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20 Elizabeth St Camden
Our group has lodged three evidence-based objections on this DA.
Although the modifications made to the refused DA address a number of impacts on privacy,
the building remains incompatible with the HCA and the front portion at 10.3m is 47%
above the height limit to accommodate an additional tenancy on a questionable third-floor
level.
A number of new documents were lodged with this Appeal including a new Heritage Impact
Statement and 4.6 Variation Request.
We note that our objections about the inadequacy of the heritage statement and 4.6 request
were independently confirmed by renowned heritage and legal experts who presented at the
Panel hearing that resulted in the DA refusal.
We find that the new Heritage Impact Statement is largely unchanged and still incomplete
and non-compliant with professional guidelines.
We find that the new 4.6 request does not present any new argument and remains legally
inadequate, as previously independently advised by Minter Ellison law firm. We wish to table
a second opinion of its inadequacy prepared within our group by a retired environmental
lawyer.
In addition, we strongly disagree with other aspects of the Agenda Report.

1. It does not acknowledge the long-held position of the community on conservation of
the 1840 Macarthur town with its unique rural characteristics, which is reflected in
all relevant Council studies and strategies (such as Camden 2040, Camden Local
Draft Strategic Plan 2018, Community Strategic Plan 2017, Camden LGA
Destination Management Plan 2016)
2. It does not reflect the position of community’s elected representatives which was most
recently reiterated on 10 September when Councillors unanimously voted to look into
the HCA’s state and/or national listing. The NSW Heritage Council also
recommended investigation into its state listing in 2016.
3. The Agenda Report correctly maintains that the proposal must be assessed on its own
merits but includes various old precedents of height exceedance which are irrelevant
to the current planning instruments
4. Further it dismisses the Urban Design Framework 2018 and Strategy 2008 as nonbinding but also cherry picks them on building height. As detailed in our objections
neither document condones exceedance of the height limit as asserted.
5. It seeks to rewrite the existing and desired future character of the HCA, although this
is clearly set out in the DCP and reaffirmed in the 2018 Framework.
6. We request to table evidence of this.
7. It claims that the locality of the site is not cottage-dominated despite Council’s
documentation and independent expert opinion to the contrary.
8. Its claim that the site is within a transition area seems to be based on the as yet unbuilt
seniors living development approved by the state government on the old
contaminated high school site. As explained in our objections this is irrelevant being
a special case that was assessed under state planning policy and prior to legislation of
the HCA.
9. Importantly it does not acknowledge that the Greater Sydney Commission has
designated Camden as a heritage town and that the LEP and DCP heritage controls,
including the 7m height limit are critical in maintaining and enhancing the economic
tourism potential and strategic place of the heritage asset in local and state planning.
Approval of this proposal would not be in the public interest. The community sees the
attempt to flout the planning rules as a bonanza for private developers and an attack on the
integrity of the old town’s much-loved and renowned identity, unique rural character and
strong sense of place.
The fact that this DA has gone through so many iterations and is still against Council policy
and grossly non-compliant with the intent and letter of the LEP and DCP has already failed
the pub test.
As well as upsetting the community, approval of such non-compliance would be unfair to
those relying on the planning instruments to make investment and life decisions.
We respectfully request that the appeal be dismissed.
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14 October 2019
Re: 20 Elizabeth St., Camden
DA 2018/599/1
Cl. 4.6 Variation Request
Opinion on Legal Adequacy
As a retired environmental lawyer, I have been asked on behalf of the community to comment
on the Clause 4.6 Variation Request submitted with the development application in progress
for 20 Elizabeth Street, Camden.
A fundamental component of our democracy, acknowledged by the High Court of Australia,
is the doctrine of the separation of powers. This is reflected in the structure of the Australian
Constitution. The doctrine is equally applicable in NSW, although our State parliamentary
structure does not represent a pure form of the separation of powers.
The doctrine stipulates that the three major organs of the governmental system each perform
a single and different function:




The legislature (Parliament) enacts laws
The executive applies those laws in individual cases
The judiciary, in the event that a dispute arises about the meaning or application of a
law, conclusively resolves the dispute1.

Given the doctrine of separation of powers, where we have a planning dispute relating to
the interpretation of state legislation, the opinion of the judiciary is conclusive. The dispute
I have been asked to comment on specifically relates to the height standard in Camden’s
Heritage Conservation Area. The development proposed is significantly above the height limit
of 7 metres set down in the Camden Local Environment Plan 2010. The relevant clause is 4.6
– Exceptions to Development Standards – which sets out the requirements that a developer
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has to go through to justify an exception to the development standards in the LEP. Height
standards are listed in Clause 4.3 of the Camden LEP.
These requirements are set out in Clauses 4.6(3) and 4.6(4). Note that the legal language
used in these clauses is the strongest you are likely to find in a planning statute – both clauses
state that:
Development consent must not be granted for development …unless…
The clauses provide what in my view is clear guidance to consent authorities considering an
exception to development standards, although of course it is in the nature of developers to
push the boundaries of the envelope (as they would clearly seem to have done in relation to
the 20 Elizabeth St development) in an attempt to get their development over the line.
In relation to clause 4.6(3), the applicant must demonstrate in writing to the satisfaction of
the consent authority that both conditions (note the crucial word “and”) 4.6(3)(a) and (b) are
justified. The developer has to justify to the consent authority that the development standard
is unreasonable or unnecessary in the circumstances of the case and that there are sufficient
environmental grounds to justify contravening the development standard.
Clause 4.6(4) provides extra hurdles for the developer to jump.


4.6(4)(a)(i) is in my opinion restating the requirements in 4.6(3). The inadequacy of
the developers’ submission in addressing the matters required in 4.6(3) would be
useful grounds for attack, always referencing the wording of the section so it is quite
clear to the consent authority what you are doing.



4.6(4)(a)(ii) opens up further grounds for attack because it requires the public interest
to be satisfied (one of the matters for consideration of every development under Part
4 of the EPA Act) and it requires the development to meet the objectives of the
standard and zone. I will consider LEP objectives below in more detail.

Relevant Aims and Objectives of Camden LEP 2010
1. Aims of Camden LEP 2010, Clause 1.2:
While Clause 4.6 – Exceptions to Development Standards – does not specifically refer
to the LEP aims, it is always relevant to refer to them in general discussion. In my
opinion, only two of the aims set out in 1.2(2) are applicable to the 20 Elizabeth Street
site, and the proposed development is not consistent with either of them.
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2. Zone B4 Mixed Use – Objectives
These objectives are so broad that an argument can be made that virtually any
development fits in here, and the developers have certainly made this argument. I
would argue that the proposed development is not consistent with 2 of the 4 zone
objectives, viz:
 To integrate suitable business, office etc development… ‐ the community’s
argument is that the proposed development is not suitable and therefore does
not satisfy this objective.
 To minimise conflict between land uses within the zone… the level of opposition
from owners of other land uses within the vicinity of the development and
within the zone indicates that the proposed development has maximised
conflict within the zone, not minimised it.
3. Clause 4.3 – Height of Buildings
The 3 clause objectives listed as 4.3(1)(a) to (c), to my way of thinking clearly argue
against the proposed development, which violates the wording of all three objectives.
The developers argue that their development does meet the height objectives, but I
disagree with their foreign perspective on what constitutes a desired future character
of the heritage conservation area of Camden town centre. The developers seem to
have put most of their effort into arguing compatibility with existing and future
character [4.3(1)(a)]. I can’t see any valid arguments that indicate the development is
consistent with objectives 4.3(1)(b) & (c). ‘
However, the developers must establish under 4.6(4)(ii) that:
“the proposed development will be…consistent with the objectives (i.e. all of them)
of the particular standard”
In an attempt to demonstrate compatibility with existing and future character of the
locality, the developers spend two pages (10‐11) in their latest written request for a
Clause 4.6 exception talking about the height of the proposed development on the old
Camden High School site. Of course, this is all about “desired future character”‐ the site
is currently just a cleared, rehabilitated open area of land.
My understanding of the history of the site is that it was owned by the State
Government for decades, with Camden High School being built in the early 1950s, prior
to the height restriction with buildings significantly exceeding the current LEP height
standard. Once the contamination of the site became known and the High School was
moved to Cawdor in 2001, the NSW Government eventually on‐sold the site to a
developer, who intended to retain at least one of the over‐height buildings, on the
condition that the site be rehabilitated as part of the development approval.
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Council and the Camden community had little, or no, say about approval of the
development (in 2009) as it came under State Environmental Planning Policy
(specifically SEPP Housing for Seniors 2004). It is also noted that approval predated the
legislation of the HCA in 2010.
It is completely invalid to use the height of the proposed buildings on the high school
site as a justification for a further over height development proposal as the developers
have done on pages 10‐11 of their application. This is like comparing apples with
oranges. The proposed development on the high school site does not represent the
desired future character of the locality or its transition – most local residents would
not even know what is proposed to be built at the old high school site.

