
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Agenda: Urban Planning Committee 
 
 
Date: Monday, 10 April 2006  
 
 
Time: 6.00pm 

 



 

 

 
Outline Of Meeting Protocol & Procedure: 
 
  The Chairperson will call the Meeting to order and ask the Committee/Staff to present 

apologies or late correspondence. 
  The Chairperson will commence the Order of Business as shown in the Index to the Agenda. 
  At the beginning of each item the Chairperson will ask whether a member(s) of the public 

wish to address the Committee. 
  If person(s) wish to address the Committee, they are allowed four (4) minutes in which to do 

so.  Please direct comments to the issues at hand. 
  If there are persons representing both sides of a matter (eg applicant/objector), the person(s) 

against the recommendation speak first. 
  At the conclusion of the allotted four (4) minutes, the speaker resumes his/her seat and takes 

no further part in the debate unless specifically called to do so by the Chairperson. 
  If there is more than one (1) person wishing to address the Committee from the same side of 

the debate, the Chairperson will request that where possible a spokesperson be nominated to 
represent the parties. 

  The Chairperson has the discretion whether to continue to accept speakers from the floor. 
  After considering any submissions the Committee will debate the matter (if necessary), and 

arrive at a recommendation (R items which proceed to Full Council) or a resolution (D items 
for which the Committee has delegated authority). 

 
Delegated Authority (“D” Items): 
 
  To require such investigations, reports or actions as considered necessary in respect of matters 

contained with the Business Agendas (and as may be limited by specific Council resolutions). 
  Confirmation of Minutes of its Meeting. 
  Any other matter falling within the responsibility of the Urban Planning Committee and not 

restricted by the Local Government Act or required to be a Recommendation to Full Council 
as listed below: 

 
Recommendation only to the Full Council (“R” Items): 
 
  Such matters as are specified in Section 377 of the Local Government Act and within the 

ambit of the Committee considerations. 
  Broad strategic matters, such as:- 

- Town Planning Objectives; and 
- major  planning initiatives. 

  Matters not within the specified functions of the Committee. 
  Matters requiring supplementary votes to Budget. 
  Urban Design Plans and Guidelines. 
  Local Environment Plans. 
  Residential and Commercial Development Control Plans. 
  Rezoning applications. 
  Heritage Conservation Controls. 
  Traffic Management and Planning (Policy) and Approvals. 
  Commercial Centres Beautification Plans of Management. 
  Matters requiring the expenditure of moneys and in respect of which no Council vote has been 

made. 
  Matters reserved by individual Councillors, in accordance with any Council policy on 

"safeguards" and substantive changes. 
 
Committee Membership:    7 Councillors 
Quorum:  The quorum for a committee meeting is 4 

Councillors. 
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WOOLLAHRA MUNICIPAL COUNCIL 
 

Notice of Meeting 
 
 
 
 6 April 2006  
 
 
To: The Mayor, Councillor Andrew Petrie, ex-officio 
Councillors  Keri Huxley  (Chair) 

John Comino (Deputy Chair) 
Christopher Dawson 
Wilhelmina Gardner 
Geoff Rundle 
Isabelle Shapiro 
David Shoebridge 

 
 
 
 
Dear Councillors 
 
 

Urban Planning Committee Meeting – 10 April 2006  
 
 
In accordance with the provisions of the Local Government Act 1993, I request your 
attendance at a Meeting of the Council’s Urban Planning Committee to be held in the 
Committee Room, 536 New South Head Road, Double Bay, on Monday 10 April 2006  
at 6.00pm. 
 
 
 
 
Gary James 
General Manager 
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Meeting Agenda 
 
  
Item 

 
Subject 

 
Pages

 
1 
2 
3 

Leave of Absence and Apologies 
Late Correspondence 
Declarations of Interest 
 

 
 

Items to be Decided by this Committee using its Delegated Authority 
 
D1 Confirmation of Minutes of Meeting held on 27 March 2006  1 

Items to be Submitted to the Council for Decision 
with Recommendations from this Committee 

 
R1 Environmental Enforcement Levy – 331.G 2006/2007 2 

R2 Draft Woollahra Child Care Centres Development Control Plan – 
1177.G 

13 

R3 Public Exhibition of Draft White City DCP 35 
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Item No: D1 Delegated to Committee 

Subject: Confirmation of Minutes of Meeting held on 27 March 2006  

Author: Les Windle, Manager – Governance 
File No: See Council Minutes 
Reason for Report: The Minutes of the Meeting of Monday 27 March 2006 were previously 

circulated.  In accordance with the guidelines for Committees’ operations it 
is now necessary that those Minutes be formally taken as read and 
confirmed. 

