facilitate safe active transport access. This
would help alleviate congestion and promote a more sustainable and accessible local
transport network.

Thank you

I agree to the above statement
Yes



From: Planning Portal - Department of Planning and Environment

To: DPE PS ePlanning Exhibitions Mailbox

Cc: DPE Homebush TOD Mailbox

Subject: Webform submission from: Homebush TOD rezoning proposal
Date: Thursday, 22 August 2024 9:31:23 PM

Submitted on Thu, 22/08/2024 - 21:31
Submitted by: Anonymous
Submitted values are:

Submission Type
I am making a personal submission

Name

First name

Last name

I would like my name and personal contact details to remain confidential
Yes

Info

Email

Suburb/Town & Postcode
North Strathfield

Please provide your view on the project
I support it

Submission

I support the proposed rezoning of North Strathfield station area outlined in the recent
proposal, the rezoning will benefit the community and providing more housing options
also the convenience of close to the infrastructure and transportation.

I agree to the above statement
Yes



From: Planning Portal - Department of Planning and Environment

To: DPE PS ePlanning Exhibitions Mailbox

Cc: DPE Homebush TOD Mailbox

Subject: Webform submission from: Homebush TOD rezoning proposal
Date: Thursday, 22 August 2024 9:41:15 PM

Submitted on Thu, 22/08/2024 - 21:40
Submitted by: Anonymous
Submitted values are:

Submission Type
I am making a personal submission

Name

First name

Last name

I would like my name and personal contact details to remain confidential
Yes

Info

Email
Suburb/Town & Postcode
2137

Please provide your view on the project
I support it

Submission
I support and agree with the rezoning proposal

I believe the rezone will provide more affordable housing which are also closed to
transport and infrastructure, it will benefit greatly to the community

I agree to the above statement
Yes



From: Planning Portal - Department of Planning and Environment

To: DPE PS ePlanning Exhibitions Mailbox

Cc: DPE Homebush TOD Mailbox

Subject: Webform submission from: Homebush TOD rezoning proposal
Date: Friday, 23 August 2024 9:53:59 AM

Submitted on Fri, 23/08/2024 - 09:53
Submitted by: Anonymous
Submitted values are:

Submission Type
I am making a personal submission

Name

First name

Last name

I would like my name and personal contact details to remain confidential
Yes

Info

Email

Suburb/Town & Postcode
NORTH STRATHFIELD, 2137, NSW

Please provide your view on the project
I support it

Submission

After visiting the recent drop-in session on Saturday 27/7/24 at Wotso and reviewing the
NSW State Government's rezoning proposal I am generally in agreement with the draft
proposal in particular as it relates to landowners in the North Strathfield area.

I would like to add that the staff at the drop-in session were very polite and helpful in
answering our queries.

In specific relation to proposed residential building design in Malta Street I would
comment as follows.

I would like to suggest that seeing as how there are proposed 30, 24, 20 storey high
buildings along George Street immediately adjacent the North Strathfield and Metro
Stations, the proposed residential buildings in Malta Street could be at least increased in



height, to say, at least 20 storeys high.

On plan (Figure 66 Pomeroy Street to Allen Street of the Urban Design Report, Page 77)
the buildings at the western end in Malta Street are designed in a U shape comprising 4,
15, and 6 storeys in height. I would suggest that these could also designed to the maximum
height of at least 20 storeys high.

Thank you for allowing me to give my feedback.

I agree to the above statement
Yes



From:

To: DPE Bankstown TOD Mailbox; DPE Hornsby TOD Mailbox; DPIE PDPS St Leonards Crows Nest Mailbox; DPE
Homebush TOD Mailbox; DPE Kellyville Bella Vista TOD Mailbox; DPIE Macquarie Park Precinct Mailbox

Subject: FW: Webform submission from: Proposed pathway changes to support Transport Oriented Development

Date: Friday, 23 August 2024 11:25:22 AM

Attachments: udia-submission-re-proposed-pathway-changes-to-support-transport-oriented-development. pdf

From: Planning Portal - Department of Planning and Environment
<noreply@feedback.planningportal.nsw.gov.au>

Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2024 3:37 PM

To: DPE PS ePlanning Exhibitions Mailbox <eplanning.exhibitions@planning.nsw.gov.au>

Cc: DPIE PA Systems Productivity Policy Mailbox
<SystemsProductivity.Policy@planning.nsw.gov.au>

Subject: Webform submission from: Proposed pathway changes to support Transport Oriented

Development
Submitted on Thu, 22/08/2024 - 15:35

Submitted by: Anonymous

Submitted values are:

Submission Type
I am submitting on behalf of my organisation

Name

First name
Harriet

Last name
Platt-Hepworth

I would like my name and personal contact details to remain confidential
No

Info

Email

Suburb/Town & Postcode
2000



Submission file

udia-submission-re-proposed-pathway-changes-to-support-transport-oriented-
development.pdf (939.06 KB)

Submission

Please see attached the UDIA NSW submission to both the EIE and the accelerated
precincts.

| agree to the above statement
Yes



23 August 2024

vr

Director Assessment and Systems Policy
Department of Planning, Housing and Infrastructure
Via: portal upload.

RE: Proposed pathway changes to support Transport Oriented Development EIE and
accelerated precincts.

The Urban Development Institute of Australia NSW (UDIA) is the peak industry body
representing the leading participants in urban development across NSW. UDIA invests in
evidence-based research that informs our advocacy to state, federal and local
government, so that development policies and critical investment are directed to where
they are needed the most. Together with our over 450 member organisations representing
developers, consultants, state agencies and local councils, we shape the places and cities
where people will live for generations to come, and in doing so, we are city shapers.

Executive Summary

UDIA appreciates the opportunity to provide feedback on the ‘Pathway changes to
support Transport Oriented Development Explanation of Intended Effect (EIE) and the draft
rezoning proposals for the seven TOD accelerated precincts. While UDIA welcomes the
creation of a dedicated pathway for the eight announced Transport Oriented
Development (TOD) accelerated precinct sites, we caution that a number of measures
included in both the EIE and draft rezoning proposals for the TOD accelerated precincts
could impact project feasibility, undermining the Government’s desire to see significant
housing delivered in these areas. Of particular concern are the following:



Very high requirements for Affordable Housing which must be delivered in
perpetuity which is a departure from the model used in the Affordable Housing
Bonus provision in the Housing SEPP, where developers only need to provide stock
for 15 years.

Relatively low increases in yields in these areas, which are insufficient to support
development feasibility in the current economic and high construction cost
environment.

Proposed planning controls that include significant requirements for non-
residential floor space in many areas where commercial markets are already

oversupplied, which will unnecessarily sterilise residential development.

UDIA strongly recommends that in addition to the proposed rezonings and planning
pathway changes, that the Government also establishes a whole-of-government

mechanism to support the efficient delivery of the precincts. The delivery of 47,800

higher-density homes in these eight accelerated precincts will require a proactive
coordination role. While the Department of Planning, Housing and Infrastructure (DPHI)

has initiated rezoning and master planning, we see several key challenges will emerge

when transitioning from planning to actual delivery due to various issues. These include:

Coordination Challenges: There is a lack of cohesive governance and
accountability for TODs, making it difficult to coordinate across agencies and
provide infrastructure.

Planning System Issues: The current planning system delays delivery, raises costs,
and fails to maximize TOD opportunities.

Community and Development Barriers: TODs are failing to create well-designed
places delivered in partnership with developers, and face development feasibility
barriers.

To that end, UDIA has developed ‘NSW TOD Accelerated Precincts, From Planning to
Delivery’ which provides a roadmap and makes 17 recommendations to maximise the

contribution of TODs to housing supply, improve community outcomes, and support
long-term housing needs across NSW. We have included a copy at APPENDIX A. While
the EIE is focused on planning pathways and processes, as our TOD Accelerated
Precincts Report demonstrates, the curation and delivery of these sites is arguably as

important as getting the right planning assessment and approvals pathways in place.
As such, we strongly encourage the NSW Government to consider adopting the
recommendations made in the report. This report forms the basis of our submission on



how TODs in the accelerated precincts should be delivered, however we have also
responded to the specific themes calling for feedback in the EIE which follow.

A temporary SSD pathway for residential building over $60 million

UDIA welcomes any additional opportunities to access the SSD pathway as long as there
is capacity in place within DPHI to undertake timely assessments. While the Department
has committed to a faster assessment and decision making process, given the
significant scale of capital investment that will be required to unlock these precincts, it is
recommended that an indicative approval timeframe is provided at application to
provide more certainty for developments.

Moreover, TOD areas are the subject of significant infrastructure investment and have
been identified for more intense development in previous strategic planning.
Accordingly, the EIE should make clear that where a proponent complies with the
planning controls set by the Department, that objection by a Council or local community
should not trigger a referral to the Independent Planning Commission for assessment.

By the Government’s own admission, the precincts will be developed over 10-15 years
and while some sites are already owned by developers, there will still need to be
significant land consolidation of sites which are upzoned but are not currently held by
developers. This means there may be limited development activity taking place in these
precincts within the two-year period under which the SSD pathway remains open. UDIA
strongly recommends a longer period is allowed to access the SSD pathway and that it
remains open to any DA lodged prior to the end of the Accord period —i.e. July 2029. This
will allow a longer period of time for land to be consolidated and applications to be
lodged.

These precincts are of significance to the NSW Government and are reliant on
infrastructure provisioning to support their successful delivery. Oversight from central
government is necessary to ensure the TOD areas deliver on their intended purpose,
which is housing and investment in high-quality, high-density environments. Forecast
expenditure for various line agencies (such as health, education, transport, and
economic development) should be detailed in relation to changes in density within
these precincts. To that end, a centralised Government agency that is solely dedicated
to delivery within the TOD precincts is absolutely required and expanded upon in our
report (APPENDIX A). This should ensure that assessments and approvals are undertaken



for these precincts in a timely manner and moreover, disputes should be prioritised at
both agency level and in the Land and Environment Court to ensure the state has the
best chance to deliver housing required in these areas.

Recommendations

e Provide a realistic approval turnaround timeframe of between 60-90 days for
proponents using the State Significant Assessment pathway in these accelerated
precincts.

e Create a dedicated TOD Delivery Unit to ensure the TODs are successfully
delivered and meet the Government’'s mandate.

 Restrict referrals to Independent Planning Commission (IPC) where projects
comply with the relevant planning controls.

e Switch off all concurrence and referrals where the proposed development is
consistent with the planning controls set.

e SSD pathway should be extended to five years to July 2029 to align with the

Housing Accord.

Exemption from infill affordable housing provisions

UDIA supports the intent of a number of policies the NSW Government has announced
aimed at increasing height and density such as the Low and Mid Rise and Transport
Oriented Development reforms, however the current economic climate the sector is
operating in, is among the most challenging in a generation, meaning delivering new
apartment projects in many locations is not feasible in the current market. This means
that policies to increase density in the apartment sector may no longer operate as a
direct incentive to facilitate more development, in particular where there is a
requirement for affordable housing to be provided at the same time.

The proposed percentage for affordable housing in each of the Accelerated Precincts
ranges from 3% to 15% of the total GFA and is proposed to be applied to the whole of the
building (the gross GFA), including non-residential components. Any levy tied to
affordable housing should only relate to the floor space associated with residential, not
as a percentage of total GFA for mixed use. It also appears these requirements will apply
to all sites in the TOD precincts, not just those benefiting from increased height or
density.



Feedback from our members is that the high Affordable Housing Contribution, coupled
with its application to the total GFA inclusive of residential and non-residential, will
render many sites unfeasible for development. The affordable housing component must
be proportional to the actual increase in residential yield on any site, with the range for
contributions starting at 0% and going up to no more than 15% where there has been
substantial uplift in height and permissible GFA/FSR and it can be confirmed this level of
contribution is feasible.

UDIA and its members are concerned that no financial feasibility analysis has been
exhibited with EIE which justifies the affordable housing rates proposed are feasible. We
would strongly encourage the Department to release the financial feasibility analysis
that was undertaken for each Precinct, before final zoning decisions are made for these
precincts.

UDIA has previously and consistently supported the infill Affordable Housing bonus
provisions of the Housing SEPP as good public policy. Allowing for additional height and
FSR in exchange for providing 10-15% of the total development floorspace to a registered
Community Housing Provider (CHP) for 15 years, and helping developers account for the
rental income discount through capital gain uplift over a defined period, is a good
incentive that can be worked into feasibility studies in the planning phase (although we
note that during these challenging economic conditions, this policy is unlikely to tip a
unfeasible project into feasibility).

We are therefore concerned at the decision to exclude the TOD Precincts from the
Affordable Housing bonus provisions of the Housing SEPP. In some cases this means
sites are worse off after the introduction of the TOD SEPP where they do not receive at
least at 30% increase in floor space ratio. Sites outside of the TOD precinct can achieve
up to 30% uplift and only need to provide the affordable housing product for 15 years — in
the Accelerated TOD Precincts some sites have no uplift (or less than 30% uplift) and are
expected to fund up to 15% affordable housing in perpetuity. The relatively low increases
in yields in these areas are insufficient to support development feasibility in the current
economic and construction cost environment. If the State wants more affordable
housing delivered at scale, it needs to allow the infill provisions to apply in these areas,
and not remove any height and GFA limitations when affordable housing is delivered, in
order to further incentivise industry to develop this tenure type.

UDIA is therefore seeking clarity on the definition of “perpetual” for any affordable
housing stock provided under the EIE. The EIE suggests the new stock which is affordable
housing must be provided to a CHP and delivered ‘in perpetuity’ yet there is no clear



definition of what is required. For example, can the developer collect the discounted rent,
or does the CHP? Who holds title on the completed housing stock, the developer or the
CHP? As the EIE is drafted it appears the title on the affordable housing stock must be
provided to a registered CHP for affordable housing in perpetuity. With some precincts
requiring affordable housing contributions of 10-15%, it will be impossible to deliver
feasible projects if the stock must be given to a CHP at no cost, or if the developer is
unable to collect rent.

There is also no detail on the ability to provide affordable housing contribution as a
monetary payment as opposed to physical provision which would streamline the
process. We note that many local councils allow a monetary payment to be made in
lieu of the provision of physical housing stock and in some cases, especially where the
AH contribution under the EIE is at the lower end of the range and a small number of AH
dwellings delivered, it may be more efficient to allow a developer to make a cash
contribution. This would allow funds to be pooled over time and CHPs invited to tender to
use those funds to deliver entire buildings as affordable housing, rather than accepting
smaller numbers of affordable housing units throughout the much larger private market
development.

Finally, the EIE is vague on the affordable housing provisions and how they relate to
existing provisions. UDIA contends the new provisions in the EIE should override current
and future LEP provisions to avoid double dipping and further impacting development
feasibility.

Recommendations:

e DPHI should release the financial feasibility assessments underpinning the
proposed re-zonings, including the analysis used to support proposed non-
residential ratios and affordable housing contributions in each precinct.

e The Affordable Housing Bonus provisions of the Housing SEPP should continue to
apply and affordable housing rates should be maintained as they currently exist
in the Housing SEPP.

e The approval pathway should allow monetary contributions to the State in lieu of
the provision of affordable housing.

e Calculations of any Affordable Housing contributions should only be based on the
residential floorspace component of the building.

e To promote feasible affordable housing supply in TOD precincts, the TOD pathway
policy should make any affordable housing height and GFA exempt.



e The affordable housing component must be proportional to the actual increase in
residential yield on any site (non-residential floor space must be excluded), with
the range for contributions starting at 0% and going up to no more than 15% where
there has been substantial uplift in height and permissible GFA/FSR.

e The new policy, once implemented, must replace any existing LEP affordable
housing provision.

Exemption from certain concurrence and referral requirements

UDIA is very supportive of minimising reliance on concurrence and referral (C&R)
requirements wherever possible and the commitment to switch off C&Rs in the
accelerated TOD precincts is welcomed. Moreover, UDIA is supportive of this exemption
working as a pilot which is expanded wherever possible as a means of delivering more
housing in a timely manner.

To minimise delays in housing delivery, it is crucial to both reduce the number of
required referrals and speed up their processing.

The EIE proposes to exempt C&R requirements that are not considered “high-risk”. The
TOD 1 areas have been the subject of significant scrutiny, analyses and strategic
planning. The TOD Plans should represent a whole of Government policy position and as
a general rule, UDIA believes Agencies should not be required to be consulted with again
where the development proposed is consistent with the final planning controls that are
set. As such UDIA proposes C&Rs should be switched off for all circumstances except
where there is a risk to human life. Where the proposed development is inconsistent with
the planning controls, consultation with the relevant agency could occur, but these must
be made with a strictly enforceable timeframe for response. Where there are disputes
between agencies on C&Rs we recommend a resolution mechanism is established
either through the Cabinet Sub-Committee on Housing or via the Coordinator General
for Infrastructure to step in and make a decision. Failing this, a presumption of
concurrence should be put in place where stipulated timeframes are not adhered to.

Recommendations:
e Concurrence and referrals should only apply to areas that pose a risk to human

life or where the development proposed is inconsistent with the final planning

controls that are set. All others should be exempt.



e Any referrals or concurrences which are required must be made with a strictly
enforceable timeframe for response and with the presumption of concurrence
where an agency does not respond in the nominated timeframe.

e Aresolution mechanism is established where there is disagreement about C&Rs,
either through the Cabinet Sub-Committee on Housing or via the Coordinator
General for Infrastructure, providing a step in power to make a decision.

An alternative design excellence pathway

UDIA supports an alternative design excellence pathway to ensure a consistent
approach across the precincts, it does however need to be simple, clear and consistent
so that it can be applied at scale. Expensive and lengthy design excellence processes
result in exorbitant fees and longer developer holdings costs. This must be kept in mind
when creating any alternative. At this time, there has been limited information provided
other than that the design excellence pathway will be developed by the Government
Architect. UDIA suggests that further engagement on this pathway will be required prior
to finalising it, to ensure that it achieves the objectives of faster DA timeframes whilst
ensuring high-quality design outcomes are maintained. An important consideration will
be to ensure the process of seeking input from architects, designers and planners
doesn’t just add undue time or create a situation where the Design Pathway outcome
conflicts with other advice. Many UDIA members have raised concerns about the current
State Design Review Panel process which can often delay a project because of lack of
ability to get on the meeting agenda, and as such there is a need to ensure that Design
Review Panels are held regularly and are properly resourced so that these don't become
a bottleneck in the planning process.

Recommendations

e Further consultation is undertaken on the final form of the Design Excellence
Pathway.

Other Matters

General comments on planning controls in the Accelerated Precincts




Imposition of non-residential minimums

Many areas that have received additional residential Height and FSR, have also received
a corresponding increase in non-residential minimum FSR requirements up to 3:1. Non-
residential minimums create market inefficiencies that drive upward pressure on the
price of housing. When market dynamics aren’'t responded to in the production of
residential and non-residential stock, there will be a deficit in demand for one.

Furthermore, in many of the accelerated precincts including Crows Nest, St Leonards
and Macquarie Park, there are already significant commercial office vacancies. There is
therefore no need to introduce minimum non-residential requirements when the stated
intention of the accelerated precincts is the delivery of residential housing in a high-
quality, high-density environment. There is a large opportunity cost of not maximising
housing delivery in these locations, when there is no need for additional non-residential
stock. Accordingly, we would strongly recommend this need to deliver housing is called
out as the primary policy driver explicitly in the SEPP or relevant statutory instrument
which gives effect to the new planning pathway. We also recommend the requirement
for a non-residential minimum is removed altogether. Retaining significant requirements
for non-residential (particularly in Crows Nest and Macquarie Park) not only contradicts
the intended outcome of housing close to transport and other amenities, but essentially
quarantines development on these sites, as they become unfeasible with the forced
commercial component. Without the removal of the non-residential minimums, the only
way to tip the residential components of these developments in these precincts into
being feasible, is to raise the cost of the residential dwellings to cover the cost, which
only serves to put upward pressure on housing prices.

No feasibility assessment to justify the increase in non-residential minimums

Furthermore, no feasibility studies have been exhibited with the EIE to show how the
market would respond to an increase in non-residential development in the accelerated
precincts. Given the current state of the commercial market, this additional non-
residential FSR will, in our view, render these sites unfeasible.

Recommendation

e That the requirement for a minimum level of non-residential development is
removed.



Comments on specific Accelerated Precincts

Relatively low increases in height and FSR which are insufficient to support development
feasibility in the current economic and construction cost environment.

Several sites at Crows Nest show a significant increase in height, however due to the
existing buildings located on many sites, they will not be redeveloped. Examples include;

e 220 Pacific Highway: The proposed rezoning shows the building height control
increased from 16m to 59m (approximately 19 levels), with no FSR control. Whilst
this sounds like a significant uplift, there is currently a 17 storey (approximately)
strata titled building on the site.

e 599 Pacific Highway: The proposed rezoning shows the building height control
increased from 40m to 64m (approximately 20 storeys), with no FSR control. A 20
storey strata titled building already exists on the site.

e 14 Atchison Street: The proposed rezoning shows the building height control
increased from 49m to 95m (approximately 30 levels), with no FSR control. The
existing strata titled 30 storey building on the site means that the existing use is its
highest and best use.

Much smaller areas rezoned than was first announced — Example Cross Nest

When the TODs were first announced towards the end of 2023, the State Government
advised that the rezoning catchment would be a 1.2km radius from the new Crows Nest
metro station, which equates to an area of 4.52km2 of land. The documents placed on
public exhibition in July 2024 have significantly reduced the focus area for accelerated
rezonings down to an area of approximately 0.27km2 or just 6% of the original proposed
area. Further high-level analysis of the focus area for accelerated zoning has been
undertaken comparing the LEP maps in the Urban Design Report prepared by SJB to the
current zoning controls:
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e The majority of the western portion of the focus area for accelerated rezoning is
zoned E2, which does not permit any residential uses. Any increase in height or FSR
in these E2 areas does not result in any additional housing supply.

e Many of the lots that have received additional residential Height and FSR, have
also received a corresponding increase in non-residential minimum FSR
requirements up to 3:1. Given the current state of the commercial market, this
additional non-residential FSR will likely render these sites unfeasible.

e Proposed rezoned R4 zoned land within 100m of the Crows Nest train station and
adjoining MUI zoned land have a proposed height control of 29m, but an FSR of
only 2:1, which given the proximity to the Metro is extremely low, particularly when
you consider that Train Stations under TOD Stage 2 would provide higher
residential density with a height control of 22m (for residential flat buildings) and
an FSR of 2.5:1.

e All existing R3 & R4 zoned land within 400m or 800m of the Crows Nest or St
Leonards train stations have received no increase in density. The Urban Design
Report prepared by SJB notes that some of these areas may also be subject to
changes under anticipated housing reform controls and therefore rezoning may
not be required. We are not aware of any housing reform controls that would
increase the densities for these areas.