Public Interest:
All indications are that the preservation of Camden as a heritage conservation area is a clear
element of the public interest in the local area. Evidence for this is the listing of central
Camden as a heritage conservation area in the Camden LEP 2010. More recently, Camden
Council agreed unanimously across party lines to look into heritage listing of the Camden
Town Centre. These are clear indications that heritage preservation is an important element
of the public interest in central Camden.
The proposed development is not only contrary to the demonstrated public interest, but is
fundamentally inconsistent with LEP Clause Objective 4.3(1)(c), which states that the third
clause objective is:
4.3(1)(c): To minimise the adverse impact of development on heritage conservation areas
and heritage items

Only refusal of the DA will be consistent with this height standard objective.

4

Judicial Interpretation of LEP Clause 4.6
The applicants have kindly provided us with two NSW Land and Environment Court
judgements, handed down by the eminent Chief Judge of the Court, Chief Justice Brian
Preston. These provide us with what in my view is a conclusive interpretation on the
application of the Exception to Standards Clause 4.6 in the Camden LEP (this clause is one of
the commonly worded clauses inserted in all NSW LEPs when they were last revised by the
NSW Government). The Initial Action case2 relates to a development under the Woollahra LEP
– Height Clause 4.3 differs to the Camden LEP, but the wording of Clause 4.6 is essentially the
same in both Camden and Woollahra LEPs. As noted at the beginning about separation of
powers these judgments are binding on the local consent authority and any opinions from
Council staff, councillors, developers and panel members which contradict the judgements
are legally invalid and of no effect.
Initial Action P/L v Woollahra Municipal Council [2018] NSWLEC 118 (14 August, 2018)
The facts of this case can be readily distinguished from the circumstances associated with the
current case under the Camden LEP. The Woollahra LEP has a significantly different wording
under Clause 4.3 – Height of Buildings to the Camden LEP Clause 4.3, and the affected land
was not classified as flood prone, nor were heritage issues a factor in the judgement.
The value of the case is in Chief Judge Preston’s reference to two of his previous cases on
Clause 4.6 which indicate the correct legal approach to the application of Clause 4.6. If you go
back to the comments about the separation of powers at the beginning of this report, Judge
Preston is providing a clear and binding guide to the resolution of disputes involving LEP
Regulation 4.6.

The first case mentioned in Initial Action is Randwick City Council v Micaul Holdings3. Preston
CJ notes in Initial Action at 6‐7 that:
“To understand how the Commissioner misinterpreted and misapplied cl 4.6, it is necessary to
recount what is the correct approach…I summarised the correct approach under cl 4.6 in
Randwick City Council v Micaul Holdings P/L”
In Randwick City Council4, Preston CJ stresses the importance of assessing Clause 4.6(3)(a)
which requires that the consent authority must be satisfied that the written request
demonstrates that compliance with the development standard (Cl 4.3) is unreasonable or
unnecessary in the circumstances of the case before giving consent. Preston CJ also lists one
of the established tests to allow this to be done:
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“One of the established tests to demonstrate that compliance with a development standard
is unreasonable or unnecessary is if the development is consistent with the objectives of the
standard. The objectives of the building height standard 5 … included ensuring that the
development does not cause environmental harm (such as adversely impacting on the
amenity of adjoining and neighbouring land). Hence, establishing that the development
would not cause environmental harm and is consistent with the objectives of the
development standards is an established means of demonstrating that compliance with the
development standard is unreasonable or unnecessary”
In my opinion the clause 4.6 written variation requests for 20 Elizabeth Street, Camden do
not meet this test.

The second case referred to in Initial Action by Chief Justice Preston is the Wehbe case6.
Preston CJ stated in Initial Action @ 16:
“As to the first matter required by cl. 4.6(3)(a)7, I summarised the common ways in which
an applicant might demonstrate that compliance with a development standard is
unreasonable or unnecessary in Wehbe v Pittwater Council… Although that was said in the
context of an objection under SEPP 1 to compliance with a development standard, the
discussion is equally applicable to a written request under cl. 4.6 demonstrating that
compliance with a development standard is unreasonable or unnecessary”.
The important clauses in Wehbe are clauses 42‐49. The circumstances in Wehbe are very
different to 20 Elizabeth Street, Camden and the rest of the case is of no importance as a legal
precedent. Interestingly, CPS referred to the Wehbe case on page 56 of their November 2018
Statement of Environmental Effects. The reference seems to have disappeared from the
Clause 4.6 variation request dated August 2019, even though the Wehbe case is highly
pertinent to the assessment of Clause 4.6 and was thought sufficiently important for inclusion
in the Statement of Environmental Effects dated November 2018.
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In Wehbe, Preston CJ sets out 5 common ways of establishing that compliance to a planning
standard is unreasonable or unnecessary. I will summarise them below:
1. The most commonly invoked way is to establish that compliance with the
development standard8 is unreasonable or unnecessary because the objectives of the
development standard are achieved notwithstanding non‐compliance with the
standard9… If the proposed development proffers an alternative means of achieving
the objective, strict compliance with the standard would be unnecessary (it is achieved
anyway) and unreasonable (no purpose would be served).
2. A second way is to establish that the underlying objective or purpose is not relevant
to the development with the consequence that compliance is unnecessary.
3. A third way is to establish that the underlying purpose would be defeated or thwarted
if compliance was required.
4. A fourth way is to establish that the development standard has been virtually
abandoned or destroyed by the Council’s own actions in granting consents departing
from the standard and hence compliance with the standard is unnecessary and
unreasonable.
5. A fifth way is to establish that the zoning of particular land was unreasonable or
inappropriate so that a development standard appropriate for that zoning was also
unreasonable or unnecessary.

In my opinion, none of these 5 ways from the Wehbe case are applicable to the
circumstances of the 20 Elizabeth Street development.
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐

Any questions on this opinion may be directed to the Committee of Camden Residents’ Action
Group Inc. in writing.