 
Recommendation: 
 
That the Minutes of the Urban Planning Committee Meeting of 27 March 2006 be taken as read and 
confirmed. 
 
 
 
 
 
Les Windle 
Manager – Governance 
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Item No: R1 Recommendation to Council 

Subject: Environmental Enforcement Levy 

Author: Peter Kauter – Executive Planner 
File No: 331G 2006/2007 
Reason for Report: To consider the implementation of an Environmental Enforcement Levy 
 
Recommendation: 

A. That the Council introduce an environmental enforcement levy to be charged on each 
development application at the time of lodgment to partly off set the costs associated with 
providing regulatory services relating to certification and other post development consent 
matters. 

 
B. That the levy referred to in A be the amount of 0.1% of the estimated cost of work as 

determined in respect of the development proposed by the development application with a 
minimum amount of $50 (also applicable if no work is proposed by the development 
application) and a maximum amount of $2,000. 

 
C. That the environmental enforcement levy referred to in A apply to development applications 

received on and after the 1st July 2006 and for this purpose it be included in the draft 
management plan fees and charges. 

 
 
 
Background: 
 
A report was submitted to the Corporate and Works Committee on 3 April 2006 in response to the 
following Questions without Notice asked at the Council meeting on 13 February 2006: 
 

Councillor Comino asking: 
 
Will you bring a report to the appropriate Committee of Council discussing the ramifications 
of the recent Canada Bay Council decision of the Land and Environment Court imposing 
obligations on Council’s dealings with retrospective approvals of construction certificates 
and other issues where accredited certifiers have been involved? 
Also discussing – what are the consequences legal or otherwise to Council? 
 
Councillor Shoebridge asking: 
 
Can any report on the recent Canada Bay Council decision please also consider the 
possibility of Council levying a charge under the LGA on all privately certified developments 
to cover potential costs to Council similar to that proposed by Gosford Council in November 
2005? 
 

The report (copy attached) recommended the introduction of an Environmental Enforcement Levy. 
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The Corporate and Works Committee adopted the following recommendation: 

A. That the report of the Executive Planner in response to questions without notice be noted 
 
B. That the matter be referred to the Urban Planning Committee for consideration and that 

subject to that Committee’s endorsement: 
 

1. The Council introduce an environmental enforcement levy to be charged on each 
development application at the time of lodgment to partly off set the costs associated 
with providing regulatory services relating to certification and other post development 
consent matters 

 
2. The levy referred to in 1) be the amount of 0.1% of the estimated cost of work as 

determined in respect of the development proposed by the development application with 
a minimum amount of $50 (also applicable if no work is proposed by the development 
application) and a maximum amount of $2,000 

 
3 .The environmental enforcement levy referred to in 1) apply to development 

applications received on and after the 1st July 2006 and for this purpose it be included 
in the draft management plan fees and charges 

 
In accordance with this recommendation the matter is submitted to the Urban Planning Committee 
for consideration. 
 
 
 
 
 
Peter Kauter 
Executive Planner 

Allan Coker 
Director Planning and Development 

 
Annexures: 
 
1. Report to Corporate and Works Committee 3 April 2006 
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Item No: R2 Recommendation to Council 

Subject: Draft Woollahra Child Care centres Development Control Plan 

Author: George Losonci - Senior Strategic Planner 
File No: 1177.G 
Reason for Report: To report on the public exhibition of Draft Woollahra Child Care Centres 

Development Control Plan and to recommend as a matter of URGENCY its 
approval by Council. 

 
Recommendation 
 
A. THAT Draft Woollahra Child Care Centres Development Control Plan (DCP) as contained in 

Annexure 1 of the report to the Urban Planning Committee meeting of 10 April, 2006 be 
approved by Council. 