The proposed plan offers extremely limited opportunities for new housing supply
compared to the State Governments initial announcement last year, which is further
reduced by rezoned sites having already been developed to their maximum potential, as
outlined above. For these reasons we do not see the proposed addition of 3,255 new
dwellings coming even close to being achieved by the proposed rezonings.

Recommendation

e Crows Nest is so flawed that it should come off exhibition, be redesigned in line
with the recommmendations above, additional rezoned areas added and then be
re-exhibited with the Bays West exhibition.

Some areas have seen potential downzoning where new height controls can’t be

realised
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There are areas around Kellyville Station where heights have been increased but FSR
reduced, which would result in a loss of developable floor areas. One example from a
member who has a site with the prior affordable housing bonus resulting in close to a to
4:1 FSR (with 87,000m2 GFA). With the new FSR limits of 2.2 -1 the site now has a GFA
achievable of 48,000m2. The result is that the yield is almost halved.

Recommendation

e Therealisable GFA in each of the accelerated precincts needs to be retested to
ensure that where heights have been increased, an unintended consequence of a
site being constrained has not been realised by the unaltered or altered FSRs.

e UDIA would recommend having an uncapped FSR (given the setback controls and
the ADG will control the form of the building).

Conclusion

UDIA wishes to be part of the ongoing conversation to ensure NSW has the best chance it
can at delivering the homes it so desperately needs. UDIA appreciates this opportunity to
offer our comments, and we would like to work closely with DPHI in the continued role out
of the TOD precincts more broadly.

If you or your team have queries about the content of this submission or wish to discuss it
in more detail, please contact UDIA NSW Director of Policy, Harriet Platt-Hepworth on

0474 772 291 or at hplatthepworth@udiansw.com.au

Kind regards,

UDIA NSW

12



Appendix A: NSW TOD Accelerated Precincts, From Planning to Delivery

Executive Summary

The NSW Government is focusing on achieving an ambitious housing target of
377,000 new homes in the next five years, including a bold reform agenda around
Transport-Oriented Development (TOD). This includes the delivery of 47,800
higher-density homes in eight TOD Accelerated Precincts, to be led by the NSW
Government. As a necessary first step, the Department of Planning, Housing &
Infrastructure (DPHI) has focused on rezoning and master planning these
Accelerated Precincts. Less clear is how the NSW Government will progress them
from planning to delivery, noting that TODs suffer from a range of delivery issues,
which include:

e Alack of coordinated governance around TODs, accountability and
responsibility, and capacity and capability for delivery, all of which create
difficulties in coordinating across many agencies, especially for
infrastructure provision.

e An unsupportive planning system that delays delivery, increases costs, fails
to maximise the opportunities from TODs and is not outcomes focused.

e Failing to create great places designed and delivered in partnership with
developers and local communities.

« Development feasibility barriers (UDIA NSW has discussed this issue in our
recent Making TODs Work research report).

In addition, the current list of eight TOD Accelerated Precincts must not be a one-
off. To maintain housing supply and tackle the housing supply crisis in the
medium and long term, a pipeline of ongoing TODs needs to be developed. This
pipeline should build on and improve the development process of additional new
TODs, including policies, strategies, methodologies, and optimised planning and
delivery pathways.

To support an ongoing TOD program, this paper makes several recommendations
to the NSW Government grouped within three broad areas for action:
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1. Strengthen TOD governance for delivery, including creation of a dedicated
and empowered TOD delivery function, tasked with coordinating existing
and new TODs, and a single accountable Minister responsible for TOD
delivery and removing barriers to housing supply.

2. Enhance the planning system around TODs, including developing an
‘Expected Development pathway’ for developments in accordance with the
precinct master plan, resolving infrastructure planning and contributions
as part of the upfront rezoning, and other planning efficiencies.

3. Optimize the potential of TODs and create a further pipeline of Accelerated
Precinct TODs to support long-term housing supply and affordability
across NSW.

By implementing the recommendations in this report, the NSW Government will
set up TOD Accelerated Precincts to maximise their contribution to housing supply
while creating great places for communities. This will help address the current
housing crisis while building long-term community support for densification
across NSW to support a growing population.

Summary of Recommendations

All of these recommendations outlined below relate to TOD Accelerated Precincts.

Section1- TOD Governance:

1. Create a TOD delivery function within the NSW Government that is
accountable for successful delivery of all TOD Accelerated Precincts.
Appoint a single Minister responsible for TOD delivery.

Implement standardised principles or rules at TODs that support housing
supply and affordability.

4. Develop and implement a strategy for building capacity and capability for
TOD development and delivery.

5. Appoint an Advisory Panel of global and Australian experts in TODs.
Develop a framework for delivering TODs based on global experience.
Experiment with alternative forms of stakeholder engagement that focus
on the design and amenity of TODs instead of height and density.
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Section 2 - Streamlining planning for TODs

8. Streamline the NSW Planning System for TODs, including providing an
‘Expected Development’ pathway.

9. In TODs, deal with agency concerns as part of master planning and remove
DA requirements for referrals unless it is outside the agreed-upon
parameters in the master plan.

10. In TODs, reduce DA reporting requirements by undertaking reports at a
precinct level as part of master planning.

1. All TODs should have industry-specific Secretary’s Environmental
Assessment Requirements (SEARs) to remove the need for project-by-
project SEARs.

12. Establish planning controls in a TOD parallel to the master plan.

13. Allow State Significant Development Approvals (SSDA)s to be processed in
parallel with the master planning.

Section 3 - Optimizing the potential of TODs, over time

14. Undertake a detailed analysis of each site in the TODs to understand the
barriers to reaching their potential and seek to remove them.

15. Identify the regulations that most restrict yield on TODs and undertake a
financing/affordability cost-benefit analysis to decide whether to keep
them.

16. Decide on the re-zoning radius of TODs based on transport accessibility
and plan to increase transport accessibility to expand the radius.

17. DPHI should begin a transparent process for building a pipeline of TODs.
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Background
Introduction to Transit-Oriented Development

Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) is a planning and urban design principle
focused on high-density development close to transit nodes. It encourages the
use of public and active transport and reduces the need for private commuter
transport, such as cars.

Although the idea has a long history and is found in different ways in many forms
of urban development, American urbanist Peter Calthorpe first used this
terminology in the early 1990s to promote more sustainable forms of urban
development and said a TOD area is ‘a mixed-use community within an average
800 metre (or 10-minute) walking distance of a transit stop and core commercial

areq’.
Key characteristics of places designed on TOD principles include:

¢ Arange of high and medium-density residential developments, typically
dominated by apartments but with a mix of scales and forms responsive to
the local context.

e Have good access to high-frequency public transport (typically rail but
also potentially rapid bus & ferry transit) and high-quality pedestrian and
cycling networks.

e Are linked by these transport networks to places with a high concentration
of jobs and services - either major urban commercial centres or key
education and health precincts.

e Critically, depend on the redevelopment of fragmented, privately held land
in a coordinated and well-incentivised way.

TOD initiatives are most commmon in modern cities in North America, Latin
America, and Asia, where new or existing rail infrastructure is not fully developed.
In contrast, in older European or Asian cities, where urban infrastructure serviced
existing dense urban environments, TOD programs try to retrofit density into
places where it has not always existed - for instance, station precincts
surrounded by low-density single homes or land used unproductively for car
parking.
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Whilst the NSW Government’s focus on TODs is historically significant in scope and
significance, TODs have been included in all recent strategic plans and many
examples of development in Sydney are TOD in character or apply TOD principles.

Throughout the 2000s, metropolitan centres like Chatswood, Parramatta, Burwood
and Rhodes were identified for significant growth, primarily due to their
connectivity via the heavy rail network. In recent years, the Priority Precincts
program has focused on rezoning existing centres for higher-density
development. However, many of these precincts have not performed as planned
due to uncertain planning processes, poorly implemented design principles and
the complexity of governance for delivery.

That is why the current focus on the TOD Program by the NSW Government is so
significant and why it is so critical to get delivery right.

The TOD Program is designed to address housing shortages by delivering
additional housing supply near 45 identified transport hubs. There are two parts
to the program:

e Part1: TOD Accelerated Precincts (the focus of this report): Rezoning the
land within 1,200 metres of eight stations within Greater Sydney to deliver
high and mid-rise housing.

e Part 2: New Planning Controls: Introducing the Transport Oriented
Development State Environmental Planning Policy (TOD SEPP) to allow more
mid-rise housing within 400 metres of 37 stations across NSW.

In the TOD Accelerated Precincts, DPHI will undertake master planning and
technical studies for each precinct and lead accelerated rezonings (informed by
master plans) for all eight sites. A new State Significant Development Assessment
pathway (triggered by development capital value over $60M) will be in place until
November 2027. Councils will assess developments for less than $60M. DPHI is
committed to assessing applications within 90 days.

Basis for our recommendations in this Report

This report has been prepared by UDIA Urban Renewal, BTR, TOD and Local

Centres Committee members with experience across development, design,
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planning, and precinct delivery. This report focuses on the TOD Accelerated
Precincts and the need to maintain a future pipeline of similarly scaled precincts
where large landholdings and infrastructure investment can substantially
contribute to housing supply and economic growth. Whilst the ‘New Planning
Controls’ precincts are also critical to NSW’s growth; their urban development
pattern and model are substantially different to the TOD Accelerated Precincts
necessitating a different approach and focus to achieve success.

The key questions that have framed this research and recommendations are:

e What does best practice delivery, planning and governance look like for
TOD Accelerated Precincts?

e What are the optimal planning pathways and key obstacles to accelerate
TOD delivery in NSW?

¢ How can the NSW Government, working with councils and the private
sector, avoid the mistakes of past precincts, and ensure delivery
mechanisms to accelerate the housing completions necessary to meet the
National Housing Accord target?

In response, our report focuses on three areas for consideration by the NSW
Government:

e Proposing enhanced TOD delivery governance, including a dedicated state
led TOD delivery function tasked with coordinating the successful delivery
of the initial eight and future TODs reporting to a single accountable
Minister. To meet its objectives, the TOD delivery function should create a
delivery framework based on lessons from TODs globally.

e Streamlining the planning processes around TODs, including developing an
‘Expected Development pathway’ for developments in accordance with the
approved precinct master plan and resolving infrastructure planning and
contributions as part of the upfront rezoning. This should include advanced
industry, community, and stakeholder engagement approaches to move
beyond objections to height to prioritize community requirements and
design quality at TODs.

e Optimising the housing potential and outcomes of TODs at each location
and ensuring a pipeline of future TODs.
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Section1- TOD Governance

Achieving successful delivery of the TOD Accelerated Precincts is critical to
tackling the housing affordability crisis. In some quarters, there is the
misconception that doing high-quality master planning of a TOD is sufficient to
deliver good outcomes. However, the experience in NSW and around the world is
that whilst high-quality master planning is essential to delivering successful TODs,
it is not sufficient. TODs are delivered over a long period, often up to twenty years.
The delivery of TODs needs to be managed throughout this period to solve
problems, remove barriers to success and make changes in response to
changing markets and circumstances. A local example that exemplifies this is
Zetland, where the City of Sydney has curated the precinct through a place-
based governance framework and leveraged developers’ contributions to create
a high-amenity precinct.

Successful delivery management of TODs requires:
e Robust delivery governance, clear accountabilities and responsibilities for
planning and delivery.
e Appropriate capacity and capabilities.
e Creating processes that support the key elements that enable TODs and
their communities to thrive over time.

1.1 Accountability and Responsibility

To succeed, TODs need effective collaboration with a wide range of stakeholders,
including government agencies, local councils, and developers, over a sustained
period. Experience in NSW and around the world has demonstrated this does not
happen organically; mechanisms need to be put in place to facilitate this
collaboration, and where consensus cannot be achieved, decisions must be
made to enable delivery. Where accountability and responsibility are lacking,

issues arise in a variety of ways:
1. Overall ownership of and responsibility for TOD delivery is unclear following

DPHI rezoning and master planning. During the early development of a TOD,
when the master planning is being undertaken, there is clear ownership of
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the TOD. However, once the planning is done, TODs often stall, with no clear
accountability and responsibility for delivery. Consequently, TODs can fail
to meet their objectives and create the great places envisioned in the
master plan.

2. A need for infrastructure and amenity coordination. The successful
creation of TODs requires many agencies to come together to deliver an
integrated and holistic TOD that supports the growing population, including
planning, transport, schools, hospitals, local Councils, and treasury. This
requires aligning priorities across the agencies and making trade-offs to
match available funding and leveraging government land to benefit the
entire precinct. Unfortunately, the structures and processes to align
agencies around a ‘place’ have historically been missing. Current NSW
Government processes are not designed to support a place-based
approach to infrastructure, with each siloed agency having a separate
business case for their specific interests and priorities. This makes
infrastructure coordination very difficult and slows down delivery.

3. Uncertainty over infrastructure funding. The sources of infrastructure
funding for a TOD are often varied and include council funding, local and
state infrastructure contributions, works in kind, and state and federal
funding. With clear accountabilities, identifying infrastructure priorities,
timings, and funding sources is easier. For example, infrastructure funded
by local contributions often suffers from only being delivered once the
contributions have been paid and the infrastructure can be fully funded.
The result is that infrastructure is frequently delivered many years later
than required, undermining community acceptance of TODs.

4. Dispersed ministerial accountabilities. Government agencies must not be
the only ones brought together to deliver TODs successfully; Ministers must
also coordinate to prevent agencies from being pulled in different
directions.

5. Maintaining focus over time. The NSW Government's focus on delivering a
TOD can reduce once it moves into the planning approval/assessment
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stage, which is usually run by local government. Whilst not an issue where
councils have the capacity, capability, and willingness to deliver TODs, for
too many Councils, this is not the case. In those cases, the NSW
Government needs to retain an oversight role.

6. Political pressures in local constituencies can result in reduced housing
supply and associated amenities when influential community groups
pressure their local MPs to water down TOD proposals, particularly
regarding height and density. Local MPs can lobby the Planning Minister to
scale back TOD plans. Whist political lobbying and community interest
groups are a reality of our political system, it is essential that the
opportunities of TODs are optimized in all locations — based on place and
community requirements rather than political pressure.

7. Councils take different approaches to TODs. The current TOD program
demonstrates wide differences in whether councils support TODs. Most
have welcomed TOD Accelerated Precincts and will work constructively to
deliver them. Unfortunately, some councils are less supportive.

8. Inflexible approaches to development feasibility. Developers need to
generate a financial return to deliver housing at TODs. This is often driven
by the banks, who require a certain level of return to reduce risks before
providing finance. There are many complexities around feasibility, such as
when the land was purchased and at what price, changes to construction
costs, infrastructure contributions, land fragmentation etc. However, if a
significant site in a TOD is not delivered due to feasibility concerns, it can
undermine the whole precinct.

The NSW Government has encountered all these challenges in its efforts to deliver
precincts over many years. It has tried various methods to improve delivery,
including recently, the appointment of the CEO of Infrastructure NSW to act as the
Coordinator-General for infrastructure in Western Sydney and elsewhere to
facilitate the alignment of government infrastructure agencies. Given the
challenges of infrastructure coordination, UDIA has welcomed this
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announcement. Over the years, the NSW Government has used many models and
governance arrangements to try and improve the delivery of precincts:

Delivery Authorities

The NSW Government has used delivery authorities like the Barangaroo Delivery
Authority and Sydney Olympic Park Authority to create and deliver precincts.
However, the delivery authority model has had mixed success, with the Western
Parkland City Authority recently being restructured and its scope narrowed.

Cabinet Sub-committee

The NSW Government has sometimes had cabinet subcommittees focusing on
housing delivery. These have been relatively successful at coordinating
government activity. However, they have tended to become watered down over
time as government priorities have shifted.

The 2000 Sydney Olympics

During the NSW Government'’s preparations for the Olympics in 2000, to speed up
decision-making and improve coordination, an Olympic Coordination Authority
(OCA) was created by amalgamating the divisions within five State Government
agencies responsible for delivering the venues, reporting to one Olympics Minister.

In addition, a second agency, the Olympic Roads and Transport Authority (ORTA)
was established with three state agencies involved in coordinating the delivery of
transport services for the Olympics, again reporting to the Olympics Minister.

Key governance arrangements for the Olympics included:

e A single Minister responsible for delivery.

e Merging agencies or divisions within agencies to support delivery.

 Providing planning powers to the Minister (delegated to the agency),
including a rapid approval pathway where development was aligned with
the precinct plan, subject to a design review.
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The Growth Centres Commission (GCC)

The Growth Centres Commission was constituted on 1 July 2005 as a
development corporation under the Growth Centres (Development Corporations)
Act 1974 to support development in the North West and South West growth
centres. A key objective of the commission was to speed up the development of
the growth centres. Key governance arrangements from the Growth Centres

Commission included the following:

¢ As with the OCA, the Minister responsible for the Commission had consent
authority over development in the growth centres and delegated it to the
Commission.

e A collaborative ethos with a focus on delivery. The collaborative planning
the Commission undertook with local Councils exemplified this.

e The Commission had the power to be the water authority in the growth
centres. This meant it had the option of building its own water
infrastructure and potentially bypassing Sydney Water if it would be a
roadblock to development. This did not turn out to be the case, but the
power was helpful in discussions about the provision of water infrastructure
with Sydney Water.

e Creating a bespoke infrastructure contributions framework for the growth
centres.

e Focus. The Commission had a limited number of areas to focus on.

e A Board providing external expertise and advice.

Councils
The NSW Government has had limited resources to rezone precincts. Therefore, it
has been inclined to do a rapid rezoning and then leave implementation to

councils.

State-led intervention in planning requires the Planning Department to take the
lead in the rezoning process in place of the relevant council. There are different
examples of how the state and local governments work together, but typically, the
state government dominates and leads the process. Councils may actively
participate, participate passively, or choose not to participate altogether.
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In the past, this has meant the following:

» Key issues deferred past the rezoning (like contributions plans) are
delayed, and few dedicated resources are available to deliver.

e Councils can frustrate the objectives of a precinct rezoning, e.g. by setting
unrealistic local Development Control Plan (DCP) controls, slowing
development applications, or not providing adequate resources for
implementation.

e If precinct rezonings do not lead to desired development outcomes, there is
no means of evaluating or revisiting how planning controls or other

interventions could be adjusted.

These issues impacted St Leonards and Crows Nest, where the NSW Government
finalised the strategic plan, but gave responsibility to proponents and councils to
bring forward site rezonings. This created a slow and uncertain process that has

undermined the precinct's strategic intent and delivery.

Another example is Macquarie Park, where regular changes to the strategic vision
for the precinct over the past 15 years, have undermined landowner certainty,
diminished market confidence, and caused pressure for intensive development
outcomes. Currently, the state government and local council remain at odds, and
without a clear governance model moving forward, the precinct is unlikely to
reach its potential.

A key lesson for moving forward is that the NSW government needs to consider
implementation as part of the precinct planning process and should include:

¢ Identifying a framework with multiple models for the government'’s
involvement in TOD Accelerated Precincts and how it will work with
Councils.

¢ Identifying discrete elements or parts of the process that councils can be
fully responsible for, consistent with the precinct planning (i.e. the role of
the City of Sydney in implementing the Pyrmont Peninsula Place Strategy).

e Considering how to manage councils opposing Development Applications
(DAs) without merit, following controversial precinct rezonings, pushing
projects down uncertain, expensive and unnecessary Independent
Planning Commission (IPC) decisions.
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e Developing precinct tracking mechanisms so the NSW Government can
evaluate implementation and make necessary adjustments.

e Resolving infrastructure planning and contributions as part of the master
plan will ensure that development is not later held up by uncertainty.

¢ Supplementing the expertise of government to build capacity and
capability.

Considering these examples, UDIA has identified several governance elements
that need to be put in place to support the delivery of TODs:

1. A Sub-committee of Cabinet that monitors TOD progress and can make
decisions that cannot be resolved elsewhere. The NSW Government has
already recognised the need for a cabinet sub-committee for housing
delivery, and TOD delivery should be a regular part of this committee’s
agenda. In addition, this committee should review and recommend the
densities around TODs, and any proposed changes to these densities
should be referred to the sub-committee for a view.

2. A single, accountable Minister responsible for TOD delivery (post planning)
and maximising housing and placemaking outcomes at TODs. Whilst the
master planning of TODs sits with the Minister for Planning, it is just as
important that the delivery of TODs is also the responsibility of one Minister,
empowered to manage competing interests and delivery complexities and,
if required, instruct agencies.

3. An empowered and funded government agency (a whole new entity or
part of an existing entity) is responsible for coordinated and streamlined
TOD delivery, with powers to coordinate with other agencies and make
changes to reflect local conditions. This TOD delivery function should be
flexible with how it works with councils on TOD delivery. Where a council
wishes to take ownership of a TOD, is supportive of the master plan and has
the capacity and capabilities to do it, the TOD should be handed over, but
with ongoing delivery monitoring by the TOD delivery function. Where a
council is not supportive of a TOD, the TOD delivery function should remain
in complete control of the TOD, while still appropriately consulting with the
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local council. The TOD delivery function should include the following powers
and responsibilities:

Responsibility for all TOD Accelerated Precincts and is focused on their
coordinated delivery.
The ability to amend the master plan (over time).

TOD delivery, including resolving problems such as:

- Fragmented land, including considering options such as reducing
parking and servicing requirements that exacerbate the problem,
tax incentives for consolidation or compulsory acquisition.

- Local infrastructure delivery

- Feasibility issues

- Bringing forward housing within the Housing Accord period.

e Creating a cross-agency team, with key agencies, such as Transport
and Sydney Water, seconding people into the team to provide support.

e Where possible, looking to transition TOD delivery to councils.

e Create local stakeholder committees, including developers, landowners,

council, etc.