8
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In our case, this refers to the Cl 4.3 Height of Buildings standard in Camden LEP 2010
My emphasis
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Camden DCP Camden Heritage Conservation Area
Character Elements
The distinguishing natural and built character elements of the Camden Heritage
Conservation Area include:
1. Distinct tree lined visual gateways as viewed from rural floodplain on the fringes of
Camden town.
2. A topographical form which rises from the floodplain.
3. A town which is surrounded by rural hinterland containing transitional community uses.
4. Prominent landmark buildings dominated by St John’s Church and in particular it’s spire.
5. Cowpasture Bridge which opened land to the west of the Nepean River.
6. A strong grid street network of Camden town.
7. A pronounced “High Street” in Argyle Street, performing a traditional shopping and
commerce role and thoroughfare function.
8. A distinctive tree lined and landscaped medium strip with minimal landscaping fronting
the shops along Argyle Street.
9. Street lights delineating the carriageway and communicating “seasonal” festive and event
information.
10. Buildings covering a range in stylistic periods reflecting the evolution of the town centre
and reflecting a diverse palette of building materials and finishes.
11. Uniform single to two storey shop fronts along a wide main street.
12. An important historical, visual and social axis is formed by John Street.
13. A cluster of civic and community buildings in lower John Street.
14. A range of residential premises, from the stately to workers cottages, largely
converted to commercial functions; but still some with a residential use.
15. A unique roofscape of smaller roof forms viewed throughout the town.
16. Remnants of a rural service town, particularly in Edward Street.
17. A modest workers cottage precinct in View Street, transitioning into large middle class
housing in Alpha Road.
18. Federation cottages and interwar bungalows radiating out from the town centre, with
adaptive reuse of these in Broughton Street.
19. A health precinct surrounding Camden Hospital.
20. A series of informal pathways linking parking precincts.
21. The grand Macarthur Park is on the fringe of the Town Centre.

Part 2 – General Land Use Controls
Objectives
a. Retain the unique heritage significance of Camden town, recognising it as a rare and
distinctive area;
b. Retain and promote evidence of the historical development of the town and enable
interpretation of that historical development;
c. Retain the cohesive character particularly evident in the scale of development in each
street;
d. Retain distinctive features which unite the place. Such as parapets, chimneys, veranda’s,
the mixture of roofs, the road network, subdivision patterns, pathway connections,
consistency of colours and the limited building material palette;
e. Seek to foster a balance between historic character and sensitive contemporary
development;
f. Promote the concept of adaptive reuse as a major conservation tool;
g. Reflect an embellishment of public spaces and places in a manner which is sympathetic
and does not compete with the period qualities of the township;
h. Retain the rural character of Camden town centre; and
i. The collection of distinctive worker’s cottages in View Street, will be conserved with
sensitive and appropriate development encouraged.
Controls
1. Views associated with the St John’s Church spire must not be compromised.
2. The tree lined “gateway” entrances to the township must be retained and embellished.
3. The rural‐urban interface must be sensitively addressed in new development proposals.
4. The strong street grid must be maintained and not compromised by closures and/or
permanent malls.
5. Opportunities for enhanced pedestrian linkages must be sensitively promoted
6. Additional development on the fringe of the town should complement and not detract
from the viability of the “main street”.
7. Original uses of significant buildings should be encouraged and facilitated. Where this is
no longer possible, appropriate adaptive re‐use opportunities can be used to facilitate the
conservation of these buildings.
8. Existing cottage dominated streetscapes must be retained, new development such as
extensions/additions should be compatible with the existing streetscape.
9. A two storey height limit must prevail except for significant architectural features
incorporated into the design of buildings in significant locations.
10. Large built forms in cottage dominated precincts must be avoided through the use of
various roof forms and pitches, wall openings and recesses, materials, recessive colours
and landscaping
11. Development of the flood affected fringes of the town must not compromise the
prevailing character.
12. In commercial areas where historical evidence exists, awnings and/or veranda’s must be
provided on the front elevation and must complement existing awnings and verandahs on
adjacent buildings.

Claims contained in the Agenda Report
about the 2008 Strategy and 2018 Framework
Both the 2008 Strategy and 2018 UDF reinforce the LEP and DCP heritage controls. There is NO
evidence that 20 Elizabeth Street is in a transition zone that seeks an over-height and bulky
development of a design that is not consistent with the LEP and DCP and adopted Burra Charter.

Camden Town Centre Strategy 2008
The strategy presents nine (9) precincts as the basis for future planning. The plans provide
principles for site design, public realm improvements and indicative building heights (p.20).
20 Elizabeth Street is halfway between Precincts 6 and 7 (see Fig 3, p. 23).
Precinct 6 - Mixed Uses
The precinct is currently a mixture of uses marking a transition between more formally designed
precincts. Current uses should be reinforced with development sensitive to residential street
frontages opposite.
Precinct 7 –Arts and Culture (Mixed Use)
The precinct can be considered as a location for the development of cultural activities combined with
a modest residential component. As the land is flood prone the range of uses may be significantly
restricted. Existing houses might be adapted for community arts facilities and or as private studios.
• Complementary activities to the adjoining town farm;
• Introduction of town entry treatment on Macquarie Grove Road;
• Possible through block pedestrian access with redevelopment. (p. 21).

Unlike what is portrayed in the Agenda Report, the 2008 Strategy may be interpreted as
meaning that current uses should be reinforced with development sensitive to residential
street frontages and that the existing house should be adaptively reused. It cannot be
interpreted as meaning that the height limit should be grossly violated.
In relation to height the 2008 strategy also states
Review of Building Heights

In some parts of the town centre, there is the possibility for considering moderate increases in
permissible building height. In some locations 3 storeys with suitable roof forms and siting could be
successfully incorporated into the existing streetscape and would not detract from the overall
character and design principles of the town centre. For sites affected by the 1 in 100-year flood,
appropriately designed buildings with additional height to facilitate the raising of habitable rooms
above flood levels would be one way of utilising this land provided safe access to flood free land can
be facilitated. Taller buildings could allow increased residential development without impacting on
character of more sensitive 1 and 2 storey residential areas. Opportunities to introduce taller land
mark elements on prominent sites should be investigated in more detail as part of a future revision of
planning controls affecting the town centre. (p. 20)

Even if the height review had been undertaken at the time of the 2008 Strategy it is a great
stretch to claim that 47% is a moderate increase. Also, as in the 2018 Framework, there is an
emphasis on residential accommodation within the town. Its current prohibition is intended to
be rectified as pursued in the Urban Design Framework 2018.
There is no evidence within 2008 Strategy supporting the claim that a 10.3m
commercial building of the design proposed is suitable for 20 Elizabeth Street.

Camden Town Centre Urban Design Framework 2018
Documentation of Camden Council’s adoption of the Urban Design Framework on 14 August 2018 is
attached. In summary this documentation:

 recognises that the town centre has a unique and distinct heritage character that is highly
valued by the community and should be retained.
 recognises the importance of heritage in the town centre and the need to preserve and
enhance it
 does not propose radical change, but rather it considers opportunities for minimal change
to the built form and uses within the town centre, with a focus on enhancing the
attributes that make Camden unique.
 recommends reinstating dwelling houses as permissible land uses
 does not propose to amend the height control of 7m over the Camden Town Centre
 identifies Murray Street for potentially viable for a minor increase in height. It is
understood that most or all of the area identified is not within the HCA.
Criteria for consideration of minor height amendments will be further investigated as part
of a future planning proposal to provide clarity and consistency when considering variation
requests. Any change in height requirements will be the subject of further investigation and
a future planning proposal and community engagement.
 does not propose major changes to increase commercial floor space or incentivise
growth.
 does not specify or promote development in the floodplain.
 identifies that residential use adds to the vibrancy and viability of a town centre

The 2018 Framework makes the following statements about desired future character which are
consistent with the DCP:
Built Form Place Principle: Protect and enhance the unique character of Camden’s
heritage, it’s human scale and network of urban fabric ensuring all built form contributes
to Camden’s identity as a rural town. (p33)
It explains this principle as follows:
The term fine grain as used in this document refers to the human scale of the town centre. Fine
grain contributes to a kind of spatial experience and allows for a diversity and range of
specialised activities. Urban components of the fine grain include small shops, micro plazas,
active arcades, laneways, and the specifics of how people relate to each of them. These
elements all contribute to the vibrant and diverse offering in the town centre.
The grain and character of Camden Town Centre is one of relatively low scale and density; a
rural township with a modest and varied collection of architecture…., the community of
Camden emphasised the importance of recognising the current heritage fabric of Camden by
limiting over dominating built form into the area and retaining the existing 7m building height
limit.