 
B. THAT the recommendation of the Urban Planning Committee proceed to the Council meeting 

on 10 April 2006 as a matter of URGENCY to enable the Draft DCP to be advertised as being 
adopted by Council in accordance with the requirements of the Environmental Planning and 
Assessment Act 1979, prior to 30 April 2006. 

 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
On 27 February 2006, Council’s Urban Planning Committee considered a report on the preparation 
of the “Draft Woollahra Child Care Centres Development Control Plan”. 
 
This matter was forwarded to Council as a matter of urgency where at its meeting of 27 February 
2006, it resolved the following: 
 

A. THAT Draft Woollahra Child Care Centres Development Control Plan (DCP) as 
contained in Annexure 1 of the report to the Urban Planning Committee meeting of 27 
February, 2006 be publicly exhibited, subject to the following amendments: 
 
1. In C 2.3.4 the word “eliminate” being replaced by “minimise”, 
2. In 2.4 Controls - indoor areas add a new control: 
 “Indoor areas are to comply with the provisions of the Children’s Services 

Regulation 2004.” 
3. In 2.4 Controls – outdoor areas amend the fifth dot point to read: 
 “provide adequate separation from the living/bedroom windows of surrounding 

dwellings.” 
 

B. That a copy of the draft DCP be sent to all registered child care centre operators in 
Woollahra, Waverley and other immediately adjoining areas when the DCP is publicly 
exhibited. 

 
Following Council’s decision on 27 February 2006, amendments to the draft DCP were undertaken 
in accordance with part ‘A’ of Council’s resolution and exhibition of the draft Woollahra Child 
Care Centres DCP commenced. 
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A copy of the post-exhibition version of the draft Woollahra Child Care Centres DCP (with tracking 
changes) is attached for Council’s information as Annexure 1. 
 
NSW PLANNING REFORMS FOR DCP’S 
 
On 30 September 2005, the State government introduced the Environmental Planning and 
Assessment Amendment (Infrastructure and Other Planning Reform) Act 2005 which amended the 
requirements for DCPs under the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (the Act). 
 
The amendments commenced on 30 September 2005 and introduced a requirement that only one 
DCP (per planning authority) may apply to the same land. If that requirement was not complied 
with, then all DCPs applying to the same land would have no effect. 
 
On 9 December 2005, the Environmental Planning and Assessment Amendment (Development 
Control Plans) Regulation 2005 (the Regulation) commenced. The Regulation amended the 
transitional provisions in the Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000 to postpone 
the commencement of the requirement that only one DCP may apply to the same land until 30 April 
2006.   
 
At its meeting on 30 January 2006, Council’s Urban Planning Committee considered a report from 
the Director of Planning and Development on the Built Environment Principal Activity – Second 
Quarter Management Plan Review. Part “D” of the recommendation was adopted by Council at its 
meeting on 30 January 2006 which stated: 
 

That the White City DCP, Paddington DCP, Neighbourhood Centres DCP and Child Care 
Centres DCP projects be dealt with as matters of priority to enable adoption of the DCP’s 
prior to 30 April 2006. 

 
PUBLIC EXHIBITION PROCESS 
 
3.1  Exhibition period and location 
 
The draft DCP has been exhibited in the manner required by the Act and Regulation. The exhibition 
occurred at the Council’s Customer Services area over the period Wednesday 8 March 2006 to 
Friday 7 April 2006. 
 
In accordance with specific legislative amendments (described in section 2.0 above) and Council’s 
own resolution, an opportunity existed to exhibit and adopt this DCP prior to the 30 April 2006 
deadline. However, in order to meet this deadline, and because of Council’s schedule of Committee 
and Council meetings in the month of April, there has been some urgency to prepare this report 
during the formal exhibition period. 
 
Consequently, this report was finalised prior to the formal exhibition period being completed. 
Additional submissions received by Council prior to the Urban Planning Committee on 10 April 
will be presented to the Committee for its consideration as a ‘late submission’. 
 
3.2  Advertising and notification 
 
Details of the exhibition were notified in the Wentworth Courier editions of 8 March, 15 March, 22 
March, 29 March and 5 April 2006. 
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As required by part ‘B’ of Council’s resolution, all registered child care centre operators in 
Woollahra and other immediately adjoining areas were notified of the exhibition of the draft DCP. 
In addition, those child care centres in Waverley that immediately adjoin Woollahra Council were 
also notified. These consisted of all the child care centres immediately north of Bondi Road.  
 