These three critical elements of TOD governance - a TOD delivery function, a
single Minister, and a Cabinet subcommittee - should improve the level of
accountability and responsibility to support the successful delivery of an
ambitious TOD Program. However, additional capacity and capability must be
developed to ensure success (see next section).

Recommendation - Create a TOD delivery function within the NSW Government
that is accountable for coordinating the successful delivery of all TOD
Accelerated Precincts.

Recommendation - Appoint a single Minister responsible for TOD Accelerated
Precinct delivery.

Another of the areas for improvement in TOD delivery in NSW is the tendency to
determine a separate planning pathway for each individual TOD. Standardised
planning principles or rules around TODs would streamline and accelerate
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delivery. Minneapolis in the US (see box B) has done this to great effect,
significantly improving housing supply and affordability in less than four years.
Although exactly copying Minneapolis would be inappropriate in the NSW context,
some rules could be translated across, for example, defining density minimums
around Accelerated Precinct TODs. The key is standardising rules supporting
housing supply and affordability across all accelerated precinct TODs.

Recommendation - Implement standardised rules at Accelerated Precinct
TODs that support housing supply and affordability.

1.2 Creating capacity and capability

Creating TODs that are vibrant, well-connected, and balanced in terms of
residential and employment land uses, while delivering a high amenity level is a
complex endeavour that requires collaboration between the public and private
sectors. Successful examples from around the world demonstrate that when local
or State governments take a deliberate, proactive, and integrated approach, the
results can lead to thriving communities. In contrast, when governments and the
private sector do not collaborate effectively, governments tend to impose
elements into a master plan that damage the precinct. For example, crude
requirements for mixed-use have been known to create poorly located
commercial premises that remain vacant and harm the place-making of the
areq, whilst parking maximums in places like Chatswood are making the
apartments unsellable and preventing development.

A significant risk to the successful delivery of the initial TOD Accelerated Precincts
is the lack of interdisciplinary expertise required to lead and deliver highly
complex transit-oriented renewal projects within state and local government. Few
agencies, councils, or individuals have the cross-cutting capabilities needed
across transport, urban planning, development feasibility, and financing, plus the
expertise to negotiate, collaborate, engage effectively with stakeholder groups,
and integrate all to drive agreed-upon outcomes for each location.
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Competition for a limited pool of experienced professionals and expertise has
resulted in talent across relevant NSW Government agencies being stretched, and
many smaller local councils across Sydney also having limited TOD delivery
capability.

The NSW Government must also prioritise the development of essential cross-
disciplinary TOD delivery capabilities to integrate development programs across
state agencies, local and state government, private sector, and disciplines. This
could be led by the TOD delivery function as discussed above and could include
initiatives such as state—developer working groups for persistent challenges
(such as development feasibility), cross-government secondments, forming
shared project offices between local and state governments, bespoke cross
disciplinary training, etc.

Building capacity and capability will require several years to develop. Therefore,
additional measures are needed in the short term to supplement the skills and
experience available to the NSW Government and local councils. These measures
could take various forms, such as directly employing consultants and contractors
in the TOD delivery function while permanent employees build up their skills and
experience. Using consultants can be expensive, and the public service does not
have a sound record of passing skills from consultants and contractors to
permanent employees.

An additional approach would be creation of an expert independent advisory
panel with global and Australian expertise in TODs, including construction,
development, planning, delivery and management. This panel could undertake
several roles:

J—

Providing advice on creating and delivering TODs to Ministers and public
servants.

Advising on funding and partnership structures.

Championing TODs in the community.

Sharing knowledge and expertise with the TOD delivery agency.
Scrutinising TOD plans and delivery progress.

o oA WP

Problem-solving delivery challenges.
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7. Working with public servants to develop the policies and processes to get
the TOD delivery function up and running and set it up for success.
8. Challenging existing BAU processes that have proved ineffective.

Recommendation - Develop and implement a strategy for building capacity
and capability for TOD Accelerated Precinct delivery.

Recommendation - Appoint an advisory panel of global and Australian experts
in TODs.

1.3 Creating the processes that enable TODs to thrive.

International experience has identified several facets that help TODs to become
the great places we need to aspire to:

1. Flexibility Over Life of the TOD: Any precinct plan must be able to evolve
over its lifetime.

2. Integrated Planning and infrastructure coordination: A holistic view of
urban planning that includes housing, transportation, and amenities.

3. Regulatory Frameworks: Implementing deliberate policies and regulations
that support the desired outcomes of urban development.

4. Affordability: Ensuring a mix of housing options to cater to different income
levels.

5. Community Engagement: Involving local stakeholders, including residents
and businesses, in the planning process to ensure that the place meets the
community’s actual needs.

6. Performance Targets: Setting clear performance targets for liveability
outcomes.

7. Public-Private Partnerships (PPPs). Engaging with the private sector to
leverage additional expertise, efficiency, and funding (see box A).

8. Transparent and Accountable Systems: Implementing transparent
processes and accountability mechanisms to track progress and ensure
responsible use of resources, including local contributions.
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9. Legal and IT Frameworks: Establishing robust (but simple to implement)
legal and IT systems to support public investment planning, allocation, and
implementation.

10. Capacity Building: Investing in human resources and capacity building to
improve the skills and capabilities of those involved in infrastructure
planning and delivery.

1. Place-Based Vision: Developing a clear, strategic vision specific to a
region’s needs that can be easily translated into more defined
district/precinct needs.

12. Sustainability: A focus on creating environmentally friendly and energy-
efficient buildings and neighbourhoods. For example, Barangaroo.

13. Innovation: Utilising new technologies and innovative practices in urban

development.

In short, NSW needs to develop and implement processes to deliver successful
TODs. Fortunately, NSW can draw on significant resources to create those
processes. These include the Victorian Planning Authority’s Guidelines, the IMF's

Public Investment Management Assessment (PIMA) framework, and the World

Bank’s Infrastructure Governance Framework.

Implementing a solid but pragmatic framework that integrates the above
elements can help avoid the legacy shortfall and backlog of many TOD
challenges such as misaligned infrastructure, land fragmentation, dissatisfied
communities and meeting ambitious housing targets. Establishing and
overseeing the framework would sensibly be another role for the TOD delivery

function.

Recommendation - Develop a framework for delivering Accelerated Precinct
TODs based on global experience.

A further area for particular focus in NSW is community engagement. Precinct

planning in Sydney over the past decade has often come undone at the stage of
formal community consultation. Here are a few examples:
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e The Rhodes priority precinct was first announced in 2015, exhibited thrice in
2017, 2018 and 2020, and finalised in 2021.

e The Parramatta North precinct spent 10 years being passed between
council and state, unexpectedly excluded from CBD rezoning in 2022 and
the 2024 rezoning has reduced development scale, trying to resolve issues
that should have been addressed earlier which will likely result in multiple
projects not proceeding.

¢ The Sydenham to Bankstown line. In response to community sentiment, the
NSW Government backed down on a corridor strategy. The council then
moved forward with more intense master plans for key stations. Nearly ten
years later, the TOD program may now achieve a mid-rise plan for a
number of further stations.

e Waterloo Estate - a deeply engaged local community was involved in an
extensive and repetitive consultation process where the community felt it
was not listened to.

The Government'’s intent for a precinct and the community’s aspirations are often
misaligned. The Government releases plans for high density in a local areaq, with
the community reacting to refute or disagree with the premise of higher density.

Traditionally, stakeholder consultation has focused too much on heights and
whether a commmunity wants a TOD and not enough on its design and the
community infrastructure required. Alternative engagement models with
communities and other stakeholders should be explored to enable much higher
levels of involvement in the design of a TOD and the trade-offs involved to
achieve optimal community outcomes.

Recommendation: Experiment with alternative forms of stakeholder
engagement that focus on the designh and amenities of TODs instead of height.

Section 2 — Streamlining Planning for TODs

Getting the right governance around TODs is essential for success, but more is
needed. We also need to consider how to achieve the following:
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e TOD Accelerated Precincts planning can be improved; and (in Section 3);

¢ How the benefits of TOD Accelerated Precincts can be maximised; and

e How TOD Accelerated Precinct delivery can be optimised over a time
horizon of twenty years.

2.1 iImproving TOD Accelerated Precincts Planning

The current TOD planning process has several problems that, if rectified, could
significantly speed up housing supply and deliver better place outcomes.

The NSW Planning System is widely acknowledged as having its challenges. It is
expensive to administer (causing resourcing issues for assessing DAs), costly to
navigate, slow, and unpredictable. Left as it is, the system will significantly hinder
good TOD Accelerated Precinct outcomes, reducing housing supply, slowing
delivery, and delivering sub-optimal place-based outcomes. In short, the NSW
Planning System needs to be adjusted to achieve the outcomes aspired to and
possible with TODs.

The planning reform for TOD Accelerated Precincts should draw lessons from the
Olympics and Queensland, where consultation occurs as part of the master
planning. An ‘Expected Development’ pathway that provides deemed approval for
a DA within the master plan, subject to the design (via an efficient design review
process), would significantly improve TOD delivery, housing supply and place-
based outcomes.

Recommendation - Streamline the NSW Planning System for TOD Accelerated
Precinct, including providing an ‘Expected Development’ pathway.

Once Master planning is complete, developers must submit Development
Applications (DAs) for their projects. Their DAs are referred to government
agencies for consideration in this process. Referrals can cause two issues. First,
government agencies are often slow to consider referrals. Second, new issues
arise that, for some reason, were not included in the master plan, even when the
DA aligns entirely with the outline set out in the master plan.
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Any strategy for improving referrals needs to take a multi-pronged approach,
including:

e Reducing the number of referrals.
e Speeding up referrals.

¢ Reducing the number of new issues that arise from referrals.

To reduce the number of referrals at the DA stage, agencies should submit their
issues and resolve them (even if the government agrees to ignore the agency
concerned) as part of the master planning process, and DAs no longer need to be
referred to an agency if it aligns with the masterplan.

Recommendation - In TOD Accelerated Precincts, ensure that agency concerns
are addressed as part of the master plan and no longer require referrals as part
of a DA unless it is outside the agreed-upon parameters in the master plan.

The reports required to support a DA are extensive, time-consuming, and costly,
and when considered at a TOD level, they are incredibly inefficient. For example,
every DA has to provide traffic reports and social impact assessments, creating
an extensive duplication of work for each DA. Undertaking these studies as part of
the master plan should remove the need for them to be undertaken by any DA
that complies with the master plan’s parameters. Even where a DA is outside the
master plan parameters, the reporting requirements should be significantly
reduced, given the previous work undertaken.

Recommendation - In TOD Accelerated Precincts, reduce DA reporting
requirements by undertaking reports at a precinct level as part of master
planning.

The Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements (SEARs) specify what
issues must be addressed within an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), which
can be costly and time-consuming. However, these requirements can also be
reduced by the upfront preparation of what are known as industry-specific SEARS,
which remove the requirements for SEARs on a project-by-project basis. Creating
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industry-specific SEARs for all TOD Accelerated Precinct would help streamline the
development process.

Recommendation - All TOD Accelerated Precincts should have industry-
specific SEARs to remove the need for project-by-project SEARs.

As part of creating the planning framework around a precinct, once the master
plan is complete, sites cannot come forward until the planning controls are
established. However, there can be a lengthy delay before this occurs, delaying
housing supply and reducing feasibility. If planning controls were established in
parallel with the master plan, delivery delays could be significantly reduced.

Recommendation - Establish planning controls in TOD Accelerated Precincts
parallel to the master plan.

Should an ‘Expected Development’ pathway not be available, an alternative way
to improve housing delivery would be to undertake a State Significant
Development Application (SSDA) process in parallel with the master planning.

Recommendation - Allow SSDAs to be processed in parallel with master
planning.

Section 3 - Optimising the potential of TODs, over time.

Given the importance of TOD Accelerated Precincts for delivering housing and
reshaping our cities, it is essential to optimise each TOD's potential. Reducing a
TOD's potential causes several significant issues beyond reducing the total
quantum of housing provided.

Firstly, reducing the yield on sites makes them less feasible and less appealing to
invest in and slows down land acquisition, development, and housing supply.

Secondly, much of the amenity available in a TOD heavily depends on the scale
achieved. Facilities like childcare centres, coffee shops, restaurants, etc., depend
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on sufficient patronage. The less density, the less viability of those amenities, and
placemaking outcomes are compromised.

The first challenge to be addressed in maximising the potential of TODs is to
ensure high-quality data on precinct yield. The current TOD Accelerated Precincts
target is 47,800 new homes over 15 years. However, this number is likely to be
dragged down by sites that:

e Require amalgamation to achieve their potential.

e Are unable to transact due to developers and landowners being unable to
agree on a price.

¢ Have yield & feasibility challenges.

e Arelocated in a sub-market without the capacity to absorb all the new
homes.

The NSW Government should examine each TOD in detail to identify obstacles to
achieving their potential and, where necessary, make changes to get as close as
possible to 47,800 new homes. Interventions could include incentives to
encourage amalgamation and early transactions and support for feasibility. The
government’s adoption of the UDIA’s proposal to pilot purchasing homes to
support pre-sales is an excellent example of where the government can deliver
affordable housing while supporting market housing. Finding solutions to ensure
TODs are delivered should be the new role of the TOD delivery division and the
TOD advisory panel.

In some cases, TODs have significant land fragmentation. If not managed, this
can hinder the delivery. For example, Leppington is often pointed to as an
example of where fragmentation has prevented the successful delivery of the
TOD.

Currently, LEP controls have some incentives to encourage amalgamation, such
as requiring minimum lot areas. However, consideration needs to be given to
what happens if these are insufficient and further measures are required. These
could come as three approaches:
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. Reduce the need for amalgamations. On some sites, there is an option to
reduce the need for amalgamations, such as by removing the need for
parking. For example, in town centre/high street locations the need to
deliver minimum parking spaces can hinder development as basements
need to be of a certain size and configuration to enable circulation, plant
and ramps, waste etc. Removing the need for parking or requiring a
maximum rate removes the need to amalgamate 3 or 4+ properties to
make the basement work.

2. Providing time-limited incentives. It might be appropriate to provide
additional incentives to amalgamate land on some sites, such as reducing
infrastructure contributions on an amalgamated site for up to a fixed
period, say two years.

3. Retain incentives which are working well. For example, along Liverpool Road
in Ashfield (see below) where developments on 6-10m wide, properties are
being renewed as shop top housing. LEP controls incentivise amalgamation
by requiring minimum lot areas or site frontages to enable residential flat
development to be delivered.

L

Image source: Google Maps — Street View, accessed 22 August 2024.

4. Where incentives are not working, the NSW Government should consider
compulsory acquisition where the site is critical to TOD delivery and
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outcomes. In some circumstances, the government may profit on a site
that has been compulsorily acquired, if the amalgamation of lots makes
the whole of greater value than the sum of the parts. In these
circumstances, any profits should be used to provide infrastructure in the
TOD program.

Recommendation: Undertake a detailed analysis of each site in the TOD

Accelerated Precincts to understand the barriers to reaching their potential and

seek to remove them.

Existing government regulations also limit the potential of sites. Although they

have been created with good intentions, the costs against the benefits have often

not been adequately analysed. Examples of regulations that should be examined

include:

Restricting building heights based on ensuring solar access for open
spaces. The current regulations should be reviewed to consider whether
the current balance between sun and shade is appropriate for NSW's
climate.

Restricting building height to create a bell-curve skyline. Other successful
cities have used alternative approaches. For example, the relationship
between buildings in Manhattan and Central Park in New York does not
follow a bell-curve typography.

Apartment Design Guide (ADG) direct sunlight requirements need to be
updated. This policy unintentionally skews the distribution of apartments in
favour of smaller apartments at the expense of families, as developers
have to maximise the number of apartments with access to direct sunlight.
This requirement could be replaced with an approach based on access to
daylight, allowing more flexibility.

Recommendation: Identify the regulations that restrict yield on TOD

Accelerated Precincts and undertake a cost-benefit analysis to decide whether

to keep them.
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Currently, for TOD Accelerated Precincts, the NSW Government has taken a one-
size-fits-all approach to the radius of rezoning, loosely based on the ability to
walk to the station in a TOD. Whilst this is a good start, to maximise the potential of
each TOD moving forward, the government should take a more context-specific
approach to the re-zoning area. Specifically, where TODs have higher levels of
accessibility by bike, bus or light rail, then the radius should be expanded. In
addition, transport planning should look to upgrade the accessibility of TODs
through improved infrastructure and services, supporting an expansion of the
radius.

Recommendation: Decide on the re-zoning radius of TOD Accelerated Precinct
based on transport accessibility and plan to increase transport accessibility to
increase the radius.

UDIA warmly welcomes the government’s approach of creating TOD Accelerated
Precincts. However, eight Accelerated Precincts are just the beginning of what is
required to supply housing and livability in NSW in the medium term; these will
need to be supplemented with additional TOD Accelerated Precincts.

The NSW Government needs to develop a continuous pipeline of TODs so that
when the master planning of the current eight is completed, the master planning
of additional TODs can commence. To support the pipeline, the NSW Government
should undertake a detailed analysis of the next set of TODs with the highest
potential. Given the controversy over the selection of the existing TODs, this should
be a more transparent process, clearly setting out the criteria by which the next
set of TODs will be selected. These criteria will probably include consideration of
existing master planning being underway, infrastructure availability, and yield
potential.

Recommendation - DPHI should begin a transparent process for building a
pipeline of TOD Accelerated Precincts.
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Conclusion

The NSW Government’s policy on TOD Accelerated Precincts is a significant step
forward. However, to create great livable places and maintain community
support for TODs, NSW needs to get better at delivering them and learn lessons
from other jurisdictions that have developed more mature TOD capabilities. This

needs to include:

e Improving the governance of TODs, including creating a function dedicated
to TOD delivery and with the powers to resolve the most difficult barriers to
success, such as coordinating infrastructure agencies and priorities.

o Developing the capacity and capability to support TOD delivery in both the
state and local governments.

e Enhancing TOD processes and frameworks, such as leveraging skills and
capital through private sector partnerships.

e Improving planning processes to reduce costs and speed up delivery.

e Maximising the potential of individual TODs and building a pipeline of TOD
Accelerated Precincts.

The TOD Accelerated Precincts are key to supporting NSW's housing supply and
affordability. By adopting the recommmendations in this report, UDIA NSW believes
we will set the state up for ongoing success in meeting the state challenging
housing targets and ensuring great places for our communities.
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Appendix
Box A - Partnerships

The success of the Transport Oriented Development reforms in Sydney will be
dependent on successful industry and development partnerships.

There is a long history of successful public-private partnerships (PPPs) in
Australia, and they are proven around the world as effective structures for transit
infrastructure funding and associated urban development. PPPs and
development partnerships have been used on the four integrated station
developments on the soon-to-open City and Southwest Metro line, as well as at
many other Metro and transit developments around Sydney.

However, to date, they have been delivered site-by-site, with each site led by one
of many state government departments or local governments and each having
its own financing, funding, and partnership structures. London has been exploring
a different approach.

Case Study - Places for London Partnership

Image Source: Places for London - New London Architecture (nla.london)
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Places for London is Transport for London’s financially independent property
company. It has a £2 billion property portfolio and is targeting the creation of
20,000 new homes and 600,000 square feet of new workspace across London in
the next ten years. Their delivery programmes include a Property Partnership
Framework (which has also been adopted for use by the Greater London
Authority), direct development, site-specific partnerships, and a build-to-rent

portfolio.

There are 13 companies and consortia signed up to the Places for London
development framework, creating joint ventures with leading developers in multi-
site arrangements which are more efficient than procuring partners on a site-by-
site basis and which allows targeted partnerships at scale, based on the
preferred market and expertise of each partner.
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Box B - Multiple housing and affordability measures — Minneapolis, Minnesota

Image Source:
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Minneapolis%E2%80%93Saint _Paul#/media/File:2008-0712-

MPLS-pan00-mp-edit.JPG

Minneapolis, a growing American metropolis of over 3 million citizens, has
demonstrated an effective policy response to its housing crisis. The Minneapolis
2040 Plan, introduced in 2020, included wide-ranging reforms across 100 policy
areas, with four critical housing and affordability reformms demonstrating early
results in rents stabilising despite population growth and inflation and a higher
rate of housing supply than other comparable cities. The four key reforms
included:

. Eliminating parking minimums

In 2021, parking minimums were eliminated from Minneapolis zoning codes,
allowing developers to determine optimal parking requirements for each site
based on the appropriate land cost, proximity to transit and customer base. To
date, this has resulted in an overall reduction of average parking spots per unit
and a redistribution of parking-to-unit ratios, with some developments retaining
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relatively high parking levels, offset by increased apartment numbers with little or
no parking.[1]

Considered with other US cities that have eliminated or reduced parking
minimums, such as San Francisco, New York City, Buffalo, Seattle and Cincinnati,
this has proven to be a simple way to encourage urban construction by reducing
construction costs and improving feasibility whilst mitigating emissions and
creating more compact and sustainable urban form.[2]

2. Creating density minimums near public transit stations, with higher
standards near popular transit hubs and even higher ones downtown

Like Massachusetts and Connecticut, Minnesota established policies for density
minimums near high-use transit corridors and with higher standards near
popular transit hubs and even higher ones downtown. This reflects growing
recognition of the environmental and economic benefits of transit-oriented
development, plus their ability to increase housing supply and expand the
demand for public transport.2 As a relatively non-contentious measure, this is
considered likely to have contributed to Minnesota’s growth in housing supply.

3. Abolishing single-family zoning (the first city in the US to do so)

A significant policy change was the banning of single-family zoning (previously
disallowed in 70% of Minneapolis, and with a long racist history in the US,
essentially ‘exclusionary zoning’) and the legalisation of duplexes and triplexes —
allowing ‘gentle density across’ the metropolitan areaq, plus allowing apartments
and condos in commercial zones.?

Interestingly, and like Sydney, much of the media and local opposition focused on
this policy rather than Policy 2 (increased transit density). Legislating Policy 3 has
proved problematic despite cross-partisan support and a highly representative
support coalition of social justice, community, housing, pro-density supporters
and commercial groups. The bills, known as the ‘missing middle bill’ and the
‘multi-housing bill’ were initially defeated (and are now in amendment) due to
strong local council resistance, particularly in the outer suburbs due to concerns
on how required upgrades to infrastructure would be funded, and the loss of
public participatory processes to streamline processes. [3],[4]
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4. Increasing investment in various affordable housing projects, both public
and private.