There is no evidence within 2018 Framework supporting the claim that a 10.3m
commercial building of the design proposed is suitable for 20 Elizabeth Street.
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7KHSXUSRVHRIWKLVUHSRUWLVIRU&RXQFLOWRFRQVLGHUWKHVXEPLVVLRQVUHFHLYHGIURPWKH
SXEOLF H[KLELWLRQ RI WKH GUDIW &DPGHQ 7RZQ &HQWUH 8UEDQ 'HVLJQ )UDPHZRUN WKH
)UDPHZRUN 

7KHUHSRUWUHFRPPHQGV&RXQFLODGRSWWKH)UDPHZRUNVXEMHFWWRPLQRUSRVWH[KLELWLRQ
DPHQGPHQWV$FRS\RIWKH)UDPHZRUNDVDPHQGHGLVLQFOXGHGDVDQDWWDFKPHQWWR
WKLVUHSRUW
%$&.*5281'
7KH &DPGHQ 7RZQ &HQWUH 6WUDWHJ\ ZDV DGRSWHG E\ &RXQFLO LQ  7KH DLP RI WKH
6WUDWHJ\ ZDVWR ‘manage and maintain the character of the town centre while making
provision for modern planning and development requirements¶

:LWK WKH &DPGHQ /*$ H[SHULHQFLQJ UDSLG XUEDQ JURZWK VLQFH  WKH UROH DQG
FRQWH[WRIWKHWRZQFHQWUHKDVFKDQJHGZLWKGHYHORSLQJXUEDQFHQWUHVDW1DUHOODQDQG
WKURXJKRXWWKH*URZWK&HQWUH

,Q&RXQFLOXQGHUWRRNDVHULHVRIVWXGLHVDQGFRPPXQLW\HQJDJHPHQWWRLQIRUPD
UHYLVHG YLVLRQ IRUWKH WRZQ FHQWUH7KH &DPGHQ 7RZQ &HQWUH 9LVLRQ WKH 9LVLRQ  ZDV
HQGRUVHGE\&RXQFLODWLWVPHHWLQJRI$SULO

7KH LQWHQW RI WKH 9LVLRQ LV WR SURWHFW DQG VWUHQJWKHQ WKH WRZQ FHQWUH¶V YDOXHG DQG
GLVWLQFW FKDUDFWHU ZKLOVW DW WKH VDPH WLPH IDFLOLWDWLQJ DSSURSULDWH FKDQJH DQG JURZWK
7KH 9LVLRQ FRQWDLQV D VHULHV RI LQLWLDWLYHV VHYHUDO RI ZKLFK KDYH EHHQ FRPELQHG LQWR
WKH)UDPHZRUNLQFOXGLQJ

x 3UHSDUHDQXUEDQGHVLJQIUDPHZRUNWRHVWDEOLVKREMHFWLYHVIRUWKHWRZQFHQWUHDQG
WRLGHQWLI\GHYHORSPHQWRSSRUWXQLWLHVDQGDVVRFLDWHGFRQWUROVIRUVHOHFWHGFDWDO\VW
VLWHV
x 3UHSDUDWLRQRIDSXEOLFGRPDLQDQGVWUHHWVFDSHSODQ
x 3UHSDUDWLRQRIDSODFHIRFXVHGSHUIRUPDQFHEDVHG'&3
x ,QYHVWLJDWHFXUUHQWSODQQLQJFRQWUROV
x 8QGHUWDNHPDVWHUSODQQLQJIRUWKH-RKQ6WUHHW3UHFLQFW
x 3UHSDUDWLRQRIDZD\ILQGLQJDQGVLJQDJHVWUDWHJ\DQG
x &RPPHQFHPHQWRIGHWDLOHGLQYHVWLJDWLRQIRUDQHZSXEOLFVTXDUH

,Q -XQH  &RXQFLO HQJDJHG 0F*UHJRU &R[DOO XUEDQ GHVLJQHUV WR XQGHUWDNH WKH
SURMHFW DORQJ ZLWK D WHDP RI VSHFLDOLVWV LQFOXGLQJ KHULWDJH H[SHUWV DQG HQJDJHPHQW
VSHFLDOLVWV)LJXUHEHORZVKRZVWKHVWXG\DUHDRIWKH)UDPHZRUN
7KLVLVWKHUHSRUWVXEPLWWHGWRWKH2UGLQDU\&RXQFLOKHOGRQ$XJXVW3DJH
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7R LQIRUPWKH )UDPHZRUN VHYHUDO FRPPXQLW\ HQJDJHPHQWIRUXPV ZHUHKHOG EHWZHHQ
0DUFKDQG0D\LQFOXGLQJ

x &RPPXQLW\2SHQ'D\ &DPGHQ0DUNHWVDQGVWDOOLQ$UJ\OH6WUHHW 
x 6WDOODW&DPGHQ6KRZ
x %XVLQHVV:RUNVKRS
x &RPPXQLW\5RXQGWDEOH
x 2QOLQHVXUYH\
x <RXWKRQOLQHVXUYH\

,QDGGLWLRQEDFNJURXQGVWXGLHVDQGRWKHUUHOHYDQWLQIRUPDWLRQZDVPDGHDYDLODEOHRQ
&RXQFLO¶V ZHEVLWH $ VHULHV RI HQHZV FLUFXODUV ZHUH DOVR SUHSDUHG DQG SRVWHG RQ
&RXQFLO¶V ZHEVLWH DQG GLVWULEXWHG WR SHRSOH ZKR KDG UHJLVWHUHG DQ LQWHUHVW LQ WKH
SURMHFW

)ROORZLQJ WKH ILUVW URXQG RI HQJDJHPHQW NH\ ILQGLQJV ZHUH SUHVHQWHG EDFN WR WKH
FRPPXQLW\URXQGWDEOH 2FWREHU SULRUWRILQDOLVDWLRQRIWKHGUDIW)UDPHZRUN
7KLVLVWKHUHSRUWVXEPLWWHGWRWKH2UGLQDU\&RXQFLOKHOGRQ$XJXVW3DJH
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7KH GUDIW )UDPHZRUN ZDV SXEOLFO\ H[KLELWHG IURP  $SULO WR  -XO\  'XULQJ WKH
H[KLELWLRQ &RXQFLO RIILFHUV RIIHUHG DQG PHW ZLWK NH\ VWDNHKROGHU JURXSV LQFOXGLQJ WKH
&DPGHQ+LVWRULFDO6RFLHW\DQGWKH&DPGHQ5HVLGHQW$FWLRQ*URXS