All of the notified child care centres were provided with a copy of the draft DCP for their review 
and comment. 
 
SUMMARY OF SUBMISSIONS AND ALTERATIONS 
4.1 SUBMISSIONS 
 
At the time of writing this report, one submission was received in response to the exhibition of the 
draft DCP. The submission was received on behalf of the Vaucluse Progress Association 
(Annexure 2). The main issues in the submission and a response to them is provided below. The 
submission has resulted in certain alterations to the draft DCP. 
 
(i) The draft DCP is not self-contained. Its incorporation of requirements to comply with 

the NSW Department of Community Services (DoCS) and other relevant standards may 
be useful but is not comprehensive. It may be better not to import this outside material 
at all, but simply to provide full referencing to it. 

 
Response 
The draft DCP has been designed to provide only those controls for child care centres that are in 
addition to the controls contained in Council’s existing precinct-based DCPs. 
 
For the purpose of clarity, and to provide assistance to Council’s development assessment officers, 
the draft DCP refers to the indoor and outdoor requirements of the Children’s Services Regulation 
2004 which can be assessed at the development application (DA) stage because they would not 
normally be referred to under the requirements of s.79C of the Environmental Planning and 
Assessment Act 1979. This provides consistency to the applicant who (after receiving development 
consent from Council) will still need to obtain an operating licence from DoCS and will submit the 
approved development plans in their application for that licence. 
 
Providing full referencing, or a transcript of the Children’s Services Regulation 2004, would not 
serve any real benefit. The Children’s Services Regulation 2004 must be referenced by a potential 
child care operator in any case when applying for a license. The purpose of providing an extract 
from this legislation is to assist applicants in fulfilling the mandatory requirements that will affect 
their proposal at the DA stage. 
 
In response to this submission, however, controls C 2.4.1, C 2.4.3 and C 2.4.4 of the draft DCP 
have been altered to specifically refer to compliance with the minimum indoor and outdoor space 
and facilities provision of the Children’s Services Regulation 2004. These are the numeric 
requirements that have previously been listed in Annexure 1 of the draft DCP. 
 
These amendments are shown on pages 6 and 9 of the amended version of the draft DCP (with 
tracking changes) as provided in Annexure 1 to this report. 
 
(ii) The DCP should not be repeating requirements to comply with the statutory planning 

controls in Woollahra LEP 1995, or elsewhere, and other DCP’s. This DCP is supposed 
to supplement the LEP and its ancillary documents, not empower them. Again full 
referencing seems the way to go. 
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Response 
The draft DCP references other planning instruments to provide clarity for applicants and 
development assessment officers that the provisions of Woollahra LEP 1995 and the precinct-based 
DCP apply in addition to the controls within the draft Child Care Centres DCP. 
This referencing is to reinforce the requirements of the Woollahra LEP 1995 and any other 
applicable DCPs and does not empower either. 
 
(iii) The draft DCP does not contain any clear indication of what would be considered to be 

an appropriate [car parking] space allocation per child place for such activity. The 
requirement for a Traffic Management Plan might be intended to cover this matter, but 
it does not offer any help to an intending applicant or concerned neighbour. The issue of 
on-street space is, of course, not resolved in the Council’s DCP for Off-Street Car 
Parking and Servicing Facilities. 

 
Response 
The controls in relation to the provision of off-street parking are stated in control C 2.5.1 of the 
draft DCP and state that the number of off-street car parking spaces shall be in accordance with the 
requirements of Council’s existing Off-Street Car Parking and Servicing Facilities DCP. A note 
after this control states that current numeric requirement is 0.5 spaces/100m² of gross floor area. 
 
Council is currently undertaking a review of its off-street car parking DCP and should an 
amendment be warranted, then an appropriate amendment to the child care DCP “note” in C 2.5.1 
will be made. 
 
Recent history of child care centres that have been approved by Council (notably at No.629 New 
South Head Road and No.662 Old South Head Road) have been able to demonstrate by way of an 
acceptable Traffic Management Plan that although a site may not be able to fulfil Council’s numeric 
requirements regarding the provision of off-street parking, that an effective alternative can be 
provided without adversely affecting the traffic movements in surrounding streets. This allows 
applicants the opportunity to also fulfil the broader public benefit of providing for child care 
centres, of which there is a shortfall in Woollahra, and provide acceptable alternative methods of 
car-parking, drop-off/pick-up zones which don’t necessarily have to be on-site. 
 