Increased public investment has resulted in increased rebate assistance for
lower-income residents, plus an expanded stock of publicly owned homes and
extended durations for affordable units remaining below market rates.?

[1] Ending minimum parking requirements was a policy win for the Twin Cities

Minnesota Reformer

[2] The Way Out of the Housing Crisis: How Minneapolis Stabilized Rents - Brown
Political Review

[3] Cities, suburbs helped ensure housing density measures’ defeat

(minnpost.com)

[4] https://www.minnpost.com/state-government/2024/02/why-a-sweeping-

housing-density-bill-opposed-by-minnesota-cities-suburbs-has-broad-

support-in-the-legislature/
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VALUE ADVISORY
PARTNERS

9 August 2024

Mr

Director Assessment and Systems Policy
Department of Planning, Housing and Infrastructure
Locked Bag 5022

Parramatta NSW 2124

Dear N

Value Advisory Partners (VAP) appreciates the opportunity to respond to the Department of Planning, Housing and
Infrastructure’s (the Department) request for feedback to the proposal outlined in the Explanation of Intended
Effect (EIE) for Pathway changes to support Transport Oriented Development.

Australia and indeed much of the world is facing an acute shortage of affordable housing located where people
want to live. To solving the current housing problem in Australia, which is systemic in nature, will require a range
of both supply and demand side actions.

The Federal Government’s National Housing Accord includes a new national target, agreed to by the
Commonwealth, States and Territories at National Cabinet in August 2023, to build 1.2 million new, well-located
homes over 5 years, commencing from 1 July 2024. The Accord recognises most of this supply needs to come from
the market, with government playing a key role in enabling and kick-starting investment.

Value Advisory Partners is an evidence-based consultancy firm with a focus on creating better places in light of all
risks, including climate change. Our results are delivered by understanding and integrating data and insights that
bring together “top down” and “bottom up” perspectives from resilient infrastructure management, sustainability
assessment, land use planning, infrastructure planning and delivery and placemaking and economics. Our
approach makes sense of these macro and micro analyses to optimise outcomes in an environment of temporal,
spatial, economic, financial and system change.

We work extensively with Commonwealth, State and local governments in Australia as well as with private sector
clients to maximise and sustain the value that can be obtained from their investments.

Key points we emphasise in our submission are:

e  There remains a broader opportunity to facilitate “mixed-use” outcomes within TOD precincts. This would help
to ensure the character and attributes of place are enhanced for a broader group of beneficiaries, which
includes existing resident populations not just future ones.

e A multi-tiered approach to define the precinct boundary for the TOD Accelerated Precincts allows for the
density of development to be at different scales and heights depending on distance from the central node
identified within the precinct

e Using a 'Precinct Liveability Assessment' Tool can provide insight and be an indicator into the performance of a
precinct or TOD. Importantly, the assessment can be completed to show the level of changes — positive and
negative — of planned or proposed actions and interventions — such as those being proposed.



e The opportunity of integrating value creation concepts and analysis into pathways for TOD development to
consider the environmental, social and economic value government investment and public value that can be
created beyond the core scope of a project.

The focus here is on the steps being taken by the State, supporting National Cabinet’s commitment to the National
Housing Accord, to address the reliable supply and availability of affordable, well located new housing.

We trust our submission is helpful to your inquiry. Value Advisory Partners would welcome the opportunity to
discuss any elements of this submission with you or to present directly.

Yours sincerely

I |

Founding Partner Managing Partner



Value Advisory Partners response to:

Pathway changes to support Transport Orientated
Development

Explanation of Intended Effect

1. Background

1.1  NSW housing targets

Responding to its commitment under the National Housing Accord to deliver 377,000 new well-located homes
across the state by 2029, the NSW Government has released 5-year housing completion targets for 43 councils
across Greater Sydney, lllawarra-Shoalhaven, Central Coast, Lower Hunter and Greater Newcastle.

The 43 local government areas (LGA) will each be provided with a 5-year target and housing snapshot that explains
how many houses are in the pipeline already and how many more are expected to be delivered. The targets
prioritise more diverse and well-located homes in areas with existing infrastructure capacity, such as transport and
water servicing.

1.2  Transport Oriented Development (TOD) Program

The Transport Oriented Development Program is one of several reforms for diverse low- and mid-rise homes the
NSW Government is pursuing to help build up the housing pipeline and deliver more homes in more places. There
are two parts to the TOD program:

1. Part1is focused on TOD Accelerated Precincts with the aim to create infrastructure and capacity for 47,800
new homes over 15 years. Land within 1,200 metres of 8 rail and metro stations will be rezoned by the NSW
Government to allow for more new and affordable homes. These 8 stations are:

Bankstown; Bays West; Bella Vista; Crows Nest; Homebush; Hornsby; Kellyville and Macquarie Park.

Attachment 1 provides a summary of the proposed zoning and policy changes for each of the TOD Accelerated
Precincts.

2. Part 2 of the program will focus on precincts that have existing infrastructure and are located within 400
metres of 31 stations identified to create capacity for 138,000 new homes over 15 years. New planning
controls, delivered through a new State Environment Planning Policy (SEPP), will enable faster delivery of more
housing close to jobs and amenity.



1.3  Pathway changes to support transit-oriented development — Explanation of Intended
Effect (EIE)

Specially to support Part 1 of the TOD Program — TOD Accelerated Precincts - a suite of planning and policy changes
are proposed with the aim to:

e Simplify planning controls within the TOD Accelerated Precincts

e Encourage applications for residential developments within the TOD Accelerated Precincts

e Streamline the development applications process

e Ensure developments within the TOD Accelerated Precincts achieve high quality design outcomes

e Encourage proponents to commence construction within two years of planning approval.

Foremost among these proposed changes is a temporary new state significant development (SSD) pathway, to be in
place until November 2027, for residential development applications valued over $60 million.

In addition, to support housing delivery and ensure the strategic intent of the TOD Accelerated Precincts is realised,
a number of exemptions from provisions within the eight TOD Accelerated Precincts are proposed:

e Height and floor space bonuses and the associated SSD pathway for in-fill affordable housing will be turned
off to avoid conflict with planning controls in TOD accelerated precincts. The state rezoning process will seek
to maximise housing delivery including setting affordable housing requirements.

e A 5-year exemption from concurrence and referral requirements that are not considered high-risk in order
to speed up assessment timeframes. High-risk concurrence and referrals will be retained to ensure safe and
orderly development.

e Exemption from some low- and mid-rise housing reforms to reduce duplication and maximise housing
potential.

e Introducing an alternative design excellence pathway in place of design competitions to streamline the
delivery of housing while maintaining high-quality design.

1.4 Feedback to the proposed pathway changes to support transit-oriented
development

The Department is seeking feedback in response to the proposed policy and suite of actions.

Value Advisory Partners’ feedback and response draws from our experience over time to support governments and
developers to plan for and/or deliver Transport (Transit) Oriented Development (Iskander Regional Development
Authority — Malaysia; Malaysian High Speed Rail Corporation; Department of Infrastructure, Transport and Regional
Development; Melbourne Metro Raul Authority; Vicinity Centres; Development Victoria; Camellia Landowners
Alliance; Ministry of Transport (NZ); Wellington City Council; UDIA NSW; Metro Trains; VicRoads).

While we are not offering immediate responses to the specifics of the proposed policy and suite of actions, we feel
there is value to the Department by sharing our observations of the characteristics and attributes of successful
TOD’s and the risks and opportunities in pursuing a TOD strategy.



2. Approach to Transport (Transit) Oriented Development

Transit Oriented Development (TOD) aims to maximise the amount of residential, business and recreational space
within walking distance of public transport. It promotes a symbiotic relationship between dense, compact urban
form and public transport use. TOD strategy is based on the principle of creating critical mass surrounding a transit
hub, with mixed use developments capitalizing on urban designs and functional opportunities.

Further, TOD can be a major contributor to solving the serious and growing problems of climate change and global
energy security by creating dense, walkable communities that greatly reduce the need for car dependency and
energy consumption.

2.1 “Mixed-Use” objectives

Noting that the immediate driver of the TOD Program is to deliver new, well-located housing in the next 5 years,
with the TOD Accelerated Precincts having a sharper focus on 8 key locations, there remains a broader opportunity
to facilitate “mixed-use” outcomes within TOD precincts. The aim being to incentivise development that
incorporates public realm, commercial and local community uses through interventions that include:

1. Planning Controls and Strategies: Changing land use; creating development plans and targeted strategies;
reviewing and amending height limits and setbacks; subdividing lots for permeability and improving local
accessibility.

2. Better Transport Connections: Linking active transport (cycling, pedestrians) to businesses; implementing
public transport corridors; prioritising investments in infrastructure for active and public transport.

3. Higher Quality Public Realm: Improving quality of streetscape; ensuring built form history and character is
utilised (e.g. Heritage control); new and enhanced public open space and parklands; facilitating critical uses
such as shops and community facilities accessible by employees and residents.

4. Network of businesses and anchor tenants: Enticing large companies and institutions to anchor mixed-use
development; creating a network of ‘seed’ or like businesses within a proximity, e.g. small-scale artisan
manufacturers.

We note that the draft planning and policy changes proposed for selected of the accelerated precincts identify
employment/jobs uplift along with increased dwellings. The approach in Figure 1 is from a study undertaken by
Value Advisory Partners for the UDIA (NSW) to investigate the impacts and opportunities for employment land, in
particular the trade-offs from retaining or preserving land designated for employment only uses compared with a
mixed-use approach. This approach could be adapted for the current TOD program to identify land in the TOD
precincts that can support employment creation, in particular local jobs that will serve the new populations the
TOD’s will bring.



Figure 1: Impact of facilitation of “Mixed-Use” precincts to achieve greater number of employment and high value jobs

Source: Value Advisory Partners 2023

A TOD program focused on mixed-use outcomes will help to ensure the character and attributes of place are
enhanced for a broader group of beneficiaries, which includes existing resident populations not just future ones.

2.2  Establishing the boundaries for the TOD Accelerated Precincts

The precinct boundaries for the TOD Accelerated Precincts are proposed to be 1,200m. This contrasts with the
precincts boundaries for the stations identified for Part 2 of the TOD Program being at 400m.

A multi-tiered approach to define the precinct boundary for the TOD Accelerated Precincts could be adopted that
focuses on facilitating a greater range of development outcomes within a walkable service catchment (up to
1,200m). By spatially distributing the Precincts over three radial areas (refer to Figure 2), the approach recognises
and allows for the density of development being at different scales and heights depending on distance from the
central node identified within the precinct, usually a train station.

Figure 2: Tiers of development located within overall Transit Orientated Development Precinct

Source: Value Advisory Partners 2024



e TOD Hub involves any catalytic or facilitated development (e.g. due to rezoning) within the transport hub
site/block with direct access to transport commuting

e Transit Oriented Development (TOD) involves facilitated (e.g. due to rezoning) or market development
located within 400 metres of transport hub site that can mean walking access to transport within 5 minutes
(or 2-minute cycle)

e Transit Adjacent Development (TAD) involves market development located between 400 and 1,200 metres
of a transport hub site (up until defined TOD precinct boundary) that can mean walking access to transport
within 5-15 minutes (or 5-to-10-minute cycle)

Value Advisory Partners has worked with this more spatially nuanced definition of TOD precinct boundaries for
major transport projects in Malaysia:

1. Malaysia High Speed Rail - connecting Kuala Lumpur and Singapore with seven new station locations along the
high-speed rail corridor in Malaysia. Beyond its purpose as a transport project, MyHSR is positioned as a
catalyst towards socio-economic development in Kuala Lumpur and the intermediate cities along the planned
corridor, including through TOD strategies for mixed-use development.

2. Iskander Malay Bus Rapid Transit - The Iskandar Malaysia Bus Rapid Transit is a multi-trunk bus rapid transit
network designed to improve accessibility and connectivity in the city and urban areas of Johor Bahru in the
south of Malaysia. Each of the trunks, which service residential, education and tourism regions of the city, has
been designed with a primary station hub, intended as a key transport node that would serve to facilitate or
catalyse transport-oriented development.

Key insights from VAP’s role in these engagements regarding the characteristics for a TOD strategy include:

1. Transit supportive use - Transit supportive uses are high pedestrian generators that directly promote greater
transit ridership. They provide opportunities for multi-purpose trips that can be made as a pedestrian. Medium
to high density residential, offices, high schools and colleges are significant transit supportive uses. Appropriate
retail, restaurants, personal service and civic functions will support these major uses and generate activity in
both peak and off-peak hours.

2. Pedestrian connection - High-quality, grade separated direct walk access is an important feature of successful
TOD

3. Urban design - Transit centre is a node to a particular area as it has the capability to attract people. As a node,
it should include engaging public spaces, attractive street furniture and public arts.

4. Parking - By design, TOD lessens the need for car usage in a station area. However, accommodating vehicles is
still critical to the success of a vibrant TOD district. Therefore, convenient parking and drop-off zones need to
be planned for all TODs.

Attachment 2 provides a brief case study for the key success factors and lessons learned from the Chatswood
Station TOD.



2.2.1 Applying a multi-tiered boundary approach to TOD Accelerated Precincts - Bankstown
The proposed Bankstown TOD rezoning builds on the vision of the Bankstown City Centre Master Plan (2021).

Key features of the rezoning proposal include:
e Capacity for up to 12,500 new homes within the precinct close to the new Bankstown Metro station

e Mandatory affordable housing contribution of 3—10% for all new residential development in the Precinct,
delivering between 375-1,250 affordable homes in perpetuity and managed by a registered Community
Housing Provider

e Potential to support 15,000 new jobs in the area

e Potential for new open space, pathways and cycleways.

Figure 3 shows how a multi-tiered approach to setting the precincts boundary for the Bankstown TOD Accelerated
Precinct could apply, with the attributes and features of each of the zones as follows:

Figure 3: Bankstown TOD Framework Plan
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Source: Explanation of Intended Effect: Bankstown — Transport Orientated Development Precinct
Department of Planning, Housing and Infrastructure, 2024

e TOD Hub
e Focuses on land directly surrounding the new train station located on North Terrace, Bankstown NSW.

e Facilitated development within the TOD hub includes the introduction of the B3 Commercial Core Zone to
land centred around the station (generally bound by Chapel Road, Rickard Road and Greenfield Parade) to
allow for extensive commercial and high-density residential development in proximity to public transport.



e  Transit Oriented Development (TOD)

e Facilitated changes within this area aim to support a transition to a ‘high density transport orientated
centre’ and include:

o Rezoning of land to accommodate R4 High Density Residential and B4 Mixed Use zone to encourage a
mix of land uses at higher densities surrounding the station

o Amendments to Floor Space Ratio’s and Building Heights to facilitate more intensive development.

o Introduction of a Minimum Non-Residential Floor Space Ratio to select sites within the TOD area to
generate employment spaces within close proximity to the Bankstown Station.

o Activation of street frontages and the implementation of a supporting pedestrian spine to assist in
activating the public realm and improve walkability within the precinct.

e Transit Adjacent Development (TAD)
e Involves market development within a 400-1,200m radius from the new Bankstown Metro Station

e Development within this area is expected to occur at lower densities compared to the TOD and see building
heights decrease as the distance to the station increases. Development is also expected to be orientated
around key open spaces and active transport corridors to maintain connectivity with the new train station
and facilitate high quality public realm outcomes.



3. Accelerated Transit Oriented Development: Risks and
Opportunities

3.1

Identifying key gaps in liveability within TOD precincts and areas to

address

The 'Precinct Liveability Assessment' can provide insight and be an indicator into the performance of a precinct

and the proportion of key liveability measures currently delivered, to gain an understanding of the extent an area

is effective in being thriving, vibrant and liveable for its residents and workers.

It assesses against the many of government's objective for "suburban centres to become vibrant hubs where living,

working and socialising hubs, allowing people to meet the most of their everyday needs within a 20-minute walk,

cycle or public transport trip from their home."

This assessment can identify key gaps in the overall liveability of a precinct, and where opportunities of adding

amenity and local connectivity could occur.

Figure 4 describes the attributes that comprise the assessment and the thresholds (10% - 100%) for scoring a
precincts performance:

Connected and accessible: Immediate access to public transport; High quality pedestrian infrastructure;
Safe and connected cycling routes

Local economy and business: Employment opportunities available in range of workspaces; Commercially
viable activity centre with range of businesses connected to residents and workers

Amenities and services: Presence of education services including schools and childcare; Community
facilities co-located with amenities; Presence of range of health services

Resilient and sustainable: Presence of fresh produce and healthy local food options; Built form with high
energy efficiency and building performance; Green spaces with cooling effects allowing for stormwater
management and biodiversity

Public realm and urban design: Places for public engagement including presence of arts, culture and
relevant spaces; range of sports and recreation facilities and clubs; inclusion of high quality public open
space

Densities of built form: Mix of housing typologies and densities within sub-precincts; well-designed
streetscapes between key nodes of activity and connectivity; affordable housing included in development
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Figure 4: Example of ‘Precinct Liveability Assessment’ summary showing overall scores

Source: Value Advisory Partners 2024 (adapted from Victorian Government “20 Minute Neighbourhood” Framework.

Importantly the assessment can be completed as both an indicator of current performance and to show the level of
changes — positive and negative — of planned or proposed actions and interventions.

Value Advisory Partners is currently applying the 'Precinct Liveability Assessment’ with stakeholders of a
transformational mass transit project in Victoria to understand the liveability impacts and outcomes from transit
design at station nodes with precinct catchments of up to 1,600m.

3.2 Value Creation and wider benefits for multiple beneficiaries in TOD
precincts

Incorporating value creation concepts and analysis into pathways for TOD development allows for further
investments, beyond the core transit infrastructure, that create new and/or additional benefits for a wider range of
beneficiaries. By adopting value creation principles one of the key objectives is to encourage government
interventions, such as transit capital investments, to consider the environmental, social and economic value
government investment and public value that can be created beyond the core scope of the project.

This can be achieved through delivery of core services including local amenities and transport connectivity by
incorporating key principles:

11



1. Plan for maximising value to the community from the project

Assess community needs or gaps in connectivity, services and amenity; and how these opportunities might
be delivered on the project site or leveraged for delivery within the area — refer to Figure 4 for framework
for a ‘Precinct Liveability Assessment’

Identify who the beneficiaries are, and equally important what disbenefits may be created
Focus on the whole area - from the site of the infrastructure to a wider catchment.

The diagram below shows an example of how wider opportunities can maximise value for a TOD precinct in
development

Figure 5: The value creation equations

Source: Value Advisory Partners 2024

2. Quantify the value created for beneficiaries

Links the specific infrastructure element or ‘opportunity’ to the benefits it creates for each relevant
beneficiary.

Examples of the wide range of environmental, social, economic and cultural value opportunities to create
value are seen below in Figure 6

The value approach begins with four critical questions: What benefits will be created? Who will benefit?
Where and when the benefit will occur? And What quantity of value would be created?

12



Figure 6: Wide range of local opportunities potentially incorporated into TOD precinct development

Source: Value Advisory Partners 2024

4. Closing comments

Value Advisory Partners recognises the systemic nature of the challenges in front of governments, industry and the
community to change the trajectory of access to affordable, well-located housing. We commend the NSW
government and the Department broadly in its actions to support the National Housing Accord, and specifically for
the TOD Program and within that, the TOD Accelerated Precincts.

The thrust of Value Advisory Partners feedback and response to the proposed zoning and policy changes to support

activation within the TOD Accelerated Precincts is less about the specific policy and planning enablers and more
directed toward the hallmarks, characteristics and liveability outcomes that are possible from well planned, design
and delivered TOD’s.

Key points we emphasise in our submission are:

There remains a broader opportunity to facilitate “mixed-use” outcomes within TOD precincts. This would
help to ensure the character and attributes of place are enhanced for a broader group of beneficiaries,
which includes existing resident populations not just future ones.

A multi-tiered approach to define the precinct boundary for the TOD Accelerated Precincts allows for the
density of development to be at different scales and heights depending on distance from the central node
identified within the precinct

Using a 'Precinct Liveability Assessment' Tool can provide insight and be an indicator into the performance
of a precinct or TOD. Importantly, the assessment can be completed to show the level of changes — positive
and negative — of planned or proposed actions and interventions — such as those being proposed.

The opportunity of integrating value creation concepts and analysis into pathways for TOD development to
consider the environmental, social and economic value government investment and public value that can
be created beyond the core scope of a project.
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ATTACHMENT 1

TOD Accelerated Precincts — Overview

The TOD Accelerated Precincts comprise 8 priority high growth areas near transport hubs in Greater Sydney
selected for accelerated rezoning. The accelerated precincts and proposed zoning and policy changes are as follows:

1. Bankstown:

o Facilitate rezoning to allow densification of development within an 800m of the metro station including:

=  Rezoning R3 Medium Density Residential Zones to R4 High Density Residential Zones towards the south
of the precinct to allow for greater heights

= Introduce B3 Commercial Core zone to land centred around the station to provide for extensive
commercial and high-density residential development within close proximity to public transport.

=  Extension of B4 Mixed Use Zone and RE1 Public Recreation Zone to encourage activity closer to open
spaces.

= These changes are expected to facilitate 12,500 new dwellings and 15,000 additional jobs.

o Increases in Floor Space Ratios and Building Heights to facilitate more intensive development, concentrated
around the precinct core and transitioning downwards closer towards the borders of the precinct.

o Selection of a number of key sites around the core and along Chapel Road identified to deliver a proposed
minimum amount of non-residential floor space to generate employment spaces close to Bankstown
Station.

o Activation of street frontages and the implementation of a supporting pedestrian spine to assist in
activating the public realm and improve walkability within the precinct.

o Mandatory affordable housing contributions of 3-10% for all new residential development within the
precinct

o Investigations aimed at strengthening Sustainability and Design Excellence within the precinct

o New subclause to allow extended operating hours and provide greater flexibility for late night operation

Figure 7: Bankstown TOD Framework Plan

Source: Explanation of Intended Effect: Bankstown — Transport Orientated Development Precinct
Department of Planning, Housing and Infrastructure, 2024
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2. Bays West:
o  Bays West Stage 2 Rezoning will be available for public consultation in mid-2025. Stage 1 was finalised as of

2022, however, it is expected that rezoning proposals for Stage 2 will build upon Stage 1 and aim to deliver
more homes sooner within a vibrant new precinct.