&RXQFLOORUVKDYHEHHQEULHIHGRQWKHSURJUHVVRIWKH)UDPHZRUNZLWKWKHODWHVWEULHILQJ
RQ-XO\
0$,15(3257
6WUXFWXUHRIWKH)UDPHZRUN

7KH)UDPHZRUNLVVWUXFWXUHGDURXQGVL[NH\SULQFLSOHVRUµSODFHYLWDOLW\FULWHULD¶7KHVH
LQFOXGH

x 1DWXUDO(QYLURQPHQW
x

(FRQRPLFV

x

$FFHVVDQG0RYHPHQW

x

3XEOLF'RPDLQ

x

%XLOWIRUPDQG

x

&XOWXUH

&HQWUDOWRWKHNH\SULQFLSOHVKDVEHHQHQJDJHPHQWZLWKWKHFRPPXQLW\RI&DPGHQ

,QIRUPHGE\WKHFRPPXQLW\HQJDJHPHQWDQGLQYHVWLJDWLRQRINH\SULQFLSOHVDVHULHVRI
LQLWLDWLYHVZHUHGHYHORSHGXQGHUHDFKRIWKHNH\SULQFLSOHV,IDGRSWHGWKHVHLQLWLDWLYHV
ZLOOLQIRUPDQLPSOHPHQWDWLRQSODQWRGHOLYHUWKHRXWFRPHVRIWKH)UDPHZRUN

,QDGGLWLRQWRWKHLQLWLDWLYHVWKH)UDPHZRUNFRQVLGHUHGIRXUFDWDO\VWSUHFLQFWVZLWKLQWKH
WRZQ FHQWUH LQFOXGLQJ /DUNLQ 3ODFH -RKQ 6WUHHW0XUUD\ 6WUHHW DQGWKH 1HSHDQ 5LYHU
/LQN

.H\)LQGLQJVDQG,QLWLDWLYHV

7KH )UDPHZRUN UHFRJQLVHV WKDW WKH WRZQ FHQWUH KDV D XQLTXH DQG GLVWLQFW KHULWDJH
FKDUDFWHU WKDW LV KLJKO\ YDOXHG E\ WKH FRPPXQLW\ DQG VKRXOG EH UHWDLQHG 7KH
)UDPHZRUN GRHV QRW SURSRVH UDGLFDO FKDQJH EXW UDWKHU LW FRQVLGHUV RSSRUWXQLWLHV IRU
PLQLPDO FKDQJH WR WKH EXLOW IRUP DQG XVHV ZLWKLQ WKH WRZQ FHQWUH ZLWK D IRFXV RQ
HQKDQFLQJWKHDWWULEXWHVWKDWPDNH&DPGHQXQLTXH

=RQLQJ

7KH )UDPHZRUN UHYLHZHG WKH FXUUHQW % /RFDO &HQWUH DQG % 0L[HG 8VH ]RQLQJV
ZLWKLQWKHWRZQFHQWUHDQGUHFRPPHQGVWKDWWKHFXUUHQW]RQLQJEHUHWDLQHG+RZHYHU
WKH)UDPHZRUNGRHVUHFRPPHQGDUHYLHZRIWKHSHUPLVVLEOHXVHVZLWKLQWKHVH]RQHV
DQGFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIUHLQVWDWLQJ³GZHOOLQJKRXVHV´DVDSHUPLVVLEOHXVH

%XLOW)RUP±+HLJKW

7KH)UDPHZRUNUHYLHZHGWKHFXUUHQWKHLJKWUHVWULFWLRQVZLWKLQWKHWRZQFHQWUHDVZHOO
DV FRQVLGHULQJ WKH KHLJKW RI H[LVWLQJ EXLOGLQJV DQG SUHIHUUHG DUFKLWHFWXUDO VW\OH 7KH
7KLVLVWKHUHSRUWVXEPLWWHGWRWKH2UGLQDU\&RXQFLOKHOGRQ$XJXVW3DJH



)UDPHZRUNGRHVQRWUHFRPPHQGDPHQGLQJWKHFXUUHQWPKHLJKWOLPLWWKURXJKRXWWKH
WRZQFHQWUH5DWKHUWKH)UDPHZRUNLGHQWLILHVRSSRUWXQLWLHVIRUIXUWKHULQYHVWLJDWLRQRI
VSHFLILFVLWHVDQGUHFRPPHQGVUHYLHZLQJFRQWUROVWRSURYLGHJUHDWHUFRQVLVWHQF\LQWKH
FRQVLGHUDWLRQRIGHYHORSPHQWDSSOLFDWLRQV

7KH )UDPHZRUN LGHQWLILHV WKDW LQ VRPH FLUFXPVWDQFHV WKH KHLJKW UHVWULFWLRQ UHGXFHV
WKH DELOLW\ WR DFKLHYH SLWFKHG URRIV ZKLFK FRPSOHPHQW WKH H[LVWLQJ KHULWDJH EXLOGLQJV
7KH )UDPHZRUN IRXQG WKHUH LV DQ RSSRUWXQLW\ WR LQYHVWLJDWH FRQWUROV WKDW UHVWULFW WKH
QXPEHU RI VWRUH\V FRPELQHG ZLWK KHLJKW UHVWULFWLRQV WR DFKLHYH WKH GHVLUHG XUEDQ
GHVLJQRXWFRPHV

7KH)UDPHZRUNDOVRUHFRPPHQGVIXUWKHULQYHVWLJDWLRQEHXQGHUWDNHQUHJDUGLQJKHLJKW
LQFOXGLQJ GHYHORSLQJ FULWHULD IRU ZKHQ YDULDWLRQV PD\ EH FRQVLGHUHG 7KH )UDPHZRUN
LGHQWLILHV VRPH RSSRUWXQLWLHV IRU PLQRU KHLJKW LQFUHDVHV ZKHUH LPSURYHG DUFKLWHFWXUDO
DQGXUEDQGHVLJQRXWFRPHVFDQEHDFKLHYHGDQGZKHUHLWLVFOHDUO\GHPRQVWUDWHGWKDW
WKHUHLVQRLPSDFWRQNH\YLHZFRUULGRUVWRDQGIURPWKHWRZQFHQWUH

7KH)UDPHZRUNUHFRPPHQGVDIXUWKHUVWXG\EHXQGHUWDNHQWRHVWDEOLVKFULWHULDZKHUH
YDULDWLRQV FRXOG RFFXU0DWWHUVWKDW QHHGIXUWKHU LQYHVWLJDWLRQ LQFOXGH EXLOGLQJ GHVLJQ
EXLOWIRUPWRSRJUDSK\YLHZFRUULGRUVDQGLPSDFWRQWKHKXPDQVFDOHRI&DPGHQ

3XEOLF'RPDLQ±6LJQDJH 0DWHULDOV

7KH )UDPHZRUN LQFOXGHV D 3XEOLF 'RPDLQ 0DQXDO WKDW HVWDEOLVKHV D VWUHHW KLHUDUFK\
DQGSURYLGHVDVWDQGDUGSDOHWWHRIPDWHULDOVWRJXLGHIXWXUHSXEOLFGRPDLQZRUNV

7KHPDQXDO DOVR FRQVLGHUV ZD\ILQGLQJ DQG VLJQDJH ZLWKLQ WKH WRZQ FHQWUH DV LQWHJUDO
HOHPHQWVWRWKHVXFFHVVRIWKHSXEOLFGRPDLQDQGUHFRPPHQGVWKDW&RXQFLOXQGHUWDNH
IXUWKHU ZRUN WR GHYHORS D VXLWH RI KHULWDJH VLJQV DQG D ZD\ILQGLQJ VWUDWHJ\ WKDW
PLQLPLVHVDGKRFVLJQDJHLQWKHWRZQFHQWUH

$FFHVVDQG3DUNLQJ

7KH)UDPHZRUNLGHQWLILHVWKDWZKLOHWKHWRZQFHQWUHLVGHSHQGHQWRQYHKLFXODUWUDIILFLW
LVDKLJKO\SHGHVWULDQLVHGFHQWUHZLWKPRVWRIWKHWRZQFHQWUHFRQWDLQHGZLWKLQDP
ZDONDEOHUDGLXV