(iv) Vehicle noise associated with drop-off/pick-up activities clearly requires attention too. 

Noise nuisance is a common concern of neighbours… outdoor areas can be quite 
sizeable and noisy in use…. they are not addressed or resolved in this draft DCP. 
Weather cover/shade provision in the outdoor area may also raise noise issues… 
lightweight metal roof materials for shade/weather protection tend to magnify noise 
from rain…. The draft DCP is silent on these kinds of things. 

 
Response 
The draft DCP does not have a maximum provision in terms of noise generation or dBA output. 
This is consistent with all other Council DCPs. 
 
However, section 2.3 of the draft DCP contains a specific control (C 2.3.1) which requires the 
submission of an acoustic study with the development application, whilst control C 2.3.2 requires 
the centre operation plan to demonstrate how the child care centre will minimise noise impacts on 
adjoining properties. 
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It should be noted that currently there is no policy or guidelines which specifically address noise 
from children playing, in particular with reference to child care centres. A common approach 
however is to refer to the NSW Department of Environment & Conservation's (DEC) NSW 
Industrial Noise Policy (INP). This document is a non-statutory guideline. Given that there is no 
other recognised document the INP is also used to formulate appropriate noise criteria for other 
'non-industrial' noise sources.   
 
For road traffic noise, the DEC's environmental criteria for road traffic noise is used in assessing the 
impact on residential receivers of additional traffic noise. Council’s current practice is to require the 
applicant to provide an acoustic report for the operation of the premises as a child care centre and 
the report would then be assessed and either accepted, or accepted with conditions. In addition, 
Council currently has standard conditions of consent relating to noise control and noise from 
mechanical ventilation. 
 
Both the acoustic study and centre operation plan would be assessed by Council’s EHOs and any 
appropriate conditions imposed accordingly. 
 
In response to the submission however, control C 2.3.2 of the draft DCP has been altered, re-
enforcing the necessity to submit a centre operations plan to Council that addresses noise related 
issues arising from vehicular activity and outdoor play areas. 
 
This amendment is shown on page 5 of the amended version of the draft DCP (with tracking 
changes) as provided in Annexure 1 to this report. 
 
(v) Landscape implications can be important. They may arise from leaf-fall and branch-

shed from trees in neighbouring gardens, or clearance of on-site trees and greenery in 
order to provide the required open space for a centre. The draft DCP might usefully 
address this matter, which differs in quality and kind from the matters dealt with in the 
Woollahra Residential DCP and its companion plans. 

 
Response 
Council currently has comprehensive and detailed landscaping requirements in all of its precinct-
based DCPs. In addition to Council’s requirements, the Children’s Services Regulation 2004 also 
contains specific spatial requirements for outdoor open space that must be complied with to enable 
the child care centre to receive licensing from the State government. The draft DCP requires 
compliance with both. 
 
Council’s tree preservation order (TPO 2006) is applicable throughout the Municipality. The TPO 
prohibits the “…pruning, removal, ringbarking, cutting down, topping, lopping or transplanting of 
any tree except with the consent of Council… and in accordance with any consent and any 
conditions thereof.” 
 
The removal of any tree covered under the TPO requires Council’s consent, either by applying for 
its removal under the TPO or forming part of a DA to Council. The minimum outdoor open space 
requirement of the draft DCP does not distinguish between unencumbered open space or open space 
with trees. Consequently, the removal of any on-site trees would be assessed on the merits of the 
proposal as it currently is in all DAs. 
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In relation to tree fall from neighbouring properties, Council’s Tree Officers have advised that 
where a branch is an immediate hazard, and an arborist recommends its removal, then it may be 
removed. Otherwise, approval must first be obtained in accordance with TPO. Issues such as leaf-
fall and branch-shedding from adjoining properties where such occurs as “an act of God” are 
outside of the normal planning process. 
 