3. Bella Vista and Kellyville:

o Facilitate accelerated rezoning across 4 sub-precincts within the immediate vicinity of the two nominated
metro stations including:

Kellyville: Rezoning of existing low-medium residential land to R4 High Density Residential as well as
changes to Floor Space Ratios and Building high to accommodate higher densities, allowing for 9901
potential dwellings to be developed.

Bella Vista: Rezoning of existing low-medium residential land to R4 High Density Residential as well as
changes to Floor Space Ratios and Building high to accommodate higher densities, allowing for 10806
potential dwellings to be developed. Current commercial floorspace will also be retained to ensure the
precinct remains employment focused.

Glenwood: Rezoning of existing low-medium residential land to R4 High Density Residential as well as
changes to Floor Space Ratios and Building high to accommodate higher densities, carefully master
planned around existing and new open spaces to ensure high amenity for future residents. This would
allow for approximately 12603 potential dwellings to be developed.

Stanhope Gardens: Rezoning of existing low-medium residential land to R4 High Density Residential as
well as changes to Floor Space Ratios and Building high to accommodate higher densities, allowing for
9528 potential dwellings to be developed.

o Mandatory affordable housing contributions of 3-8% for all new residential development within the
precinct. No additional affordable housing incentives will be provided including infill Floor Space Ratio and
Building Height Bonuses of the Housing SEPP 2021.

o Implementation of potential active transport links to support TOD Rezoning.

Figure 8: Bella Vista and Kellyville TOD Precinct Structure Plan
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4. Crows Nest:

o  Focus accelerated rezoning to land immediately surrounding the precinct including:
=  Rezoning portions of existing E2 Commercial Centre Zones to MU1 Mixed Use and low-medium

residential and E1 Local Centre Land to R4 High Density Residential. Amendments to increase current
heights and Floor Space Ratios are also proposed to allow for greater building densities to be achieved.

=  These changes are expected to enable 3255 new homes and 2600 jobs

o Amendments to minimum non-residential FSR’s to various sites throughout the precinct to accommodate

further employment.

o Introduction of mandatory affordable housing contributions of 10-15% for all new residential development
within the precinct. Bonus FSR’s and Building Height Incentives are also provided within key sites that meet

the provision of 15% affordable housing. No additional affordable housing incentives will be provided
including infill Floor Space Ratio and Building Height Bonuses of the Housing SEPP 2021.
o Investigation into the creation of further open space opportunities to support development uplift.

Figure 9: Crows Nest TOD Precinct
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16



5. Homebush:

o Facilitate rezoning including:
=  R2 Low Density and R3 Medium Density Residential to R4 High Density Residential
=  Rezoning R4 High Density Residential zones to MU1 Mixed Use zone
=  E1 Local Centre and E2 Commercial zones and part of the R2 Low Density residential to MU1 Mixed Use

zone to promote a vibrant and mixed used area
=  E4 General Industrial Zone to E3 Productivity Support Zone to enable ‘Retail Premises’
=  These changes are expected to see the creation of 16100 new homes and 2670 new jobs

o Amendments to maximum Floor Space Ratio’s and Building Heights across numerous sites to provide
further capacity for new housing and jobs.

o Mandatory affordable housing contributions of 5-10% for all new residential development within the
precinct. No additional affordable housing incentives will be provided including infill Floor Space Ratio and
Building Height Bonuses of the Housing SEPP 2021.

o Investigations aimed at strengthening Open Space networks and Design Excellence within the precinct

o Activation of street frontages along key employment corridors to increase safety, amenity and walkability
within the precinct.

Figure 10: Homebush TOD Precinct Structure Plan
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Source: Explanation of Intended Effect: Homebush — Transport Orientated Development Precinct
Department of Planning, Housing and Infrastructure, 2024
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6. Hornsby:
o Facilitate rezoning including:

= Extension of the MU1 Mixed Use Zone and remove E2 Commercial Centre Zone to facilitate a greater mix

of land uses, including residential, within the precinct.

= Extend the MU1 Mixed Use Zone over land within the Transport Corridor Area to allow for a greater mix

of land uses, including residential.

o Inclusion of an Urban Design Framework to guide development within Hornsby to provide approximately

5000 new dwellings and capacity for 3450 new jobs.

o Increase allowable Floor to Space Ratio’s and Building Heights to facilitate more intensive development

o Introduce a minimum non-residential FSR within the precinct to ensure commercial floor space is retained

and remove the existing residential cap.

o  Mandatory affordable housing contributions of 5-10% for all new residential development within the

precinct. No additional affordable housing incentives will be provided including infill Floor Space Ratio and

Building Height Bonuses of the Housing SEPP 2021.

o Investigations into the potential delivery of new open space networks throughout the precinct.
o Investigations into the inclusion of provisions for minimum lot sizes for the redevelopment of land within

the precinct.

Figure 11: Hornsby TOD Town Centre Masterplan
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Source: Explanation of Intended Effect: Hornsby — Transport Orientated Development Precinct
Department of Planning, Housing and Infrastructure, 2024
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7. Macquarie Park:

o Facilitate rezoning of the Stage 2 Area including:

= Rezone specific lots to MU1 Mixed Use, RE1 Public Recreation and SP2 Infrastructure Zone to facilitate a
mixed-use precinct capable of achieving higher densities and better amenity outcomes.
= These changes are expected to deliver 4622 new dwellings within the MU1 Mixed Use Zone and
approximately 66,327 additional jobs or 5096 additional dwellings depending upon market demand
o Increase allowable Floor to Space Ratio’s and Building Heights to facilitate more intensive development

o Greater Building Heights and Floor Space Ratio’s incentives for specific sites that meet certain requirements

including minimum site area, minimum areas for open spaces and roads and other associated

infrastructure.

o Mandatory affordable housing contributions of 10-15% for all new residential development within the
precinct. No additional affordable housing incentives will be provided including infill Floor Space Ratio and

Building Height Bonuses of the Housing SEPP 2021.
o Introduction of minimum non-residential FSR’s to various sites throughout the precinct to generate further

employment opportunities.

o Inclusion of extended design excellence provisions for sites within Stage 2 to ensure development

outcomes.

Figure 12: Macquarie Park TOD Innovation Precinct

Macquarie Park Innovation Precinct
Macquarie Park Corridar

[ stage a

[ stage 2 Rezoning

Neighbourhood

Wik
NSW

GOVERNMENT
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ATTACHMENT 2
Case Study — Sydney Chatswood Station TOD

Key Features

* Chatswood is part of the commercial precinct created at the Chatswood Transport Interchange: involved an
upgrade of station to cater for new $2.2 billion Epping-to-Chatswood line

* High-density TOD surrounding the built environment

e Transport Infrastructure Development Corporation (TIDC) is state-owned corporation responsible for
delivering Interchange

* TIDC entered into JV in 2005 with developers to build TOD
e  TOD comprises bus and taxi interchange and construction of retail/residential complex
* 80 retail outlets, 500 residential units within three towers

Figure 13: Sydney Chatswood Station TOD

=

Key Success Factors

* High market demand for residential space above station which was sold prior to construction
* Average increase of $58K in prices per housing unit once station was in operation
* Increase decreased $18K per unit for each km further from station

Lessons Learnt

* Recession caused retail and residential components to be delayed considerably, led to insolvency of initial
developer

* Interchange was completed in 2008 but TOD took another 3 years once private developers bought the site

* Construction costs increased above budget due to complexity of building above rail station
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ATTACHMENT 3

About Value Advisory Partners:

Value Advisory Partners is an evidence-based consultancy firm specialising with a focus on creating better places by
understanding and integrating data and insights that bring together “top down” and “bottom up” perspectives from
land use planning, infrastructure planning and delivery and placemaking and economics.

Our purpose is to meet decision makers’ need for evidence-based, actionable advice to better plan and deliver
adaptable places in our cities, regions and rural areas for today and for a climate resilient future.

We do this by understanding and integrating data and insights that bring together “top down” and “bottom up”
perspectives. Value Advisory Partners makes sense of these macro and micro analyses to optimise outcomes in an
environment of temporal, spatial, economic, financial and system change.

We apply these methods across a range of uses: master plans, business cases, precinct planning and delivery,
funding strategies and resilient infrastructure investment.

Using agile visualisation technology, we empower our clients to use these analyses to challenge assumptions, test
scenarios, develop and prioritise options and optimise resilient outcomes. We always strive to build efficiency
through innovative methods and effective solutions which maximise benefits and results for our clients, business
partners and our communities.

Value Advisory Partners modelling and expertise has been utilised by state and Commonwealth governments and
infrastructure providers for urban planning, transport infrastructure design and implementation, property
development, social infrastructure delivery and employment zone development. Our models are being employed
by both the Australian and New Zealand Governments for their current infrastructure project planning.

Panels & Memberships

Value Advisory Partners expertise has been recognised by appointment to:

1. The New South Wales Prequalification Scheme: Performance and Management Services for:
e 15. Infrastructure

o 15a. Strategy and Planning

2. Whole of Victorian Government Professional Advisory Services Panel to provide specialist advice based on
“best value for money in terms of price, quality and service delivery" for the following Commercial and Financial
Advisory Services:

e Strategic Policy Review and Reform Project Development (incorporating service need analysis, service
planning, feasibility studies and strategic assessments)

e Business Case Preparation and Development
e Market Engagement and Implementation
e Project, Program and Business Review (incorporating business re-organisation reviews), and

e General Commercial Advice (incorporating Commercial negotiations)
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From: Planning Portal - Department of Planning and Environment

To: DPE PS ePlanning Exhibitions Mailbox

Cc: DPE Homebush TOD Mailbox

Subject: Webform submission from: Homebush TOD rezoning proposal
Date: Friday, 23 August 2024 1:52:19 PM

Attachments: objection-to-the-manson-rd-open-space.docx

Submitted on Fri, 23/08/2024 - 13:49
Submitted by: Anonymous
Submitted values are:

Submission Type
I am making a personal submission

Name

First name
Mary

Last name
Farrell

I would like my name and personal contact details to remain confidential
No

Info

Email
Suburb/Town & Postcode
2135

Please provide your view on the project
I object to it

Submission file

objection-to-the-manson-rd-open-space.docx (9.35 MB)

Submission
Please find attached my submission objecting to the proposed Manson Road open space

I agree to the above statement
Yes



| strongly object to the proposed Manson Rd Open space. This is arbitrary, unnecessary and
unfair to the owners of these properties

1) UNFAIRNESS

The proposal unfairly burdens only four property owners on Manson Rd and Swan Avenue.
This selective approach is inequitable. While these property owners face potential
devaluation of their homes, the remaining properties on the street will benefit from
upzoning. This creates a stark imbalance—why should these few properties be penalised
while others gain from the rezoning? It is neither fair nor reasonable to single out these
properties. Instead, the entire area should be rezoned consistently to ensure equitable
treatment for all property owners.

FSR ALLOCATION

Page 48 of the Homebush State-led Rezoning states:

“Proposed open spaces and new streets anticipated to be delivered as part of a
private development are assumed to adopt the adjoining lots FSR. Development sites
that are also delivering open space can utilise the full FSR allocated to that site and
redistribute that density to the developable parts of the site.”

However, there is no guarantee this FSR allocation will be maintained indefinitely into the
future. A subsequent rezoning decision could overturn this at any time.

Imagine a scenario where all the lots on the Manson Rd/Swan Avenue block are developed
into apartments with the exception of those containing open spaces because there is no
developer interest in those lots with open spaces. A rezoning change could occur, allowing
developers to build apartments anyway without the need to acquire the FSR of the
adjoining open spaces. This could result in a 15-storey apartment block towering right next
to my “open space” house, causing significant and detrimental impacts for me.

I submit the proposal to allocate FSR to adjoining developable sites is grossly unfair to the
owners in the open spaces. The final rezoning should ensure that open space/green space
allocation is shared equitably amongst all property owners of Swan Avenue and Manson
Road.



2) RANDOMNESS AND INCONSISTENCY

Page 59 of the document Homebush State-led rezoning Urban Design Report states:

"East-west through-lot connections between Swan Avenue, Manson Road and
Leicester Avenue should be located beside heritage items, to provide separation from new
infill development."

This recommendation specifically targets the heritage-listed house at 20 Swan Avenue.

However, the criteria for heritage listing seems inconsistent and arbitrary, as seen by the
photographs which | took on 10 August 2024.
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I s ould not be heritage listed. It appears to be heritage listed because it
has been restored and painted in Federation colours with a picket fence. An almost
identical house at ||} Bl \which has a brick fence is slated for demolition.

This approach seems arbitrary and unfair, lacking a coherent rationale or consistent criteria.

My house has been designated as an open space simply because it happens to be adjacent

to the heritage listed house as |||} JBERNEEEE \hich | submit is wrongly classified as
heritage.

Both heritage listings and the planning of open spaces have been decided in an inconsistent,
random, arbitrary and inequitable manner.



3) EXISTING GREEN SPACE: COOPER STREET PARK

The Strathfield Triangle area is already well-served by the expansive 4,900 square metre

Cooper Street Park, which is ideally situated for residents both east and west of Leicester
Avenue.

The Homebush Precinct Public Domain Strategy Report on page 27 states:
"Ensure small parks are provided within a 200m walking catchment of all residences."

According to Google maps, the centre of Manson Road is less than 150 metres from Cooper

Street Park. Given this proximity, the establishment of another small park so close by would
be redundant and unnecessary.
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Solar Access: Page 41 of the Homebush State-led Rezoning Urban Design Report reveals
that while 80% of Cooper Street Park will receive two hours of sunlight between 9 a.m. and
3 p.m. on the winter solstice, only 40% of the proposed east/west Manson Road open space
will receive the same sunlight. This means an area of only 760 square metres of the
proposed Manson Rd open space will have more than 2 hours of sunlight on the winter
solstice. Much of the Manson Road open space will be in darkness, reducing its usability and
effectiveness.
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The Cooper Street Park covers an area of 4,900 square metres, compared to just 1,900
square metres for the Manson Road open space. It is conveniently located less than 150
metres from the Manson Road open space.

Given its superior size, better sunlight exposure, and close proximity, | submit that the
Manson Road open space is redundant and unnecessary.



4) EXISTING SPACE BETWEEN MANSON ROAD AND SWAN AVENUE

The block between Manson Road and Swan Avenue spans approximately 91 metres in
width, according to Google maps. This ample width makes it entirely feasible to develop a
"garden park-like" environment within this block. Given this generous size and the
proximity of the Cooper Street Park, | submit there is a strong case for eliminating the need
for the proposed east/west open space on Manson Road.

The shaded blue area below illustrates the space situated in between the proposed
apartment developments on Manson Road and Swan Avenue connecting to Cooper Street.
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This open space runs north/south along the entire length of the Manson Road/Swan Avenue
block, seamlessly connecting to Cooper Street. It is a generous and expansive area, offering
direct access to all apartment residents and also providing public access via Cooper Street.

In contrast, the proposed east/west open space on Manson Rd is substantially smaller with
limited direct door access for residents and less effective due to limited sunlight, rendering
it useless as a park.

This north/south open space park would facilitate indoor/outdoor living opportunities for all
residents, with potential features such as tree canopies, community gardens and vegetable
plots. These enhancements would improve the environment and offer residents on both
Manson Road and Swan Avenue access to greenery. It would strengthen community ties
and create a sense of belonging, especially if garden and vegetable plots are incorporated
into the design.

To ensure fairness, the north/south green space should be incorporated into all
development lots along Manson Road and Swan Avenue in an equitable way



5) PROPOSAL FOR REDUCED STREET SETBACK

| propose that the building setback for both Manson Road and Swan Avenue be reduced
from 6 metres to 2 metres. This adjustment would create an additional 8 metres of open
space between the proposed apartments on Manson Road and those on Swan Avenue.
Reducing the setback would not only enhance the spatial openness and improve the
aesthetics of the area but also provide a more integrated and accessible communal space
for residents.

6) INCORPORATE GREEN SPACES WITHIN APARTMENTS BLOCKS

Instead of designating Manson Road as an open space, | propose integrating green spaces
directly within apartment blocks.
Rooftop Gardens: Mandating rooftop gardens for all apartment blocks would provide
valuable green space and recreational areas for residents, enhancing both aesthetics and
quality of life.
Vertical Gardens: Additionally, incorporating vertical gardens on building facades could
further integrate greenery into the design, improving the urban environment and
contributing to sustainability.
Enhanced Communal Areas: Increasing the Floor Space Ratio (FSR) and building height
would allow for the allocation of entire floors as communal spaces such as libraries, lounges,
child-care centres and swimming pools.
For example:

- Boorloo is a 29-storey build-to-rent development in Perth, features a landscaped

podium on level 7.
- World Tower Child Care on level 14, Liverpool St Sydney



7) STRATHFIELD TRAIN STATION

Strathfield train station is a major interchange. It is a highly connected train station
providing direct access across the Sydney train network in all directions to the north, south,
east and west (Appendix A)

north (Epping, Hornsby, Chatswood)
south (Fairfield, Liverpool)

east (Ashfield, Redfern, Central)
west (Parramatta, Penrith)

Strathfield train station also serves as a pivotal intercity and regional hub, offering direct
train services to Katoomba, Gosford, Newcastle, Brisbane, Dubbo, Broken Hill and
Tamworth (Appendix A)

Its exceptional connectivity and high frequency of services make it a prime candidate for
increasing the FSR and building heights for nearby apartment developments. Enhancing
these parameters aligns with the Strathfield’s strategic importance and supports more
efficient use of its excellent transport links.



APPENDIX A

(Sample train timetables from Strathfield Station)

via Strathfield or Gordon

CCN Central to Newcastle Interchange

Central i07:15 i07:45 i08:15 i08:45 i09:15 §09:45 i10:15 i10:45 i11:15

Strathfield 07:28 07:58 08:28 08:58 09:28 09:58 10:28 10:58 11:28
Epping 07:40 08:10 08:40 0910 09:40 10:10 10:40 11:10 11:40
Hornsby 07:53 08:23 08:53 0924 0953 10:23 10:53 11:23 11:53
Asquith 08:26

Berowra 08:34 09:33 10:33 11:32

Cowan 08:38 09:38 10:37 11:37
Hawkesbury River 08:48 09:48 10:47 11:47
Wondabyne a08:55 a09:55 a10:54 a11:54

Woy Woy 08:27 09:02 09:28 10:01 10:28 11:01 11:28 12:01 12:28
Koolewong 08:30 09:04 10:04 11:03 12:04

Tascott 08:33 09:07 10:06 11:06 12:06

Point Clare 08:35 09:09 10:08 11:08 12:08
Gosford 08:40 09:14 0936 10:13 10:36 11:13 11:36 12:13 12:36
Narara 08:45 09:19 10:18 11:18 12:19
Niagara Park 08:48 09:21 10:20 11:20 12:21

Lisarow 08:50 09:24 10:23 11:23 12:23
QOurimbah 08:53 09:26 10:26 11:25 12:26
Tuggerah 08:59 09:32 0951 10:31 10:51 11:31 11:51 12:32 12:51
Wyong 09:03 09:35 09:54 10:34 10:54 11:34 11:54 12:35 12:54
Warnervale 09:39 10:38 11:38 12:39

Wyee 09:46 10:45 11:45 12:45
Morisset 09:17 09:52 10:09 10:51 11:09 11:51 12:09 12:52 13:09
Dora Creek 09:56 10:55 11:55 12:56

Awaba 10:05 11:04 12:04 13:05
Fassifern 09:33 10:10 10:24 11:09 11:24 12:09 12:24 13:10 13:24
Booragul 10:14 1113 12:13 13:14

Teralba 10:16 11:15 12:15 13:16

Cockle Creek 10:19 11:18 12:18 13:19

Cardiff 09:44 10:24 10:35 11:23 11:35 12:23 12:35 13:24 13:35
Kotara 10:29 11:28 12:28 13:28
Adamstown 10:31 11:30 12:30 13:31
Broadmeadow 09:52 10:34 10:43 11:33 11:43 12:33 12:43 13:34 13:43
Hamilton 09:55 10:38 10:46 11:37 11:46 12:37 12:46 13:37 13:46

Newcastle Interchange 09:59 10:42 10:51  11:41  11:51 12:41  12:51 13:41 13:51




Central
Redfern
Strathfield
Parramatta
Westmead
Blacktown
Penrith

Emu Plains
Lapstone
Glenbrook
Blaxland
Warrimoo
Valley Heights
Springwood
Faulconbridge
Linden
Woodford
Hazelbrook
Lawson
Bullaburra
Wentworth Falls
Leura
Katoomba
Medlow Bath
Blackheath
Mount Victoria
Bell

Zig Zag
Lithgow
Rydal

Tarana
Bathurst

i04:22

04:36
04:48

04:57
05:12
05:15
05:21
05:25
05:30
05:34
05:38
05:42
05:46
05:51
05:55
06:00
06:03
06:06
06:12
06:18
06:22
06:29
06:35
06:42
a06:51
a07:04

06:04 07:10

06:24
06:52
07:25

i05:23

05:36
05:48

05:57
06:11
06:15
06:21
06:25
06:30
06:34
06:38
06:42
06:46
06:51
06:55
07:00
07:03
07:06
07:12
07:18
07:21

i06:23

06:36
06:48

06:57
07:11
07:15
07:21
07:25
07:30
07:34
07:38
07:42
07:46
07:51
07:55
08:00
08:03
08:06
08:12
08:18
08:22
08:29
08:35
08:42
a08:51
a09:04
09:10

L

i07:23

07:36
07:48

07:57
08:11
08:15
08:21
08:25
08:30
08:34
08:38
08:42
08:46
08:51
08:55
09:00
09:03
09:06
09:12
09:18
09:22
09:29
09:35
09:41

3

i07:48

08:01
08:13

08:22
08:36
08:40
08:46
08:50
08:55
08:59
09:03
09:06

i08:18 108:48

08:31
08:43 09:13
09:16
08:52
09:06 09:36
09:10
09:16
09:20
09:25
09:29
09:33
09:37 10:00
09:41
09:46
09:50
09:55
09:58
10:01
10:07
10:13
10:17
10:24
10:30
10:37
al0:46
a10:59
11:05 11:17