7KH )UDPHZRUN LQFOXGHV LQLWLDWLYHV WKDW HPSKDVLVH WKH SHGHVWULDQ QDWXUH RI WKH WRZQ
FHQWUHDQGSURYLGHRSSRUWXQLW\WRLQFUHDVHF\FOHDFFHVVLQWRWKHWRZQFHQWUH

7KH)UDPHZRUNDOVRUHFRPPHQGVLQYHVWLJDWLRQLQWRSDUNLQJUHVWULFWLRQVZLWKLQWKHWRZQ
FHQWUHWKDWZLOOFUHDWHDJUHDWHUWXUQRYHURISDUNLQJDQGHQFRXUDJHORQJVWD\SDUNLQJWR
WKHRXWHUHGJHV

.H\3UHFLQFWV

7KH)UDPHZRUNLGHQWLILHGDQGLQYHVWLJDWHGIRXUNH\SUHFLQFWVZLWKLQWKHWRZQFHQWUHWR
WHVWWKHSURSRVHGVWUDWHJLHV

/DUNLQ3ODFH

/DUNLQ 3ODFH LV ZHOO SRVLWLRQHG WR FRQQHFW WR WKH -RKQ 6WUHHW 3UHFLQFW DQG RWKHU FLYLF
XVHVVXFKDVWKH&DPGHQ/LEUDU\DQG0XVHXP

7KLVLVWKHUHSRUWVXEPLWWHGWRWKH2UGLQDU\&RXQFLOKHOGRQ$XJXVW3DJH
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7KH )UDPHZRUN LGHQWLILHV /DUNLQ 3ODFH DV KDYLQJ WKH SRWHQWLDO WR SURYLGH D IOH[LEOH
WHPSRUDU\ WRZQVTXDUHDQGFLYLFVSDFHIRUHYHQWVZKLOVWVWLOOIXQFWLRQLQJDVDSXEOLF
FDUSDUN

7KH )UDPHZRUN DOVR LGHQWLILHV RSSRUWXQLWLHV WR LPSURYH WKH LQWHUIDFH ZLWK WKH UHDU RI
EXLOGLQJV IDFLQJ RQWR WKH /DUNLQ 3ODFH FDUSDUN SURYLGLQJ RSSRUWXQLWLHV IRU LQILOO
GHYHORSPHQWIRUVPDOOFRPPHUFLDORUUHWDLOXVH

,QGRLQJWKLVWKH)UDPHZRUNUHYLHZHGWKH&DPGHQ7RZQ&HQWUH6WUDWHJ\  ZKLFK
UHFRPPHQGHG D IRUPDO 7RZQ 6TXDUH LQ -RKQ 6WUHHW 7KH )UDPHZRUN FRQFOXGHV WKDW
/DUNLQ3ODFHKDVWKHSRWHQWLDOWREHFRPHDIOH[LEOHWRZQVTXDUHSURYLGLQJRSSRUWXQLWLHV
IRU PRUH FRPPHUFLDO DQG VRFLDO DFWLYLW\ DQG UHFRPPHQGV WKDW WKH SURSRVHG -RKQ
6WUHHW7RZQ6TXDUHQRWSURFHHG

-RKQ6WUHHW

7KH)UDPHZRUNLGHQWLILHV-RKQ6WUHHWDVWKHFXOWXUDOKXERIWKHWRZQFHQWUH*LYHQLWV
H[LVWLQJVWURQJKHULWDJHFKDUDFWHUDQGH[LVWLQJFLYLFXVHVVXFKDVWKH&DPGHQ/LEUDU\
0XVHXPDQGWKH$ODQ%DNHU$UW*DOOHU\WKLVSUHFLQFWFRXOGIXUWKHUEHGHYHORSHGDVD
FXOWXUDO DQG FRPPXQLW\ SUHFLQFW 7KH )UDPHZRUN UHFRPPHQGV LQYHVWLJDWLQJ SXEOLF
GRPDLQZRUNVLQFOXGLQJVLJQDJHDQGOLJKWLQJDQGRWKHUVPDOOVFDOHIDFLOLWLHVWRVXSSRUW
SXEOLFSHUIRUPDQFHDQGHQKDQFHWKHFLYLFDPHQLW\

0XUUD\6WUHHW

0XUUD\ 6WUHHW SOD\V DQ LPSRUWDQW UROH DV D JDWHZD\ HQWU\ SRLQW LQWR WKH WRZQ FHQWUH
7KH)UDPHZRUNLGHQWLILHVWKH0XUUD\6WUHHWSUHFLQFWDVDQRSSRUWXQLW\IRUUHLPDJLQLQJ
DVDQHDWVWUHHWZLWKDSURJUDPRISXEOLFGRPDLQLPSURYHPHQWVWRLQFUHDVHSHGHVWULDQ
DPHQLW\DQGWUDIILFFDOPLQJ

7KH )UDPHZRUN DOVR LGHQWLILHV 0XUUD\ 6WUHHW DV EHLQJ SRWHQWLDOO\ YLDEOH IRU D PLQRU
LQFUHDVHLQKHLJKWVXEMHFWWRGHPRQVWUDWLQJGHVLJQH[FHOOHQFHDQGXQGHUWDNLQJIXUWKHU
DQDO\VLVZLWKUHJDUGVWRNH\YLHZFRUULGRUV

1HSHDQ5LYHU/LQN

7KH 1HSHDQ 5LYHU /LQN SURYLGHV DQ RSSRUWXQLW\ WR EHWWHU FRQQHFW WKH ULYHU DQG UXUDO
IORRGSODLQ ZLWK WKH WRZQ FHQWUH 7KH HVWDEOLVKPHQW RI D ULYHU SDWKZD\ FRXOG SURYLGH
OLQNDJHVZLWKH[LVWLQJSDWKZD\VDQGWKH&DPGHQ7RZQ)DUP

3XEOLF([KLELWLRQ3URFHVV

7KH GUDIW )UDPHZRUN ZDV SODFHG RQ SXEOLF H[KLELWLRQ IURP  $SULO WR  -XO\ 
&RSLHV RI WKH GRFXPHQW ZHUH SODFHG LQ &RXQFLO¶V DGPLQLVWUDWLRQ FHQWUH DQG LQ WKH
&DPGHQDQG1DUHOODQOLEUDULHV

'XULQJWKHH[KLELWLRQSHULRG&RXQFLOVWDIIFRQGXFWHGLQIRUPDWLRQNLRVNVDW
x &DPGHQ/LEUDU\±WRSP7XHVGD\0D\
x 1DWLRQDO$XVWUDOLD%DQNFRUQHU&DPGHQ±DPWRQRRQ)ULGD\0D\
DQG6DWXUGD\0D\

$ WRWDO RI  VXEPLVVLRQV ZHUH UHFHLYHG &RSLHV RI VXEPLVVLRQV DUH SURYLGHG DV D
VXSSRUWLQJ GRFXPHQW $ VXPPDU\ WDEOH RXWOLQLQJ WKH LVVXHV UDLVHG LQ VXEPLVVLRQV
DQG&RXQFLORIILFHUUHVSRQVHLVSURYLGHGDVDQDWWDFKPHQWWRWKLVUHSRUW
7KLVLVWKHUHSRUWVXEPLWWHGWRWKH2UGLQDU\&RXQFLOKHOGRQ$XJXVW3DJH