(vi) We endorse what we think is the intent of the draft DCP to keep child care centres in 

character with the existing streetscape…. However, this is a concept that is inexact, and 
not particularly helpful to applicants or neighbours in formulating their views. Matters 
such as scale of shade structures, rainwater runoff management of hard paved drop-
off/pick-up areas on site and outdoor play areas, garbage storage odour management 
and the like warrant attention. Hours of operation are also a matter of direct interest to 
neighbours, not only for traffic reasons, but also for activities such as deliveries of 
supplies, and refuse bin collection and emptying, and retrieval, and the like…” 

 
Response 
Development applications for child care centres will be assessed under Woollahra LEP 1995 and 
the relevant precinct-based DCP where character with the existing streetscape, including shade 
structures and the like, will be assessed. 
 
The concept of keeping child care centres in character with the existing streetscape are further 
ensured by undertaking a detailed environmental assessment of individual proposals. Shade 
structures, rainwater runoff management of hard paved drop-off/pick-up areas on site and outdoor 
play areas, garbage storage odour management, hours of operation and the like are assessed as part 
of the development assessment process and/or can form part of relevant conditions of development 
consent. 
 
In response to the submission however, control C 2.4.5 of the draft DCP has been altered by 
requiring garbage and recycling bins “…to be located on site so as to minimise exposure to noise 
and odour to adjoining properties.” 
 
This amendment is shown on page 7 of the amended version of the draft DCP (with tracking 
changes) as provided in Annexure 1 to this report. 
 
4.2  Other alterations 
 
Following the exhibition of the draft DCP a number of other minor alterations to the draft DCP are 
recommended. They are predominantly of a typographical nature and do not alter the substance of 
the draft DCP. The alterations have been included in Annexure 1 and are summarised using 
tracking changes below: 
 
 Page 1, paragraph 5, last sentence is to read: 

 
A licence may is required from the Department of Community Services (DoCS). 

 
 Page 2, sixth dot point is to read: 

 
Investigate the suitability of the site and building for child care including land contamination, 
and use of lead-based paints and any other toxins/hazards to children; and 

 
 Page 3, section 1.5 Objectives, paragraph (i), is to read: 
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To encourage high quality child care centres to meet the child care needs of the community and 
which are in the public interest. 

 Page 7, control C 2.5.4, is to read: 
 

Provision must should be made, where possible, for on-site drop-off and pick-up and for a one-
way drive through driveway. Within the driveway, provision should be made for a 
parking/passing bay. 

 
 Page 10, last paragraph in brackets, is to read: 

 
(* For the purposes of calculating useable outdoor space, does not include items such as car parking, storage sheds 
and other fixed items which prevent children from using the space or that obstruct the view of staff supervising 
children using the space, are to be excluded.) 

 
5.0 IDENTIFICATION OF INCOME AND EXPENDITURE 
 
All expenditure associated with the preparation of the draft DCP can be met through existing budget 
allocations. 
 
6.0 CONCLUSION 
 
The draft Woollahra Child Care Centres DCP (with tracking changes) has been prepared following 
consultation with Council’s community services department, development compliance team and 
development assessment team leaders. 
 
The draft DCP responds to the needs identified in the Woollahra Children’s Services Strategy which 
is principally to provide opportunities for the development of child care places for children. 
 
The draft DCP is a document which is consistent with Council’s existing codes and policies and 
fulfils the need to provide specific controls for future child care centres. 
 
The draft DCP is consistent with existing Children and Young Persons (Care and Protection) Act 
1998 and the Children’s Services Regulation 2004. 
 
It is recommended that the draft DCP, as contained in Annexure 1 of this report, be referred to and 
approved by Council as a matter of urgency in order to meet the 30 April 2006 deadline. 
 
 
 
Allan Coker 
Director Planning and Development  
 
George Losonci 
Senior Strategic Planner 

Anita Lakeland 
Team Leader, Strategic Planning 
 
 
 

 

Annexure 
1. Draft Woollahra Child Care Centres DCP (post exhibition). 
2. Submission from The Vaucluse Progress Association dated 19 March 2006. 
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Item No: R3 Recommendation to Council 

Subject: Public Exhibition of Draft White City DCP 

Author: Margaret Zulaikha - Team Leader Urban Design 
File No: 1064.G  
Reason for Report: To provide analysis of submissions and present revised draft White City 

DCP for adoption 
 
Recommendation: 
 
1. That Council adopt the Draft White City Development Control Plan  (Annexure 1). 
2. That the establishment of a kerbside drop-off and pick-up zone for Sydney Grammar School 

in Neild Avenue be referred to Council’s Traffic Committee. 
 