10:32

10:50

5

i09:18 i10:18

09:31
09:43

10:31
10:43

09:52
10:06
10:10
10:16
10:20
10:25
10:29
10:33
10:37
10:41
10:46
10:50
10:55
10:58
11:01
11:07
11:13
11:17
11:24
11:30 12:30
11:36 12:37
- al2:4e6
- al2:59
S 13:05

10:52
11:06
11:10
11:16
11:20
11:25
11:29
11:33
11:37
11:41
11:46
11:50
11:55
11:58
12:01
12:07
12:13
12:17
12:24




Sydney (Central) - Dubbo - Lightning Ridge -
Coolabah - Brewarrina — Bourke - Broken Hill

O © @ O 0 B [C) ]
Days of Operation Mon Daily TueThu/FriSun Dally Wed
Service No. 445 427 589 511 517 513 523 525
Sydney (Central) 06:18 07:19
Strathfield u06:30 u07:30
Parramatta u06:42 u07:42
Blacktown u07:52
Penrith u07:05 u08:06
Katoomba u07:59 u09:00
Lithgow u08:39 09:40
Rydal a10:01
Tarana a10:18
Bathurst 09:47 10:52
Blayney 10:35 11:38
Millthorpe al1:48
QOrange 10:59 12:02
Parkes 12:48
Condobolin 14:00
Stuart Town 12:42
Wellington 13:06
Geurie 13:23
Dubbo ARV 13:45
Connectia \J Y Y
Dubbo DEP 14:15 14:16 14:20 16:45
Eumungerie al4:48
Gilgandra 15:10
Gulargambone 15:45
Coonamble ARV 16:1582
Coonamble DEP 16:45
Walgett 18:00
Lightning Ridge 18:50
Narromine 14:48 14:51 17:20
Trangie 15:12 15:16 17:45
Nevertire 15:36 15:38 18:07
Nyngan 16:15 16:13 18:42
Girilambone 16:44 19:13
Coolabah ARV 17:09 19:38

Coolabah DEP 17:24 19:43
Gongolgon 18:30 20:49
Brewarrina 19:00 21:19
Byrock i 17:54 20:13

Bourke 18:46 21:05

Euabalong West 14:45

Ivanhoe 16:31

Darnick a17:16

Hermidale 16:45

Boppy Mountain 17:15

Cobar ARV 17:450

Cobar DEP 18:15

Emmdale 20:05



Sydney (Central) - Tamworth - Walcha Road - Inverell - Tenterfield - Armidale - Walcha -

Walcha - Armidale - Tenterfield - Inverell Walcha Road - Tamworth - Sydney (Central)
» 6 6 06 0 06 B 6 0 0

| Destination | Armidale | Inverell | inverell |Tenterfield|_Walcha_| mmmmm
Days of Operation Daily Dally exp Tue Daily Daily Days of Operation Daily Daily extlzzlt'grue Tue Mon-Fri Sat & Sun
Service No. 223 31 337 327 813 Service No. 328 814 312 338 224 224
Sydney (Central) 9:30 Inverell 06:30 06:20

Strathfield u09:42 Delungra 06:53

Hornsby u10:03 Warialda 07:20

Gosford u10:44 Warialda Rail 07:28

Wyong u10:59 Bingara 07:58

Fassifern ul1:27 Cobbadah 08:28

Broadmeadow 11:45 Barraba 08:48

Maitland 12:10 Upper Manilla 09:11

Singleton 12:40 Manilla 09:26

Muswellbrook 13:16 Attunga 09:46

Aberdeen al3:27 Tenterfield 05:40

Scone 13:37 Bolivia 06:00

Murrurundi al14:03 Deepwater 06:20

Willow Tree al4:25 Dundee 06:30

Quirindi 14:37 Glen Innes 07:00

Werris Creek 14:57 Glencoe 07:15

Tamworth ARV 15:37 Llangothlin 07:35

Guyra 07:51

Tamworth DEP >15:55 Gilgai .. 0635

Kootingal 15:58 Tingha ... 06:50

Walcha Road ARV 16:46 Bundarra .. 07:20

Yarrowyck .. 0753

Walcha Road DEP » 16:55 Armidale ARV 08:20 .. 0819

Walcha 17:15 [Connection [k v ¥
Uralla 17:12 Armidale DEP » 8:40 8:40
Armidale ARV 17:35 Uralla 8:56 8:56
| Connection | Y v Walcha 08:45
Armidale DEP 17:50 17:50 Walcha Road ARV 09:10
Yarrowyck w1816 | Connection | ¥ ¥
Bundarra 18:48 Walcha Road DEP 9:22 9:22
Tingha 19:15 Kootingal 10:09 10:09
Gilgai 19:27 Tamworth ARV 10:06

Guyra . 18:26 | Connection | ¥ Y
Llangothlin 18:35 Tamworth DEP 10:27  10:27
Glencoe 18:56 Werris Creek 11:07  11:07
Glen Innes 19:18 Quirindi 11:31 11:31
Dundee 19:34 Willow Tree all:41 alldt
Deepwater 19:46 Murrurundi al12:04 al12:04
Bolivia 20:01 Scone 12:28 1228
Tenterfield 20:21 Aberdeen al2:37 al12:37
Attunga 16:12 Muswellbrook 12:48 12:48
Manilla 16:32 Singleton 13:24  13:24
Upper Manilla 16:45 Maitland 13:55 13:55
Barraba 17:08 Broadmeadow 14:18 1418
Cobbadah 17:20 Fassifern d14:36 d14:36
Bingara 17:53 Wyong d15:04 d15:04
Warialda Rail 18:19 Gosford d15:20 d15:20
Warialda 18:27 Hornsby d16:03 d16:03
Delungra 18:49 Strathfield d16:24 d16:24

Inverell 19:15 19:37 Sydney (Central) 16:39 16:38




Sydney (Central) — Grafton - Casino - Lismore —
Alstonville - Murwillumbah - Tweed Heads - Robina -

Surfers Paradise - Brisbane (Roma Street)

Destination Tweed Casino | Brisbane | Robina |
Heads

Days of Operation

Service Neo.
Sydney (Central)
Strathfield
Hornsby
Gosford
Wyong
Fassifern
Broadmeadow
Maitland
Dungog
Gloucester
Wingham
Taree

Kendall
Wauchope
Kempsey
Eungai
Macksville
Nambucca Heads
Urunga
Sawtell

Coffs Harbour

Grafton
Casino ARV
| Connection
Casino DEP
Lismore

Lismore Town
Bexhill

Eltham

Clunes

Binna Burra
Goonellabah
Wollongbar
Alstonville
Ballina West
Ballina

Lennox Head
Suffolk Park
Bangalow

Byron Bay
Mullumbimby
Brunswick Heads
Ocean Shores
Billinudgel
Mooball
Pottsville
Hastings Point
Burringbar
Murwillumbah
Bogangar
Kingscliff
Chinderah

Sth Tweed Heads
Tweed Heads
Palm Beach
Burleigh Heads
Robina

Surfers Paradise
Beenleigh
Kyogle
Brisbane (Roma 5t)

Daily

165

Connects
Off Ser

No. 032 BNE

08:26

Y
08:40
09:03
09:07
09:20

a09:30
09:35
09:45

09:52
10:07
10:30
10:40
10:45
10:48
10:55

10:57
11:10

11:25
11:35
11:40

Daily

033
07:08
u07:20
u07:47
u08:29
u08:45
u09:14
09:33
09:59
10:43
11:37
12:27
12:40
al13:26
13:47
14:25
al14:50
15:06
15:18
a15:32
al15:49
15:57

17:11
18:40

Daily*

175

v
19:08
c19:33

Dally*

m

Y
19:20
u19:45

Surfers

Paradise

Daily*

173

¥
19:11
u19:36

€19:35 u19:47 u19:38

<20 24

0:56

c21:52.
d21:54

22:34

a20:§§
21:22
21:28

22:10

20:22

21:01
2108

21:11

21:20

21:46
21:51

22:13

Daily

167

\J
19:15
19:40
19:44
19:56

a20:05
20:10
20:19

20:25
20:42
21:04
21115
21:25
21:35
21:43

21:46
2208

22:30
2736
22:41

Sun/Tug/
ThufFri
815

—»19:50

€20:00
c 20:06
20:12

lon | B

Daily Daily*

035 031
11:41 14:41
ul1:53  u14:52
ul2z:16  u15:17
ul2:58 u16:00
ul3:14 w1617
u13:42 ul6:46
14:04 17:04
14:30 17:27
15:15 18:11
16:22  a19:04
17112 a19:53
17:25 20:08
18:11  a20:54
18:31 21:13
19:10 21:52
a19:37
19:55 a22:34
20:09
20:24  a23:08
a20:42  a23:27
20:50 23:35
22:15 00:49
02:19
a02:46
04:53

Daily

161

\J
02:35
03:00
03:02

03:12
03:21
03:28
03:43
03:48
03:56
04:14

04:19
04:37
04:47
04:52
04:55
05:03

05:05
05:18

05:43
05:48

Tweed |Alstonville| Graft risbane | Tweed Surfers
Heads Heads Paradise

Daily*

163

\
02:36
u03:01
u03:03

03:16

03:31

04:13
0418

04:28
0437
0440

05:00
05:06
05:26

* During
MNSW Daylight
Savings,
services will
artive and
depart QLD
lacations

1 hour earlier
than shown.



Tg North Shore to Hornsby via City

Monday to Frida

Gordon 07:24
Killara 2 07:26 - E - = = -

Lindfield - = 07:28 = = = S : B e
Roseville 07:30

Chatswood - - 07:34 - - - - - -

Artarmon 07:36

St Leonards = - 07:39 7 - = = s - =
Wollstonecraft 07:41

Waverton 07:43

North Sydney - - 07:47 - - - - - - -
Milsons Point 07:49

Wynyard = 07:53 = = - > 2

Town Hall 07:57

Central i07:45 i07:50  08:01 i08:05 i08:15 i08:20 i08:35  i08:45 i09:15 i09:45
Redfern 08:03

Burwood 08:03  08:12 08:33 08:48

Strathfield 07:58 08:07 0815 08:28 08:37 08:52  08:58 09:28 09:58
North Strathfield 08:18

Concord West 08:20

Rhodes 08:12 0823 0827 08:42 08:57

Meadowbank 08:25

West Ryde 08:16 0827 0831 08:46 09:01

Denistone 08:29

Eastwood 08:19  08:31 08:49 09:04

Epping 08:10 08:22 0835 08:40 08:52 09:07  09:10 09:40 10:10
Cheltenham - 08:38 - - -

Beecroft 08:40 = :

Pennant Hills - 08:43 - = =

Thornleigh 08:45 - -

Normanhurst 08:48

Hornsby 08:23 - 08:50 - 08:53 - - 09:24 09:53 10:23

Monday to Frid
Hornsby
Normanhurst
Thomleigh
Pennant Hills
Beecroft

Meadowbank
Rhodes
Concord West
North Strathfield
Strathfield
Burwood
Redfern
Central

Town Hall
Wynyard
Milsons Point
North Sydney
Waverton
Wollstonecraft
St Leonards
Artarmen
Chatswood
Roseville
Lindfield
Killara
Gordon

07:05.

07:16

07:08
o7
07:14
07:16
07:19
07:21
07:25
07:27

07:30

0732
07:35

07:40
07:43
i07:54

07:29
07:32
07:35
07:37
07:39
07:41
07:44
07:48
07:51

08:03
08:06
08:09
08:12
08:16
08:19

07:20

07:31

07:23
07:26
07:29
07:31
07:34
07:36
07:40
07:42

07:45

07:47
07:50

07:55
07:58

io8:09

07:35

07:46

07:38
07:41
07:44
07:46
07:49
07:51
07:55
07:57

08:00

08:02
08:05

08:10
08:13
i08:25

07:59
08:02
08:05
08:07
08:09
08:11
08:14
08:16
08:21

08:33
08:36
08:39

07:50

08:01

07:53
07:56
07:59
08:01
08:04
0B:06
0B:10
08:12
08:15
0817
08:20

0B:25
0B:28

i08:40

08:14
08:17
08:20
08:22
08:24
08:26
08:29
08:31
08:36

08:48
08:51
08:54
08:57
09:01
09:04

08:16

0811
08:14
08:16
08:19
08:21
08:25
08:27

08:30
08:32
08:35

08:40
08:43
ioa:s5

08:20

08:31

@08:44

08:32
08:35
08:38

08:24
08:27
08:30
08:32
08:35
08:37
08:41
08:43

08:a6

08:48
08:51

08:56
08:59

ing:11

08:35

0B:46

©0B:58

08:47
08:50
08:53
08:55
08:57
08:59
09:02
02:04
09:09

09:21
09:24
09:27
09:30
09:34
09:37

08:39
08:42
08:45
08:47
08:50
08:52
08:56
08:58

09:01
09:03
09:06

09:11
09:14




T2 City to Parramatta or Leppington

Monday to Frida

Service Information RPK BNK BNK BNK

Town Hall - 07:23 - - = - = - = - = = - = - = = - % -
ynya = 07:26 ] = i ks = - N = 3 2 = ol = = = - = 2 =

Circular Quay 07:29

St James A 07:32 = = = = - = 5 = o = = : 2 - = = - % =

Museum 07:3¢  07:23 07:30 - 07:35 07:38  07:41 07:44 07:53 07:59 = 08:05 0808 0811 08:14  08:17 08:23 0826 08:29

St James 07:25 07:32 = 07:37  07:40 07:43  07:46 07:55  08:01 = 08:07 0810 08:13 0816 08:25 08:28  08:31

Circular Quay 07:28  07:37 - 07:40  07:43 0746  07:52 07:58  08:07 - 08:10 0813 0816 0819 08:28 0831 0834

Wynyard 07:31 07:40 - 07:43  07:46  07:49  07:55 08:01 08:10 - 08:13 0816 0819 08:22 08:31 08:34  08:37

Town Hall 07:34  07:43 = 07:46  07:49 07:52 07:58 08:04 0813 = 08:16 08:19 08:22 08:25 08:34  08:37 0840

Central 07:38  07:41 07:47 07:50 07:53 07:56  08:02 08:08  08:17 = 08:20  08:23 08:26  08:29 08:38  08:41 08:44

Redfern i 0741 07:43 07:49 - 07:52 07:55 07:59 08:04 08:10  08:19 > 08:22 0825 0829 08:31 08:40 0B:44  08:46

Macdonaldtown 07:46 - 07:55  07:58 08:13 = 08:28 08:43

Newtown 07:38 07:48  07:53 ® 07:57 0800 08:08 08:15  08:23 = 08:30 08:45

Stanmare 07:50 07:59  08:02 08:17 08:32 08:47

Petersham 07:47 % 08:01  08:04 08:19 = 0834 08:49

Lewisham 07:49 - 08:03  08:06 08:21 - 08:36 08:51

Summer Hill 07:51 = 08:05  DB:0B 08:23 = 08:38 08:53

Ashfield 07:44 0753 07:55  07:59 ) 08:07  08:10 0814 08:19 0825 0829 - 08:31  08:40 08:42 0844 0855 08:57

Creydon e 07:58 2 08:10  08:13 iz 08:28 ' = 08:43 # 08:58 =

Burwood 07:48 = 08:00 08:03 e 08:12  08:15 08:18 = 08:30  08:33 7 = 08:45 z 08:48  08:00 =

Strathfield 07:51 08:03 08:06 08:15  08:18 08:21 08:33 08:36 08:48 08:51 09:03

Homebush = 08:05 = 08:17  08:20 - 08:35 - - 08:50 - 09:05 &

Flemington # 08:07  08:10 ' 08:19 0822 08:25 o 08:37  08:40 s o 08:52 = 08:07 =

Lidcombe = 08:11 08:14 2 08:23  08:26 08:29 z 08:41  08:44 = 08:56 = 08:11

Auburn = 08:14  08:17 - 08:30 08:32 o 08:45 0847 = - 09:00 = 09:15

Clyde - 08:17 08:20 - 08:33 08:35 - 0848  08:50 - - 09:03 - 09:18 -

Granville * 08:18 08:21 = 08:35 08:37 = 08:50  08:52 = = 09:05 = 09:20 *

Harris Park 08:22 - 08:37 - 08:52 - - 0%:07 z 09:22

Parramatta 08:24 08:39 5 08:54 = 09:09 09:24

Merrylands - - 08:24  08:30 - 08:40 - - 08:55  08:59 - - - - -

Guildford - - 08:27  08:33 - 08:43 - - 08:58  09:02 - - - - -

Yennora 08:30 0836 08:46 09:01  09:05

Fairfield = - 08:33 0838 = 08:48 = - 09:03  09:07 - = - - -

Canley Vale = x 08:35  08:41 = 08:51 i m 09:06  09:10 = il z = =

‘Cabramatta - - 08:37 0843  08:40 - 08:47  08:53 - - 09:08  09:12 - - 09:17 - - 09:33 -

Warwick Farm = = 08:40  08:46  08:43 = 08:50  08:56 - : 0911 09:15 - & 09:20 = s 09:36 =

Liverpool & o 08:43  08:49 0845 7 08:53  08:59 2 & 08:14  09:18 = o 09:23 £ e 09:39 3

Casula = = 08:47  08:52 = - : 09:02 = - 09:17  09:21 = = = = z = =

Glenfield ARR 08:50  08:56 09:05 09:20  09:25

Glenfield DEP - = 08:52  08:58 - - - 09:07 - - 0922  09:28 - - = = =

Edmondson Park = = 08:56  09:02 E = 2 09:11 = = 0926  09:32 = = = = = = =

L 09:02 _ 09:08 09:17 a 09:32 _ 09:38 = 09:47

Leppington 06:32 = - 0641 06:44 £ = 06:51  06:54 = - 07:02 7 = 0707 0711 0714 5 3 07:24 &
Edmondsen Park 06:37 = - 06:46  06:49 - 06:56  06:59 B 07:07 = 3 0712 07:16  07:19 = = 07:29 =
Glenfield ARR  06:41 - - 06:50  06:53 - = 07:00  07:03 - = 07:11 - = 07:16  07:20 07:23 = - 07:33 =
Glenfield DEP  06:41 = £ 06:50 0654 = i 07:01  07:04 a = 07:11 N = 0717 07:20 07:24 B 5 07:34 2
Casula 06:45 06:54 0657 07:04  07:08 07:15 0720 0724  07:27 07:38
Liverpool 06:49 - 07:04 0658 0701 0714 £ 07:08  07:12  07:21 - 07:19 - 07:3¢  07:24 0728 07:31  07:44 = 07:42
Warwick Farm 06:51 - 07:07 0700 0704 0717 = 0711 07214 07:24 = 07:21 - 07:37 07:27 0730 07:34 07:47 E 07:44
Cabramatta 06:54 07:10  07:03 07:07 07:20 0714 07:17  07:27 07:24 07:40  07:30  07:33  07:37  07:50 07:47
Canley Vale 06:58 - 07:07  07:11 - 07:16  07:21 - 07:28 - 0732 07:37  07:41 - 07:51
Fairfield 07:00 = 07:08  07:13 = 0718 07:24 = 07:30 i 07:34  07:39  07:43 - 07:54
Yennora 07:03 = 0712 07116 0721 07:27 07:33 = 0737 0742 07:46 07:57
Guildford 07:06 07:15  07:19 07:24  07:30 07:36 07:40  07:45  07:49 08:00
Merrylands 07:09 - 07:18  07:22 - 07:27  07:33 - 07:39 - 07:43  07:48 07:52 - 08:03
Parramatta 07:12 07:27 z = 07:42 - 07:57

Harris Park 07:14 07:29 07:44 07:59

Granville 0712 07:17 07:21 07:25 07:32 s 07:37 - 07:42  07:47 > 07:51  07:55 08:02  08:07

Clyde 07:19 07:27 07:34 - - 07:49 - 07:57 08:04

Auburn 0716 07:22 07:25 0730 07:37 5 07:40 - 07:46  07:52 = 07:55  08:00 08:07  08:10
Lidcombe 0719 07:25 07:28 0733 07:.40 o 07:43 - 07:49  07:55 = 07:58  08:03 08:10  08:13
Flemington 07:22 07:31 0736 - - 07:52 - 08:01  08:06

Homebush 07:24 07:33  07:38 = = 07:54 = 08:03  08:08

Strathfield 07:27  07:31 07:36  07:41 07:46 07:50 07:57  08:01 08:06 0811 08:16  08:20
Burwood 07:30  07:34 0738 0744 07:49 & 07:53 s 08:00  08:04 = 08:09 0814 08:19  08:23
Croydon 07:32 07:46 - 07:55 = 08:02 - 08:16 08:25
Ashfield 07:34  07:37 0742 0748 07:52 " 07:57 08:00 08:04  08:07 2 08:12  08:18 0822 08:27
Summer Hill 07:36  07:39 07:44 07:54 o 08:02 0806  08:09 = 08:14 08:24

Lewisham 0738 07:41 07:46 07:56 3 08:04 0808  08:11 = 08:16 08:26

Petersham 07:40  07:43 07:48 07:58 2 08:06  08:10  08:13 = 08:18 08:28

Stanmore 0742  07:45 07:50 08:00 = 08:08  08:12  08:15 = 08:20 08:30

Newtown 07:44 0747 07:52  07:55 08:02 - 08:05 08:10  08:14  08:17 - 08:22 0825 0832  08:35
Macdonaldtown 07:57 = 08:12 = 08:27

Redfern 0748 0751 07:53  07:57 0800 08:05 0B:06 08:09 0811 0815 0818 08:21 08:27 0830 0835 0836 0839
Central 07:51 0754 07:57 08:00 0803 08:08 08:09 7 08:12 0815 0818 0821 08:24 = 08:30 0833 0838 08:39 0842

Town Hall 07:54 0757  08:00  08:03  08:06 08:12 = 08:15 0818  08:21 0824  08:27 = 08:33  08:36 08:42  08:45
Wynyard 07:57 08:00 08:03 0806 0809 08:15 08:18  08:21 08:24 0827  08:30 08:36  08:39 08:45  08:48
Circular Quay 08:00 08:03 08:06 0809 0812 08:18 08:21 08:24 0827 0830 08:33 08:33  08:42 08:48  08:51

St James 08:03  08:06 08:09 0812 0815 08:21 - 08:24  08:27 08:30 08:33 08:36 - 08:42  08:45 08:51  08:54
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T1 Berowra to City via Gordon

Valid from: 19 Aug 2024

Creation date: 20 Aug 2024
NOTE: Information is correct on date of download.