6XPPDU\RINH\LVVXHVUDLVHGDQGUHVSRQVHV

$OLVWRINH\LVVXHVDQGRIILFHUUHVSRQVHVLVSURYLGHGEHORZ

1. Building Height
6HYHUDOVXEPLVVLRQVUDLVHGFRQFHUQVUHJDUGLQJWKHSRWHQWLDOWRLQFUHDVHWKHKHLJKWOLPLW
RI P ZLWKLQ WKH WRZQ FHQWUH 6XEPLVVLRQV DOVR FDOOHG IRU &RXQFLO QRW WR FRQVLGHU
YDULDWLRQVWRWKLVFRQWURO&RQFHUQVZHUHDOVRUDLVHGUHJDUGLQJWKHUHYLHZRIKHLJKWVLQ
WKH0XUUD\6WUHHW3UHFLQFW

Officer Response
7KH)UDPHZRUNGRHVQRWUHFRPPHQGFKDQJLQJWKHH[LVWLQJPKHLJKWOLPLWWKURXJKRXW
WKHWRZQFHQWUH5DWKHUWKH)UDPHZRUNLGHQWLILHVWKDWWKHKHLJKWFRQWUROFRPELQHGZLWK
DVWRUH\FRQWUROFRXOGEHXVHGWRDFKLHYHEHWWHUXUEDQGHVLJQRXWFRPHVLQFOXGLQJWKH
DELOLW\WRKDYHSLWFKHGURRIV

7KH)UDPHZRUNUHFRJQLVHVWKDWPDQ\H[LVWLQJEXLOGLQJVZLWKLQWKHWRZQFHQWUHGRQRW
PHHWWKHPKHLJKWOLPLWDQGUHFRPPHQGVWKDWFOHDUFULWHULDEHSUHSDUHGIRUKRZDQG
ZKHQYDULDWLRQVWRWKHKHLJKWFRQWUROZLOOEHFRQVLGHUHG

7KH )UDPHZRUN DOVR LGHQWLILHV 0XUUD\ 6WUHHW IRU SRVVLEOH IXUWKHU FRQVLGHUDWLRQ LQ
UHODWLRQ WR KHLJKW 7KH )UDPHZRUN UHFRJQLVHV WKDW WKH W\SRJUDSK\ DQG ORFDWLRQ RI WKH
0XUUD\6WUHHW3UHFLQFWPD\IDFLOLWDWHDPLQRUKHLJKWLQFUHDVHVXEMHFWWRGHWDLOHGGHVLJQ
DQGDQDO\VLVZLWKUHJDUGVWRNH\YLHZFRUULGRUV

$Q\ FKDQJH WR KHLJKW LQ WKH WRZQ FHQWUH ZRXOG EH VXEMHFW WR D VHSDUDWH SODQQLQJ
SURSRVDOWRDPHQGWKH&DPGHQ/(3DQGWKLVZRXOGUHTXLUHIXUWKHULQYHVWLJDWLRQ
DQGFRPPXQLW\HQJDJHPHQW

2. Signage and Wayfinding
&RQFHUQV ZHUH UDLVHG UHJDUGLQJ WKH JHQHUDO VXLWH RI VLJQDJH ZLWKLQ WKH WRZQ FHQWUH
DQGWKDWLWGHWUDFWVIURPWKHKHULWDJHRIWKHWRZQFHQWUH

Officer Response
7KH )UDPHZRUN UHFRPPHQGV WKH SUHSDUDWLRQ RI D KHULWDJH VXLWH RI VLJQDJH IRU WKH
WRZQFHQWUH7KLVZLOOEHXQGHUWDNHQLQFRQMXQFWLRQZLWKDZLGHUZD\ILQGLQJVWUDWHJ\IRU
WKHWRZQFHQWUH

3. Heritage and its role in the Framework
&RQFHUQV ZHUH UDLVHG WKDW WKH KHULWDJH VLJQLILFDQFH RI WKH WRZQ FHQWUH ZDV QRW
SURPLQHQWHQRXJKZLWKLQWKH)UDPHZRUNDQGWKDWKHULWDJHVKRXOGEHVWUHQJWKHQHGLQ
WHUPVRIWKHRYHUDOOGRFXPHQWDQGPRUHVSHFLILFDOO\ZLWKLQWKHHFRQRPLFSULQFLSOHVDV
KHULWDJHKDVDNH\UROHLQWKHHFRQRPLFYLDELOLW\RIWKHWRZQ

Officer Response
7KHGUDIW)UDPHZRUNUHFRJQLVHVWKHLPSRUWDQFHRIKHULWDJHLQWKHWRZQFHQWUHDQGWKH
QHHGWRSUHVHUYHDQGHQKDQFHKHULWDJHLQWKHIXWXUH7KHUHLVQRREMHFWLRQWRDPHQGLQJ
WKH)UDPHZRUNWRIXUWKHUUHFRJQLVHDQGVXSSRUWWKLV
7KLVLVWKHUHSRUWVXEPLWWHGWRWKH2UGLQDU\&RXQFLOKHOGRQ$XJXVW3DJH
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 =RQLQJ
&RQFHUQVZHUHUDLVHGUHJDUGLQJWKH]RQLQJRIWKHWRZQFHQWUHDQGWKH6W-RKQV&KXUFK
3UHFLQFW

Officer Response
7KH )UDPHZRUN GRHV QRW UHFRPPHQG FKDQJLQJ WKH FXUUHQW ]RQLQJ ZLWKLQ WKH WRZQ
FHQWUHKRZHYHULWGRHVUHFRPPHQGDUHYLHZRIWKHFXUUHQWSHUPLVVLEOHXVHVZLWKLQWKH
%/RFDO&HQWUHDQG%0L[HG8VH]RQHVDVWKH\FXUUHQWO\SURKLELWGZHOOLQJKRXVHV

:LWKUHJDUGVWRWKH6W-RKQV&KXUFKSUHFLQFWWKLVZDVQRWLQFOXGHGZLWKLQWKHVFRSHRI
WKH)UDPHZRUNKRZHYHU]RQLQJZLOOEHFRQVLGHUHGDVSDUWRIWKHEURDGHUUHYLHZRIWKH
&DPGHQ/(3

5. Arrival experience
&RQFHUQV ZHUH UDLVHG UHJDUGLQJ WKH QHHG WR LPSURYH WKH HQWU\ SRLQWV LQWR WKH WRZQ
FHQWUH

Officer Response
7KH)UDPHZRUNLGHQWLILHVSRWHQWLDOLQLWLDWLYHVWRLPSURYHWKHDUULYDOH[SHULHQFHLQWRWKH
WRZQ FHQWUH 7KHVH LQFOXGH LQYHVWLJDWLQJ WKH RSSRUWXQLW\ WR XQGHUJURXQG SRZHU
LQIUDVWUXFWXUH ZKHUHSRVVLEOH DQGUHLQIRUFLQJWUHHOLQHGDYHQXHVRQWKHDSSURDFKHVWR
WKHWRZQFHQWUH

6. Public Art
7KHQHHGIRUDSXEOLFDUWVWUDWHJ\ZDVUDLVHGLQFOXGLQJWKHRSSRUWXQLW\IRUSXEOLFDUWWR
HPSKDVLVHWKHKLVWRU\DQGVLJQLILFDQFHRIWKHWRZQFHQWUH

Officer Response
7KH )UDPHZRUN LGHQWLILHV DQ LQLWLDWLYH WR GHYHORS D SXEOLF DUW VWUDWHJ\ IRU WKH WRZQ
FHQWUH

7. Traffic and Parking
&RQFHUQVZHUHUDLVHGZLWKWKHVSHHGRIWUDIILFLQWKHWRZQFHQWUHDQGDQHHGWRUHGXFH
WKHVSHHGOLPLW&RQFHUQVZHUHDOVRUDLVHGUHJDUGLQJWKHDYDLODELOLW\RISDUNLQJFORVHWR
WKHWRZQFHQWUH