 
 
1. BACKGROUND 
 
1.1 Resolution of Council regarding draft White City DCP 
 
At the meeting of 19 December 2005, Council resolved in the following terms: 
 
1. That the committee not e(sic) that the draft DCP (annexure 2) is consistent with the 

recommendation of the Strategic and Corporate Committee of 12 December 2005. 
 
2. That the Draft White City Development Control Plan (annexure 2) with the amendments 

made at the Urban Planning Committee meeting on 19 December 2005 be publicly exhibited, 
as soon as possible, in accordance with the requirements of the Environmental Planning and 
Assessment Act Regulation 2000. 

 
3.   That a further report be presented to the Urban Planning Committee in February 2006 on 

the public submissions received in relation to the draft plan. 
 
4. That the public exhibition commence from the first publication of the Wentworth Courier in 

2006 and be extended to a six week exhibition period. 
 
This report responds to Item 3 of the above resolution and provides an appraisal of the submissions 
received during the public exhibition period. 
 
1.2 Resolution of Council regarding the White City Conservation Management Plan 
 
A report on the incongruities between the White City Conservation Management Plan (CMP) and 
the proposed draft LEP and DCP for the White City site went to the Urban Planning Committee on 
27 February 2006.  On 13 March 2006 Council resolved in the following terms: 
 
 A. That a further document be submitted to the Committee detailing the policy statements from 

the White City Conservation Management Plan, with necessary modifications, that are 
consistent with the draft White City DCP and the Council's current stance on the White City 
site, as set down in previous decisions of the Council. 
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B. That consideration be given to a form of words being included in the White City DCP that 
adopts the policy statements from the White City Conservation Management Plan rather than 
the whole of the White City Conservation Management Plan. 

 
C. That the report on this matter be brought back to the Urban Planning Committee in 

conjunction with the report on the draft White City DCP. 
 
This report also responds to the above resolution and presents the policy statements in the CMP that 
are consistent with the draft DCP. 
 
2. SECTION 62 CONSULTATIONS – DRAFT WOOLLAHRA LEP 1995 

(AMENDMENT 59) 
 
At its meeting on 19 December 2005, Council resolved to prepare a draft LEP that would apply to 
the White City site. Consultations with public authorities in accordance with Section 62 of the 
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 have been undertaken.  Once a formal response 
is received from the Department of Planning, a further report on the outcome of this process will be 
prepared to the Urban Planning Committee. 
 
3. PUBLIC EXHIBITION  
 
The Draft White City DCP was on public exhibition for six weeks from 11 January 2006 until 24 
February 2006. The exhibition was advertised in the Wentworth Courier on 11,18,25 January and 
1,8,15,22 February 2006.  The draft DCP was also available on Council’s website in the 
“publications and application forms” section. 
 
A total of thirty three submissions were received and of these, eight were submitted on behalf of the 
owners/potential developers of the White City site. A summary of submissions received is attached 
as Annexure 2. Submissions on behalf of Sydney Grammar School (SGS), John Alexander Clubs 
(JACS) and Crystal Carwash are dealt with in detail in this report. 
 
4. SUBDIVISION DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION 
 
Sydney Grammar School and Sydney Maccabi Tennis Club are joint owners of the land to the south 
of the railway viaduct (Lot 3). They lodged a development application for the subdivision of Lot 3 
in January 2006.  The subdivision involves the creation of two separate lots to the north and south 
of the stormwater channel.   Proposed Lot 1 north of the channel would have an area of 1.548 
hectares, and is intended by the School to be used for playing fields.  Lot 1 would be encumbered 
with a number of easements including a new right of footway 1.2m wide around the perimeter of 
the land.  Proposed Lot 2 south of the channel, would have an area of 2.9 hectares and is intended to 
be used by Maccabi and John Alexander Clubs/White City Tennis Club. It would also be 
encumbered with easements including a right of footway and a new right of carriageway 7.3m wide 
between Alma Street and proposed Lot 1.   
 
The subdivision development application is currently being assessed by development control staff 
and although the development application is separate to the draft DCP, a number of submissions 
made reference to it. 
 