Monday to F

Service Infermation SFD SFD

Barowra 03:41 04:38 05:39

Mount Kuring-gai 04:42 05:43

Mount Colah 04:45 05:46

Asquith 03:49 = z s - 5 04:48 c = = = z = 2 4 - 05:49 > - = =
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Roseville: 04:24 04:39 0515 05:24 0533 0539 05:54 06:00 06:03 06:09 06115
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North Sydney 04:41  04:46 0456 05:01 05:32  05:41 05:50  05:56 06:11 06:17  06:20 06:26 06:32
Milsons Point 04:43 0449 0458 05:04 0534 05:43 05:52  05:58 06:13 06:19 06:22 06:28 06:34
Wynyard 04:47 0453 05:02  05:08 05:38  05:47 05:56  06:02 06:17 06:23 0626 06:32 06:38
Town Hall 04:51 0457  05:06  05:12 0542 05:51 06:00  06:06 06:2 06:27  06:30  06:36  06:42
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Redfern = 04:57 05:03 05:12 05:18 = 05:48 05:57 06:06 06:12 06:27 = 06:33 06:36 06:42 06:48
Burwood 05:12 05:27 05:57 06:42 06:57
Strathfield 05:09 0515 0524 0530 06:00  06:09 06:18  06:24 06:39 06:45  06:48  06:54  07:00
Lidcombe 05:15 05:30 06:15 06:30 06:45 07:00

Auburn 05:18 05:32 06:18

Clyde 5 05:21 = 05:35 > 06:21 =
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From: Planning Portal - Department of Planning and Environment

To: DPE PS ePlanning Exhibitions Mailbox

Cc: DPE Homebush TOD Mailbox

Subject: Webform submission from: Homebush TOD rezoning proposal
Date: Friday, 23 August 2024 2:19:09 PM

Submitted on Fri, 23/08/2024 - 14:18
Submitted by: Anonymous
Submitted values are:

Submission Type
I am making a personal submission

Name

First name
Rita

Last name
Ng

I would like my name and personal contact details to remain confidential
No

Info

Email

Suburb/Town & Postcode
Homebush

Please provide your view on the project
I object to it

Submission

I am the owner of _ I note that the rezoning has only drafted the
height to be 6 storeys whereas across the road in Ismay Ave and Underwood Road, it's
rezoned as 12-20 storeys. To be able to accommodate more people into the area, my
property should also be zoned 12-20 storeys. Even though there's a silo across from my
property, developers should be able to accommodate that .

Secondly, my neighbour , _ Homebush should be de-listed as heritage
property, it is falling into pieces, vacant, rat and pests invested. Floor boards, wall panels,
roof all rotten and damaged. It does not have any unique feature of any heritage properties.
Only open to hoodlums to go in. The owners are in their 80s, non-English speaking and no
finance to do any repair.

Please imagine such ugly, torn down house in the midst of a newly developed Homebush!!
If de-listed, both 1 & 3 Short Street can be built on higher levels to accommodate more
people to live in the area. Thank you.



Please provide transparency or reply to me thank you. My email address is

I agree to the above statement
Yes



From: Planning Portal - Department of Planning and Environment

To: DPE PS ePlanning Exhibitions Mailbox

Cc: DPE Homebush TOD Mailbox

Subject: Webform submission from: Homebush TOD rezoning proposal
Date: Friday, 23 August 2024 3:35:22 PM

Submitted on Fri, 23/08/2024 - 15:35
Submitted by: Anonymous
Submitted values are:

Submission Type
I am making a personal submission

Name

First name

Last name

I would like my name and personal contact details to remain confidential
Yes

Info

Email

Suburb/Town & Postcode
HOMEBUSH, 2140, NSW

Please provide your view on the project
I object to it

Submission

Where will the young families go that worked hard and saved to secure property in this
area? We don't want the instant city, we want somewhere where our children will have a
backyard, know their neighbours, have space and not live in the shadows of high rise
apartments buildings.

Due to exponential property prices in Sydney, we will have nowhere to go, we will not be
fairly compensated for our forever homes because of this atrocious proposal.

The roads in this area is already a disaster, how is it wise to add thousands more residents
to an area that is already congested.

Please go and destroy an area out west instead.

I agree to the above statement
Yes



From: Planning Portal - Department of Planning and Environment

To: DPE PS ePlanning Exhibitions Mailbox

Cc: DPE Homebush TOD Mailbox

Subject: Webform submission from: Homebush TOD rezoning proposal
Date: Friday, 23 August 2024 4:21:31 PM

Attachments: pia-submission-tod-accelerated-precincts-final.pdf

Submitted on Fri, 23/08/2024 - 16:20
Submitted by: Anonymous
Submitted values are:

Submission Type
I am submitting on behalf of my organisation

Name

First name
Landon

Last name
Brown

I would like my name and personal contact details to remain confidential
No

Info

Email

Suburb/Town & Postcode
Surry Hills 2010

Please provide your view on the project
I am just providing comments

Submission file
pia-submission-tod-accelerated-precincts-final.pdf (718.17 KB)

Submission
Please find the Planning Institute of Australia (PIA) submission on the TOD accelerated
precincts attached.

I agree to the above statement
Yes



PIA Plannmg 23 August 2024
Institute
Australia

Ms Kiersten Fishburn
Secretary
Department of Planning, Housing and Infrastructure

Dear Ms Fishburn,

PIA Submission — TOD Accelerated Precincts

PIA is pleased to provide our submission on the draft rezoning proposals for the announced
Transport Oriented Development (TOD) Accelerated Precincts (link). This submission addresses
common concerns with all draft rezoning proposals rather than providing site-specific feedback.

Our separate submission on proposed pathway changes to support TOD can be read here.

Overview

PIA supports the intensification of more diverse housing around centres that are highly
accessible to public transport and offer good amenity. The potential TODs should be selected
based spatial strategic planning priorities set out in a city plan. The housing targets, affordable
housing goals, urban design opportunities and infrastructure needs should be resolved in precinct
master plans. This would reduce risks in the development assessment phase and warrant
consideration of streamlined approval pathways.

PIA commends the Government for its commitment to including affordable housing contributions
in the TOD Program. The widespread adoption of affordable housing contributions in tandem with
State-led rezonings is a welcome improvement on the previous piecemeal approach.

However, there are still significant improvements which could be made to embed consistency and
streamline proposed arrangements for affordable housing. These relate primarily to the need for
a consistent method for calculating contribution rates and clear guidance on how contributions
should be managed and spent.

PIA’'s recommendations are as follows:

1. Publish a consistent methodology for determining contribution rates based on the level of
upllft beyond eX|st|ng controls (aka change in den3|ty) This would prowde a level playing

2. Provide an endorsed Affordable Housing Contribution Scheme (AHCS) template with
common principles for determining and administering affordable housing contributions,
building on the work already available through the Resilient

3. Provide a schedule for progressively increasing affordable housing contribution rates over
time up to 15% to the extent of feasibility. This would ensure there is no doubt about what
the fixed contribution is at any given time.
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4. Provide further information on how contributions could be most efficiently managed,
allocated and also supplemented to maximise the total yield of affordable housing.

5. Measure any ‘net loss’ of existing low-cost housing in TOD precincts and consider options
to avoid displacement.

PIA engagement with the TOD Program

PIA have been closely engaged with the TOD Program throughout its development. In September
2023, we issued a joint statement with Shelter NSW in support of a “Station Precinct SEPP and
enabling reforms”, calling for an integrated package which:

“Streamlines development assessment where there is capacity near stations for growth or a
commitment to build capacity by creating opportunities for inclusive renewal.”

Since the announcement of the TOD Program, PIA have written submissions on the TOD SEPP
and to the Inquiry into the Development of the TOD Program (link). These submissions have
supported the intent of the TOD Program on the basis that it should be just one part of a broader
city strategy.

Consistent themes of our advocacy have been:

e The need for integrated strategic planning,
e Better coordination between planning instruments, and
e Up-front arrangements for delivering affordable housing.

Review of proposed arrangements for affordable housing

Please note that PIA has not commented on the site-specific arrangements for housing delivery in
individual TOD precincts.

Draft rezoning proposals are currently on exhibition for seven of eight accelerated precincts
under the TOD Program. The proposals include ranges for affordable housing contributions in
each of the precincts, with potential for between 2,835 and 6,190 affordable homes in perpetuity,
depending on where contribution rates are selected from within the ranges available.

Precinct Zoned capacity for @ Affordable housing | Number of
additional housing contribution range affordable homes

Hornsby 5000 5-10% 250-500

Macquarie Park 4622 10-15% 460-690

Kellyville & Bella 20700 3-8% 620-1650

Vista

Bankstown 12500 3-10% 355-1250

Crows Nest 3255 10-15% 325-488

Homebush 16100 510% 805-1610

Bayside West N/A N/A N/A

This has the potential to yield a significant amount of affordable housing across Sydney - but
there are major risks that AHCSs will underperform due to:

e A lack of coherent parameters for determining contribution rates, and
e Detail on how contributions should be managed and spent.
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By introducing ranges for affordable housing contributions without clear guidance for what rate to
apply, a level of uncertainty is embedded which prevents applicants and assessment teams from
establishing clear expectations prior to assessment. Setting these expectations as early and
clearly as possible is crucial so that affordable housing contributions can be factored into land
values without adding to development costs. Without a clear methodology for selecting a
contribution rate, this may become an arbitrary and costly process, undermining both
development feasibility and affordable housing outcomes.

The draft rezoning proposal also fails to account for the likely ‘net loss’ of low-cost housing which
occurs as older housing stock is gradually replaced through the process of urban renewal. This
has potential to displace low-moderate income rentals more than can be replaced via the AHCS.
Net loss of affordable housing should be measured.

Ultimately, the ambiguity around contribution rates and implementation is likely to mean that only
the minimum rates can be realised. This would be a missed opportunity to deliver affordable
housing at a meaningful scale across Sydney, closer to the 15% anticipated following the release
of the TOD Program in December 2023.

PIA recommendations

The accelerated TOD precincts are a major opportunity to deliver affordable housing at scale in
well-located areas across Sydney. With refinements to the proposed arrangements addressing
the risks outlined above, an outcome can be secured much closer to what was originally signalled
at the outset of the TOD Program.

Most importantly, this will require changes to embed consistency in the approach to calculating
and administering contributions. Refinements should ensure that the final approach is simple,
workable and consistent for both applicants and assessment teams at the coalface of the TOD
Program.

PIA’'s recommendations are as follows:

1. Publish a consistent methodology for determining contribution rates based on the level of
uplift beyond existing controls aka change in density. This would provide a level playing
field for development that is clear t th proponents an ment teams.

2. Provide an endorsed AHCS template with common principles for determining and
administering affordable housing contributions, building on the work already available
through the Resilient Sydney AHCS Project.

3. Provide a schedule for progressively increasing affordable housing contribution rates over
time up to 15% to the extent of feasibility. This would ensure there is no doubt about what
the fixed contribution is at any given time.

4. Provide further information on how contributions could be most efficiently managed,
allocated and also supplemented to maximise the total yield of affordable housing.

5. Measure any ‘net loss’ of existing low-cost housing in TOD precincts and consider options
to avoid displacement.
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Please contact PIA NSW at nsw@planning.org.au for further information on this submission.

Yours sincerely,
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From: Planning Portal - Department of Planning and Environment

To: DPE PS ePlanning Exhibitions Mailbox

Cc: DPE Homebush TOD Mailbox

Subject: Webform submission from: Homebush TOD rezoning proposal
Date: Friday, 23 August 2024 7:12:19 PM

Attachments: submission-to-nsw-planning.pdf

Submitted on Fri, 23/08/2024 - 19:06
Submitted by: Anonymous
Submitted values are:

Submission Type
I am making a personal submission

Name

First name

Last name

I would like my name and personal contact details to remain confidential
Yes

Info

Email

Suburb/Town & Postcode
Burwood 2134

Please provide your view on the project
I support it

Submission file
submission-to-nsw-planning.pdf (1.3 MB)

Submission

Dear NSW Planning,

Owners Corporation of , Homebush West NSW 2140
engaged consultant and Think Planners to prepare the rezoning application for our campus
one year ago. The transport report and survey report have been completed. The transport
report written by MU Group Consulting states that 1000 apartments and 4000 square
meters commercial could be built in our campus. Owners received the letter from
Department of

Planning, Housing and Infrastructure on 17 July 2024 when owners corporation is going
to submit the rezoning application to Strathfield Council. We are frustrated after read the




letter due to your plan only rezone the front of our land.

There is currently a severe housing shortage in Sydney. The high density residential
buildings in your rezoning plan could be built after 10 years or 20 years. But our land is
different, if you rezone our whole lot, 1000 apartments will be provided to the market
quickly. If you only rezone the front, the 1000 apartments couldn’t be built quickly due to
there is onl y one entrance and exit for the campus, we have to spend many years to
rezone the back of campus.

Many high density residential buildings already exited on back side of campus. Could you
please see below pages for detailed our land.

1. Submission written by Think Planners

2. Transport report written by MU Group Consulting.

3. Survey Report

It is much appreciated if you rezone our whole lot! Thank you.

Kind Reiards

I agree to the above statement
Yes



From: Planning Portal - Department of Planning and Environment

To: DPE PS ePlanning Exhibitions Mailbox

Cc: DPE Homebush TOD Mailbox

Subject: Webform submission from: Homebush TOD rezoning proposal
Date: Friday, 23 August 2024 10:24:36 PM

Submitted on Fri, 23/08/2024 - 22:24
Submitted by: Anonymous
Submitted values are:

Submission Type
I am making a personal submission

Name

First name

Last name

I would like my name and personal contact details to remain confidential
Yes

Info

Email

Suburb/Town & Postcode
2137

Please provide your view on the project
I object to it

Submission

The proposed area for development is too large, we definitely do not have the
infrastructure to support the amount of people this development will bring to an already
congested area, there is literally one main Rd in North Strathfield, Pomeroy Rd which
contexts to underwood Rd.

The area needs better urban planning, heritage design, with less high rise, maximum high
of units should not exceed 6 levels. The last thing we need is another design disaster like
Rhodes, with atrocious towers, which look hideous like that Rollercoaster building which
is an eye saw from a mile away.

Thank you

I agree to the above statement



Yes



From: Planning Portal - Department of Planning and Environment

To: DPE PS ePlanning Exhibitions Mailbox

Cc: DPE Homebush TOD Mailbox

Subject: Webform submission from: Homebush TOD rezoning proposal
Date: Saturday, 24 August 2024 9:18:45 AM

Submitted on Sat, 24/08/2024 - 09:18
Submitted by: Anonymous
Submitted values are:

Submission Type
I am making a personal submission

Name

First name

Last name

I would like my name and personal contact details to remain confidential
Yes

Info

Email
Suburb/Town & Postcode
Homebush West

Please provide your view on the project
I object to it

Submission
Totally against this.

I agree to the above statement
Yes



From: Planning Portal - Department of Planning and Environment

To: DPE PS ePlanning Exhibitions Mailbox

Cc: DPE Homebush TOD Mailbox

Subject: Webform submission from: Homebush TOD rezoning proposal
Date: Saturday, 24 August 2024 10:03:45 AM

Attachments: submission-to-nsw-planning-(1.pdf

Submitted on Sat, 24/08/2024 - 10:01
Submitted by: Anonymous
Submitted values are:

Submission Type
I am making a personal submission

Name

First name
Last name

I would like my name and personal contact details to remain confidential
Yes

Info

Email

Suburb/Town & Postcode
SOUTH WENTWORTHVILLE

Please provide your view on the project
I support it

Submission file

submission-to-nsw-planning-(1.pdf (1.28 MB)

Submission
I agree to the draft plans and want to resume.

I agree to the above statement
Yes



Dear NSW Planning,

Owners Corporation of , Homebush West NSW 2140
engaged consultant and Think Planners to prepare the rezoning application for our campus
one year ago. The transport report and survey report have been completed. The transport
report written by MU Group Consulting states that 1000 apartments and 4000 square meters
commercial could be built in our campus. Owners received the letter from Department of
Planning, Housing and Infrastructure on 17 August 2024 when owners corporation is going
to submit the rezoning application to Strathfield Council. We are frustrated after read the
letter due to your plan only rezone the front of our land.

There is currently a severe housing shortage in Sydney. The high density residential
buildings in your rezoning plan could be built after 10 years or 20 years. But our land is
different, if you rezone our whole lot, 1000 apartments will be provided to the market quickly.
If you only rezone the front, the 1000 apartments couldn’t be built quickly due to there is onl
y one entrance and exit for the campus  we have to spend many years to rezone the back
of campus.

Many high density residential buildings already exited on back side of campus. Could you
please see below pages for detailed our land.

1. Submission written by Think Planners

2. Transport report written by MU Group Consulting.

3. Survey Report

It is much appreciated if you rezone our whole lot! Thank you.

Kind Regards
owners of |



22 August 2024

Department of Planning Housing and Infrastructure

Dear Sir/Madam,

SUBMISSION: HOMEBUSH TOD REZONING PROPOSAL

STRATA PLAN 60097

| refer to the above subject matter which is on public exhibition until 30 August 2024.

This submission has been prepared by Think Planners on behalf of the Strata Plan
60097 (ABN 72 665 680 721), at 378 Parramatta Road Homebush West

The subject land is identified below for context. This area is consistently referred to as
“the subject land” throughout this submission.

Figure 1 The location of the subject land is yellow and outlined in black (Source: Spatial Collaboration Portal)

Contextually, the subject land has the following relationships:

- North: Parramatta Road provides direct street frontage
- South: Existing Residential Flat Buildings adjoin the southern boundary

Homebush Precinct TOD - e
Public Exhibition - Submission In
PAGE 1

planners




- FEast: The Goodman Campus Business Park provides jobs and services
for residents and visitors
- West: T7 Olympic Park Railway Line

The subject land is located partly within the Homebush Precinct, at its western most
boundary and with direct frontage to Parramatta Road as shown in Figure 2. It is
notable that artistic renderings within the urban design report cut off the subject site,
suggesting that a full consideration of its potential has not occurred.

y TN
0 250m

S00m G

[ Precinct Boundary I Existing Open Space Special Activities + Markets Il Higher Density Residential
Q Metro Station I Proposed Open Space and Road network Il Higher Density Mixed Use Il Medium Density Residential
€9 Train Station 0 Productiity Support and General Industrial 88 Medium Density Mixed Use

Figure 2 The subject land is outlined in yellow line and is on the southern side of Parramatta Road (Source: Urban
Design Framework )

This submission agrees with the principle of retaining employment land fronting
Parramatta Road. However, it recommends that the DPHI expand the precinct to
include the broader site which is capable of delivering much needed housing supply
within an accessible location, close to transport, jobs and open spaces. Furthermore,
it would unify the site with the neighbouring residential land to the south, providing a
more effective and appropriate transition between land uses.
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TOD ACCELERATED PRECINCTS (THE 8 SITES) OBJECTIVES

The Department of Planning, Housing and Infrastructure have 4 objectives to deliver
high and mid-rise housing within 1,200 m of 8 transport hubs, which includes the
Homebush Precinct. These objectives are set out in turn below, and high level
commentary provided in relation to an assessment of the objectives against the subject
land:

Objective Response Consistent
e increase housing supply in  The subject land is within 800m of the 401 Bus
well-located areas Route, located on Parramatta Road. Likewise
the Routes 525 and 526 are within immediate
vicinity of the subject site. ‘/

The subject land is therefore well located for
housing supply, consistent with the intent and
provisions of transport oriented development.

e enable a variety of land uses  The subject land can achieve compliance with
(residential, commercial, this objective, being within 400 m to bus
recreational) within walking  services.
distance of train and metro
stations The site is a significant area that can deliver a

range of land uses. Employment uses fronting
Parramatta Road could be reimagined and
further development, making a valuable
contribution to job creation, along with new
economic opportunities presented by a
different development form. ‘/

To the rear of the employment use, residential
apartments can be comfortably
accommodated on the site, strengthening the
character of the area, along with more homes
delivered, including affordable apartments.
Residential apartments will tie seamlessly into
the existing high density residential land,
which creates a more attractive outlook for the
existing apartment buildings, whilst providing
more housing opportunities in a great location.

e deliver housing that s The subject land offers the opportunity to
supported by attractive public ~ support a more consolidated and coherent
spaces, vibrancy, and neighbourhood within the western edge of the
community amenity Homebush Precinct. ‘/

Providing housing supply that within close
proximity to extensive public spaces, while
also have a nexus with the employment lands
on subject land and to the east.

Homebush Precinct TOD - {“V""\"
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e increase the amount of
affordable housing in these
locations

The subject land can contribute to affordable
housing supply. \/

REZONING PROPOSAL OBJECTIVES

The Department published Explanation of Intended Effects clearly identifies that
housing is a key priority, with a focus on increasing the diversity and supply of homes
(including affordable homes) in areas close to transport and other amenities (i.e.
recreation, services, entertainment, etc). The intent is to specifically maximise the
efficient use of transport infrastructure, putting more homes near jobs and transport,
thus improving life quality through shorter trip journey times and active transport
options.

The State led rezoning proposal has five key objectives identified within the Homebush
Precinct Park Explanation of Intended Effects. These are discussed below.

Objective Response Consistent
e increase housing supply in the  The subject land can contribute to additional \/
Precinct housing supply, within a well located area and

proximate to
employment.

existing housing and

e enable a variety of land uses
(residential, commercial,
recreational) within walking
distance to the train stations
and future metro station;

e deliver housing that s
supported by attractive public
spaces, vibrancy, and
community amenity

e increase the amount of
affordable housing in the
Precinct

e review and implement the
objectives and
recommendations of the NSW
Government endorsed
Parramatta Road Corridor
Urban Transformation
Strategy including
investigation opportunities or
further residential Growth.