Officer Response
7KH )UDPHZRUN GRHVQ¶W UHYLHZ WUDIILF RU SDUNLQJ KRZHYHU LW LQFOXGHV LQLWLDWLYHV WR
IXUWKHU LPSURYH DFFHVV DQG PRYHPHQW ZLWKLQ WKH WRZQ FHQWUH LQFOXGLQJ LQLWLDWLYHV WR
LPSURYHZDONDELOLW\DQGF\FOHDFFHVVLQWRWKHWRZQFHQWUH

,Q UHODWLRQ WR SDUNLQJ WKH )UDPHZRUN UHFRPPHQGV &RXQFLO XQGHUWDNH PRQLWRULQJ DQG
LQYHVWLJDWHSDUNLQJUHVWULFWLRQVZLWKLQWKHFHQWUHDQGSURPRWHORQJVWD\SDUNLQJRQWKH
RXWHUHGJHVRIWKHWRZQFHQWUH

8. Development in the Floodplain
&RQFHUQZDVUDLVHGZLWKSRWHQWLDOIXWXUHGHYHORSPHQWZLWKLQWKHIORRGSODLQVXUURXQGLQJ
WKHWRZQFHQWUHDQGWKHQHHGWRSUHVHUYHWKHIORRGSODLQ
7KLVLVWKHUHSRUWVXEPLWWHGWRWKH2UGLQDU\&RXQFLOKHOGRQ$XJXVW3DJH



Officer Response
7KH )UDPHZRUN GRHVQ¶W FRQVLGHU RU SURPRWH GHYHORSPHQW ZLWKLQ WKH IORRGSODLQ
VXUURXQGLQJWKHWRZQFHQWUH$Q\IXWXUHSURSRVDOVZLWKLQWKHIORRGSODLQZRXOGQHHGWR
WDNHLQWRFRQVLGHUDWLRQDOOUHOHYDQWSODQQLQJFRQWUROV

3URSRVHG&KDQJHVWRWKH)UDPHZRUN

0LQRUSRVWH[KLELWLRQFKDQJHVDUHUHFRPPHQGHGWRWKHGUDIW)UDPHZRUNUHVXOWLQJIURP
WKHVXEPLVVLRQV7KHVHDUHOLVWHGLQWKHWDEOHEHORZ

5HIHUHQFH
3URSRVHG$PHQGPHQW
3DJH
$GGWKHIROORZLQJVHQWHQFHWRWKHODVWSDUDJUDSK

‘In addition, the entire Camden Town Centre is within a
heritage conservation area’.
(FRQRPLFV3ODFH
5HSODFHWKHH[LVWLQJSODFHSULQFLSOHZLWKWKHIROORZLQJ
3ULQFLSOH3DJH

‘Maintain and evolve the local retail, commercial and
residential economy by creating a range of opportunities that
complement the heritage fabric of the Town Centre’.
2XWFRPH3DJH
5HSODFHZLWKWKHIROORZLQJZRUGLQJ

‘Allow small scale (2 storey with pitched roof) residential
development facing Larkin Place.’
2XWFRPH3DJH 5HSODFHZLWKWKHIROORZLQJZRUGLQJ

µAny built form, or modification to existing facades on Murray
Street is to engage with the streetscape and provide
enclosed outdoor space’.
:KHUHWR)URP+HUH"
6XEMHFWWR&RXQFLODGRSWLQJWKH)UDPHZRUNDQLPSOHPHQWDWLRQSODQZLOOEHSUHSDUHG$
VXPPDU\ RI VRPH RI WKH NH\ LQLWLDWLYHV DQG EURDG GHOLYHU\ WLPHIUDPHV DUH SURYLGHG
EHORZ

Short Term

x )XUWKHULQYHVWLJDWLRQLQWRWKH/(3DQG'&3SURYLVLRQV
x 3UHSDUHDVLJQDJHDQGZD\ILQGLQJVWUDWHJ\
x 5HYLHZDQGPRQLWRU&DPGHQ7RZQ&HQWUHSDUNLQJUHVWULFWLRQV
x 3UHSDUHDSXEOLFDUWVWUDWHJ\
x ([SORUHXVHRI/DUNLQ3ODFHIRUIXWXUHHYHQWV

Medium Term

x 3XEOLF GRPDLQ ZRUNV LQFOXGLQJ SHGHVWULDQ FURVVLQJV RQ -RKQ 6WUHHW DQG 0XUUD\
6WUHHW
x ,QYHVWLJDWHRSSRUWXQLWLHVWRHQKDQFHF\FOLQJH[SHULHQFH
x ,QYHVWLJDWHSODQQLQJIRUDF\FOHZD\DORQJWKH1HSHDQ5LYHU
x ,QYHVWLJDWH :DWHU 6HQVLWLYH 8UEDQ 'HVLJQ LQ SDUNLQJ DUHDV ZLWK LQFUHDVHG
SHUPHDELOLW\RIVXUIDFHV

7KLVLVWKHUHSRUWVXEPLWWHGWRWKH2UGLQDU\&RXQFLOKHOGRQ$XJXVW3DJH
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Long Term
x
x

3K\VLFDOZRUNVLQ/DUNLQ3ODFHFDUSDUNWRLPSURYHLWVXVDELOLW\IRUHYHQWV
,QYHVWLJDWHXQGHUJURXQGSRZHU ZKHUHSRVVLEOH WRVWUHQJWKHQHQWU\H[SHULHQFHWR
WKHWRZQFHQWUH


),1$1&,$/,03/,&$7,216

7KHUHDUHQRGLUHFWILQDQFLDOLPSOLFDWLRQVIRU&RXQFLOIURPWKLVUHSRUW
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ORD01

POST EXHIBITION REPORT - CAMDEN TOWN CENTRE URBAN
DESIGN FRAMEWORK

AMENDMENT
Resolution: Moved Councillor C Cagney, Seconded Councillor Morrison that Council:
i.

adopt the Camden Town Centre Urban Design Framework (as amended);

ii.

publicly notify the adoption of the Camden Town Centre Urban Design Framework;

iii.

advise submitters of the outcome of this report;

iv. revisit the concept of residential development in Larkin Place in 12 months’ time;
and
v.

remove Outcome 04 – ‘allow small scale (2 storey with pitched roof) residential
development facing Larkin Place’.

ORD151/18

THE MOTION ON BEING PUT WAS CARRIED

(Councillors Sidgreaves, Symkowiak, Fedeli, C Cagney, A Cagney, Farrow, Mills and
Morrison voted in favour of the Motion. No Councillors voted against the Motion.)
ORD02

RMS ACQUISITION OF COUNCIL OWNED LAND

Resolution: Moved Councillor Sidgreaves, Seconded Councillor Fedeli that Council:
i.

agree to the compulsory acquisition of land and easement – part of Lot 1730 DP
1032925, part of Lot 1701 DP 1034645, part of Lot 233 DP 843696, part of Lot 240
DP 852594 and part of Lot 5740 DP 873263, being the areas highlighted in pink
and brown on the attached plan;

ii.

agree to a reduction in the Proposed Acquisition Notice (PAN) period to seven
days, with Council reserving the right of appeal should Council not agree with the
Valuer General’s determination;

iii.

note that a further report will be brought back to Council if the Valuer General’s
determination is to be appealed; and

iv. make the appropriate budget adjustments for the provision of compensation, as
determined by the Valuer General, for the acquisition and note that all necessary
documentation, including acceptance of the Valuer General’s determination, will be
executed under delegated authority by the General Manager or his nominee.
ORD152/18

THE MOTION ON BEING PUT WAS CARRIED

(Councillors Sidgreaves, Symkowiak, Fedeli, C Cagney, A Cagney, Farrow, Mills and
Morrison voted in favour of the Motion. No Councillors voted against the Motion.)
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