Homebush Precinct TOD
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The subject land can deliver a variety of land
uses that are accessible via active transport
means.

The subject land with amendments made to
the strategy, contribute to a streamlined
planning approach that delivers more housing
faster.

The subject land can contribute to affordable
housing supply.

The subject land can deliver the
recommendations of PRCUTS along with
delivering additional residential growth.
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As the subject land satisfies both the overarching objectives of the TOD program and
also the State led rezoning proposal, it should therefore be included as a site that can
deliver additional housing supply. Importantly, the subject land is also ideally located
to contribute to employment generation. This is a significant win through the
development of higher value employment land along Parramatta Road. The particular
merits of the subject land and the proposal to permit housing are discussed further
below.

THE PRECINCT

Given that the subject land meets both the objectives within the TOD precinct and the
Explanation of Intended Effects, this submission requests that DHPHI expand the
precinct boundary be expanded to include its boundaries. This will facilitate additional
housing on land where:

- it has a relationship with existing residential apartment buildings to the south,
providing an integrated housing precinct, resolving a poor interface that
currently exists.

- housing can be provided close to jobs and services within the Goodman
Business Park.

- homes are provided close to public transport and within reasonable cycling
distance to trains and metro.

- homes can be provided to the rear of employment uses along Parramatta Road,
which provides an appropriate buffer, whilst maintaining employment in an
appropriate location.

It is recommended that:
- The TOD precinct include the subject land in its entirety.
- The frontage to Parramatta Road retain its existing zoning.

- The balance of the site be zoned R4 High Density Residential .

Figure 3 The PRCUTS boundary should be expanded to include the subject site, with the additional area zoned R4
high density residential, which is more consistent with its context. (Source: Urban Design Framework )
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FSR AND HEIGHT

The Explanation of intended Effects reduces the FSR over the subject landfrom
PRCUTS recommended 1.5:1to 1:1. This is strongly objected to, with neither the urban
design study nor the EIE providing rational for this significant reduction.

This is shown below taking the site area as an estimated 18,507 m?.

s Precinct Boundary

----- Frame Boundary
Floor Space Ratio

EoE 051

0.7:1

0.75:1

EnT] 101

131

1.4:1

=] 151

PRCUTS GFA: 18,507 * 1.5 = EIE GFA: 18,507 * 1 = 18,507 m?

27,760.5 m? Loss of 9,253.5 m? of GFA.

Figure 4 The PRCUTS and EIE FSR maps, showing a reduction in FSR (Source: NSW Government )

Similarly, The Explanation of intended Effects reduces the height over the subject
landform PRCUTS recommended 17m to 12m. This is strongly objected to, with
neither the urban design study nor the EIE providing rational for this significant
reduction and loss of development potential.

= Precinct Boundary
----- Frame Boundary
Height of Buildings
Il 85m
[Cx] 10m
T 11m
12m
16m
17m q
PRCUTS height: 17m EIE Height: 12m
Loss of 5m in height.
Figure 5 The PRCUTS and EIE FSR maps, showing a reduction in height (Source: NSW Govemment)

Both the height and FSR reduction completely reduces the potential for jobs over the
subject land and specifically is inconsistent with the PRCUTS implementation plan.
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Furthermore the reduction in FSR and height makes it more difficult to achieve the
intent of the EIE which has the following relevant objectives:

— review and implement the objectives and recommendations of the NSW Government endorsed
Parramatta Road Corridor Urban Transformation Strategy including investigation opportunities
or further residential Growth

— enable a variety of land uses (residential, commercial, recreational) within walking distance to
the train stations and future metro station;

This reduction is strongly objected to and it is requested that:
- The FSR at minimum be applied at 1.5:1 over the subject land.

- The PRCUTS height of 17m be retained over the Parramatta Road frontage

- The balance of the site have a height of 20m, commiserate with the R4 zoned
land to the south.

A SPLIT PRECINCT AND LOT SIZE — AN IMPRACTICAL ARRANGEMENT

PRCUTs envisions over the subject
site higher FSR and height than
permitted in the current Strathfield
Council LEP. As the subject land
meets TOD and EIE objectives in
terms of suitability for additional
housing that is balanced with
employment, the whole and not part
of the site should be included in the
precinct.

This is a practical consideration given
the lot size proposed and also that the
land is a strata landholding. The site _ 77
is unable to be subdivided as it would 2 NS/
not meet the minimum lot size \ :
requirements of the EIE shown in the

adjacent map extract. Lot Size

It is recommended that no minimum O Precinct Boundary @) 2ha
lot size applies to practically facilitate

future subdivision that is aligned with 450m’? ‘ 1,000m?

the employment zone with  theé  Figure 6 Proposed minimum lot size map extract (Source:
existing Homebush Precinct Area, NSW Govemment)
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with the balance being rezoned R4 High Density Residential and no minimum lot size.

Redevelopment of the subject land in a manner consistent with its capacity should
therefore be based on a consolidated precinct that includes all land, rather than an
isolated fragment, which due to strata ownership and lot size restrictions, would
prevent realisation of the government vision for more homes in TOD precincts.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The subject land presents a unique opportunity to balance housing supply with
employment uses, along with providing a better transition from existing residential to
employment lands. This submission also objects to the reduction in development
capacity over the subject land in the EIE and specifically requests that at minimum
PRCUTS height and FSR be applied.

Accordingly, it is recommended that —

- The TOD precinct include the subject land in its entirety
- The frontage to Parramatta Road retains its existing proposed PRCUTS zoning
- The balance of the site be zoned R4 High Density Residential
- The proposed FSR controls be amended to:
o Retain the 1.5:1 as per PRCUTS

o Apply a 1.5:1 FSR over the area recommended for inclusion in an
expanded Homebush Precinct boundary

- The proposed height of buildings controls be amended to:
o Retain the PRCUTS height of 17m over the Parramatta Road frontage

o Apply a height of 20m, which is the same as the R4 zoned land to the
south over the area of the subject land recommended for inclusion
within an expanded Homebush Precinct.

The minimum lot size map be amended to remove the lot size restriction.

Conclusion

Thank you for the opportunity to make this submission on the accelerated Homebush
TOD Precinct.

Our client appreciates the desire of DPHI to put homes and jobs within the right location
to improve the liveability and affordability of Sydney generally. Whilst supportive of the
overarching theme of the Homebush TOD, we strongly recommends adoption of the
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recommendations within this submission to further improve housing affordability and
liveability within Homebush.

Should you require any further information or require a meeting to discuss this further
| can be contacted on 02 9687 8899 or

I
|
Think Planners Pty Ltd
PO BOX W287

PARRAMATTA NSW 2150

Homebush Precinct TOD
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1 INTRODUCTION

MU Group Consulting have been engaged by Direct Strata Management to prepare a Due Diligence
Technical Note to support the residential rezoning and development at 378 Parramatta Road,
Homebush West.

The site is located within the Strathfield Council local government area. The subject site is bounded
by Parramatta Road to the north, Centenary Drive to the east and Railway track on west and south.

Due Diligence Technical Note is prepared in accordance with the requirements of Strathfield Council
Development Control Plan (SCDCP) 2005 and TfNSW ‘Guide to Traffic Generating Developments’ to
accompany a Planning Proposal to rezone and redevelopment of site located at 378 Parramatta Road,
Homebush West for mixed use purposes.

The subject site is currently zoned as IN1 — General Industrial under the Streatfield Council Local
Environmental Plan (LEP) 2012.

The purpose of this Due Diligence Technical Note is to undertake high level review of parking, trip
generation and potential impact on surrounding road network and public transport and vehicular
access and active transport facilities to and from the site.

MU Group Consulting
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2 SITE DETAILS

2.1 SITE DESCRIPTION

The site is located at 378 Parramatta Road, Homebush West within the Strathfield Municipal Council
local government area. The site is legally described as CP SP60097 and is bounded by Parramatta
Road to the north, Centenary Drive to the east and Railway track on west and south.

Figure 1 — Site location (Source Nearmap 2022)

2.2 EXISTING LAND USE AND ZONING

The subject site is currently zoned as IN1 — General Industrial under the Strathfield Council Local
Environmental Plan (LEP) 2012. Site is currently known as business park and being used for an
Industrial land use purpose and has 48 onsite industrial unit including office space. The site has
vehicular access via left-in left-out driveway off Parramatta Road. Vehicular access is restricted to left-
in and left-out only due to existing median on Parramatta Road fronting the subject site.
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3 EXISTING ROAD NETWORK

Parramatta Road (A44)

Parramatta Road forms part of a State Road network that provides a major east / west connection
between Homebush, Clyde, Burwood, Summer Hill and Ashfield. It has divided carriageway with two
lanes in each direction with varying widths and a median. Parramatta Road has posted speed limit of
60 km/hr.

Courallie Ave

Courallie Ave is a local road that runs in loop in a south to north alignment near the subject site. It
primarily provides a north / south connection between Parramatta Rd and Arthur Street for existing
residential properties. It has one traffic lane in each direction. Courallie Ave has a posted speed limit
of 50km/h.

Marlborough Road

Marlborough Road is a local road that runs in a south to north alignment on either side of the
Centenary Drive (A3) near the subject site. It primarily provides a north / south connection between
Parramatta Rd and Railway line for existing commercial and residential properties. It has three traffic
lanes in each direction. Marlborough Road has a posted speed limit of 60km/h.
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4 TRAFFIC VOLUMES

4.1 EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Figure 2 and Figure 3 below presents the volumes from TfNSW traffic counts stations located on
Parramatta Road (2016). This location is considered to be representative of the scale of traffic volumes
travelling along Parramatta Road fronting the subject site. The volumes on Parramatta Road west of
Telopea Avenue indicate that the section of Parramatta Road would be classified as a class 4 urban
road (4U), typically considered as a State Road with moderately high traffic volumes.

2016 2017 2018 2016 2017 2018
— 5,197 — 6,067
— 7 —» 2
Figure 2: AM peak traffic Volumes (2016) Figure 3: AM peak traffic Volumes (2016)

4.2 RoAD CAPACITY
The capacity of urban and rural roads is generally determined by the capacity of intersections. Table

4.3 and 4.4 of the NSW “Guide to Traffic Generating Developments” below provides some guidance on
mid-block capacities for urban roads and levels of service.

A desirable level of service on an urban road is generally considered to be a level of service (LoS) C or
better however on an arterial road such as the Parramatta Road a LoS D is still considered acceptable.
Based on the tables below it was considered that the Parramatta Road would have a one-way
midblock capacity of up to 2,200 vehicles per hour.
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As the 2016 traffic volumes above are more than the determined one-way road capacity of 2,200
vehicles per hour for Parramatta Road, it is evident that Parramatta Road in the vicinity of the subject

site is currently operating beyond its capacity available to cater for any additional traffic generated
by development in the area.
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5 EXISTING PUBLIC TRANSPORT NETWORK

5.1 BUS SERVICE

There are currently limited bus routes in the vicinity of the site. The site is currently serviced by one
main bus route, Route 401 providing connection to Lidcombe Rail Station. Routes 525 and 526 passes
across the site providing connection to Parramatta and Rhodes shopping centre.

TfNSW is understood to be planning additional bus services including new bus stops along Parramatta
Road between Burwood and Auburn that may provide future services in this area.

5.2 RAIL SERVICE

There are four heavy rail stations near the subject site. The walking distance from each heavy rail
station to the site are:
e Olympic Park Station — approximately 1.6km (21min) from the north,
Flemington Station — approximately 2.0km (25min) from the southeast, and
Lidcombe Station — approximately 2.7km (33min) from the southwest,
Strathfield Station — approximately 3.7km (47min) from the east.

TfNSW is understood to be planning a future light rail connection from Parramatta to Sydney Olympic
Park.

5.3 PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE FACILITIES

Pedestrian infrastructure along Parramatta Road fronting the site is generally of a good standard with
a network of concrete footpaths, pedestrian crossings and signalised intersections with pedestrian
phases providing safe and convenient access between the sites. There is approximately 1.5m wide
footpath across the frontage of the site.

The road network surrounding the site does not provide any dedicated infrastructure for cyclists who
must share the road space with other vehicles.

Overall, the existing site has access to pedestrian infrastructure and public transport that can
accommodate the requirements of the proposed development.

5.4 CRASH HISTORY

Crash History Data extracted from TfNSW Centre for Road Safety website indicate that total seven
crashes occurred near the site in last five years from 2017 to 2021. Three crashes resulted in minor
injury and remaining four crashes resulted in moderate injury. Location of the crashes occurred is
shown in figure 4 below.
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Figure 4.0 — Location of crashes occurred near the site (Source: TINSW Centre for Road Safety)
5.5 EXISTING PARKING CONTROLS

Subject site currently has onsite parking available for tenants and visitors. Clearways are in operation
along Parramatta Road fronting the site between 6am-7pm weekdays and 8am — 8pm weekends. In
addition, there is “No Stopping” parking restriction in place along Parramatta Road near the site.

Less checkou
doubt. :
T ———— e SR “ .

"

Figure 5: Existing parking controls near the site
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6 DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL

6.1 DEVELOPMENT DESCRIPTION

The proposed development would include the rezoning and redevelopment of the site for mixed use
purposes, consisting of the following components:

e Residential Apartments (up to 1,000)
e Commercial / Retail Premises.

e Office Space

Proposed development yield is given in table 1 below:

One Bedroom Units 50
Two Bedroom Units 800
Three Bedroom Units 150
Othe ne
Commercial/Retail/Office Space (M?) 4000

Table 1: Proposed development yield
Access to the site is proposed from Parramatta Road (left in-left out) via the existing driveway.
Parking for the proposed development will be provided onsite. However, no information was available

in relation to the number of parking spaces proposed for the development at the time of drafting this
report.

6.2 VEHICULAR ACCESS

Vehicular access to the proposed development will be provided via the existing driveway off
Parramatta Road. Proposed access will be restricted to left in and left out due to existing median on
Parramatta Road.

6.3 DCP PARKING REQUIREMENTS

Strathfield Council requires the development to provide 100% car parking on site. Provision of car
parking should be in accordance with AS/NZS 2890.1:2004 Parking Facilities — Off-street car parking
and AS/NZS 2890.2:2018 Parking Facilities — Off-street commercial vehicle facilities.

Adequate parking for people with mobility disabilities and safe, easy, and convenient access to the
building should be provided in accordance with AS/NZS 2890.6 — 2009.
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Summary of off-street parking in Strathfield Municipal Council LGA is given in Table 2 below:

! B(leJdnrict)om 1 space per unit Visitors: 1 space per 5 units
Residential Flat 2 Bedroom . Bicycle Parking: Provide suitable facilities for
L . 1 space per unit . .
Building Unit bicycle parking
3 Bedroom 1.5 space per unit
Unit > spacep

For Offices < 1000sgm GFA 1 space per 100 sqm of GFA
(Based on encouraging public transport usage)

For Offices > 1000sgm GFA 1 space per 75 sqm of GFA
(Based on encouraging public transport usage)

Office Premises

For Shops < 500sqm GFA 1 space per 100 sqm of GFA
For Shops between 500sgm and 1000 sqm GFA 1 space per 40 sqm of GFA
For Shops > 1000sgm GFA 1 space per 25 sqm of GFA

Table 2: Off Street Parking — DCP Requirements (Source: - Strathfield Council DCP 20 — 2005)

Retail / Commercial
Premises

6.4 PARKING REQUIREMENTS FOR THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

Based on the Strathfield Council’s DCP requirements estimated parking spaces required for the
proposed development are provided in Table 3 below:

No of Parking

Land Use Numb'er GFA Sgm Parking Rate Spaces

Of Units ]
Required
50 1 Bedroom Unit | 1 space per unit 50
800 2 Bedroom Unit | 1 space per unit 800
150 3 Bedroom Unit | 1.5 space per unit 225
Residential Flat Visitors: 1 space per 5 200
Building units

Bicycle Parking: Provide

. e As per Council
suitable facilities for P und

Requirements

bicycle parking
Total GFA  Assumed
m2 GFA m2
Office Premises* 600 For Offices < 1000sgm GFA 1 space per 100 6
sgm of GFA (Based on encouraging public
4000 transport usage)
Retail / 3400 For Shops < 500sqm GFA 1 space per 100 34
Commercial sgm of GFA

Premises*

| Total 1315

Table 3: Number of parking spaces required as per Council DCP requirements
* It was assumed that GFA for Office premises will be 15% of total GFA and GFA for retail / commercial
premises will be 85% of total GFA
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7 TRAFFIC GENERATION AND IMPACT

The NSW “Guide to Traffic Generating Developments” provides specific advice on the traffic generation
potential of various land uses. However, the TINSW has released a Technical Direction (TDT 2013/04a)
with the results of updated traffic surveys and amended land use traffic generation rates.

7.1 EXISTING TRAFFIC GENERATION

The site is currently being known as Homebush Business Park and has 48 industrial units including
office space onsite. The real estate data obtained from Domain website indicates that each industrial
unit has an average GFA of 170m? and office space has an average GFA of 30m?. The existing traffic
generation therefore based on the real estate data and average GFA is shown in Table 4 below:

Existing Land Use GFA (m?) Traffic Generate Rate Per Hour Traffic Generation
Business Park 8160 0.52/100m2 GFA | 0.56/100m2 GFA 42 46
(170x48) | :
Office Space 1440 1.6/100m? GFA 1.2/100m? GFA 23 17
P (30 x 48) ' '
Total 65 63

Table 4: Existing Traffic Generation

Based on the traffic generation rates above as per "TfNSW Guide to Traffic Generating Developments”
and Technical Direction TDT 2013/04a the existing traffic generation to and from the site is around 72
veh/hr in AM peak and 70 veh/hr in PM peak.

7.2 DEVELOPMENT TRAFFIC

Traffic generation for the proposed development has been estimated based on the traffic generation
rates in TINSW "Guide to Traffic Generating Developments” and Technical Direction TDT 2013/04a.

TfNSW Guide to Traffic Generating Development states that, the incidence of linked and multi-
purpose trips can reduce overall trip generation rates. A linked trip is a trip taken as a side-track from
another trip, for example, a person calling in to the centre on the way home from work. A multi-
purpose trip is where more than one shop or facility is visited. Any trip discounts would apply
differently in new free-standing centres and for new shops within existing centres. Discounts in the
former case vary depending on the nature of the adjacent road network. With the latter case, an
average discount of about 20% is suggested, with this figure reducing with increasing centre size, with
rates of 25% (less than 10,000 m2 GLFA), 20% (10,000-30,000 m2 GLFA) and 15% (over 30,000 m2
GLFA). Accordingly, suggested average discount of 20% has been applied to the total trip generation
by the following components of the development:

e Retail / Commercial
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Noting the above, 20% of visitors of the retail/commercial either would already be on the site or
passing traffic, therefore these trips have been assumed to have been included in the trip generation
for other land uses within the site.

In addition, the site currently generates 72 & 70 veh/hr in AM and PM peak. It is considered reasonable
to discount existing traffic from the total traffic generation for the proposed development. The total
estimated traffic generation for the proposed development is provided in Table 5 below:

ST No.of Traffic Generate Rate Per Traffic Generation
Units Hour

AM PM AM PM

One Bedroom 50 0.09 0.07 5 4

Two Bedroom 800 0.09 0.07 72 56

Three Bedroom 150 0.09 0.07 14 11

Sub Total 90 70

Other Type Area

Commercial/Retail/Office Space 4000 2/100m2 GFA 2/1GOF(X“2 80 80
Sub Total 80 80
Total 170 150

Average discount of 20% has been applied to Commercial/Retail trip generation 16 16
| | | Total 154 134

Existing traffic Discount applied to total traffic generation 65 63
| | | Total 89 71

Table 5: Proposed Traffic Generation

As indicated in Table 5 above the total traffic generation for the proposed development will be 89
veh/hr in AM peak and 71 veh/hr in PM peak which is marginally higher in AM peak and less in PM
peak than the existing traffic generation. The marginal increase in the traffic volumes of 24 veh/hr
in AM peak and 8 veh/hr in PM peak and left in and left out access arrangements off Parramatta Road
will therefore have insignificant impact on safety and efficiency of Parramatta Rd and
surrounding road network.
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8 SUMMARY

In Summary, main findings of the Due Diligence review are as follows:

The site is located at 378 Parramatta Road, Homebush West within the Strathfield Municipal
Council local government area. The site is legally described as CP SP60097 and is bounded by
Parramatta Road to the north, Centenary Drive to the east and Railway track on west and south.

The subject site is currently zoned as IN1 — General Industrial under the Strathfield Council
Local Environmental Plan (LEP) 2012. Site is currently known as business park and being used
for an Industrial land use purpose and has 48 onsite industrial units including office space. The
site has vehicular access via left in left out driveway off Parramatta Road. Vehicular access is
restricted to left in and left out only due to existing median on Parramatta Road fronting the
subject site.

Strathfield Council requires the development to provide 100% car parking on site. Provision of
car parking should be in accordance with AS/NZS 2890.1:2004 Parking Facilities — Off-street
car parking and AS/NZS 2890.2:2018 Parking Facilities — Off-street commercial vehicle facilities.

Adequate parking for people with mobility disabilities and safe, easy, and convenient access
to the building should be provided in accordance with AS/NZS 2890.6 — 2009.

Based on real estate data obtained from Domain Website, traffic generation rates as per
"TINSW Guide to Traffic Generating Developments” and Technical Direction TDT 2013/04a the
current traffic generation to and from the site is around 65 veh/hr in AM peak and 63 veh/hr
in PM peak.

TfNSW Guide to Traffic Generating Development states that, the incidence of linked and multi-
purpose trips can reduce overall trip generation rates. Accordingly, suggested average
discount of 20% has been applied to the total trip generation by the retail/ commercial of the
development. It is considered reasonable to discount existing traffic from the total traffic
generation for the proposed development. Hence, the total traffic generation for the
proposed development is estimated to be 89 veh/hr in AM peak and 71 veh/hr in PM
peak, which is marginally higher in AM peak and PM peak than the existing traffic generation.
The marginal increase in the traffic volumes of 24 veh/hr in AM peak and 8 veh/hr in PM
peak and left in and left out access arrangements off Parramatta Road will therefore have
insignificant impact on safety and efficiency of Parramatta Rd and surrounding road
network.

At the time of preparing Due Diligence Technical Note, some gaps were i