5.0 PUBLIC SUBMISSIONS – MAIN ISSUES 
 
Public submissions in the main, expressed support for the draft DCP.  The key issues related 
primarily to traffic generation and impacts on residential amenity.  
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5.1 Increased membership of clubhouse will have an impact on residential amenity. 
A number of the submitters had concerns that related not so much to the draft DCP, but rather to an 
anticipated development application for the tennis clubhouse.  There is an understanding that the 
clubhouse will increase its membership thereby generating more traffic and noise which could have 
an impact on residential amenity. 
 
Response 
The draft DCP uses a combination of prescriptive and performance based controls to limit the 
potential size of the clubhouse.  Building envelopes for the clubhouse have been established that 
approximate the existing building footprints of the northern, southern and western grandstands.  
With the exception of carparking, all development is to occur within the envelopes, thereby limiting 
the size of the clubhouse.   The public submissions generally support the proposed envelopes for the 
clubhouse.  The draft DCP also establishes capacity constraints on the local roads that will limit 
traffic and parking generated by the development.  A traffic and parking report would be required 
with any development application for a new clubhouse and this report would need to address the 
controls in the draft DCP. The report would also need to address the issue of hours of operation and 
the cumulative impact of uses of different clubhouse facilities. 
 
Section 4.8 of the draft DCP contains controls to limit noise generated by the use of outdoor tennis 
courts including hours of operation (limited to 10pm each night of the week).  A control has been 
added to the draft DCP for outdoor lighting to ensure that lighting does not impact on residential 
amenity.  However, noise and lighting impacts will ultimately be controlled through relevant 
conditions of development consent. 
 
5.2 Opposition to pathway off Walker Avenue 
Many submitters were opposed to the proposed pathway into the site at the end of Walker Avenue. 
They considered that SGS would use Walker Avenue for parking and as a drop-off and collection 
point for students using the playing fields. There were also concerns that the pathway would need to 
be fenced and would not have high amenity value.   
 
Response 
There is an existing public reserve/pathway alongside the stormwater channel next to the Medina 
Apartments. This land (Lot No DP 740255) is owned by Woollahra Council and is zoned Open 
Space 6 – General Recreation. The reserve provides a connection between the White City site and 
Glenmore Road and, as a pathway would link directly with the proposed new path on the south side 
of the channel and to a certain degree, duplicates the access from Walker Avenue.  For this reason, 
the Walker Avenue pathway has been deleted from the amended draft DCP. 
 
5.3 Subdivision DA should not be considered until after adoption of White City DCP 
Many submitters considered that the Subdivision DA (see 4.0 above) should not be considered until 
after the adoption of the draft DCP.  
 
Response 
In terms of timing, Council will have the opportunity of considering the draft DCP prior to 
determining the subdivision DA.   
 
5.4 Vehicular access into the White City site 
Many submitters were concerned that the proposed access to both the SGS land and the tennis club 
would be from Alma Street.  There were suggestions that access should be from New South Head 
Road or Neild Avenue, so that vehicular traffic would not impact on Alma and Lawson Streets and 
Glenmore Road. 
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Response 
The draft DCP reflects the existing situation in which Alma Street and New South Head Road are 
the points of access to the site. At present, vehicle access to the SGS land is available across the 
service station site on New South Head Road and through Railcorp’s land, but this access has no 
legal status.  In response to our recent section 62  consultation of the draft White City LEP,  the 
Roads and Traffic Authority (RTA) has advised Council that it will not support direct vehicular 
access from New South Head Road to development on the White City site. It is highly unlikely that 
the RTA would approve a vehicular accessway into the site from New South Head Road. The draft 
DCP has therefore been amended to delete the New South Head Road access from Figure 3 of the 
draft DCP.   
 
Sydney Grammar has advised that a vehicular accessway from Neild Avenue is unfeasible as it 
would have too great an impact on the operation of Weigall Sportsgrounds. 
 
5.5  Drop-off and collection zone in Neild Avenue for Sydney Grammar 
Submitters have suggested that Sydney Grammar investigate a drop-off and pick-up zone in Neild 
Avenue for students. 
 
Response  
Sydney Grammar has indicated that a “kiss and ride” zone on Neild Avenue could be considered. 
The zone would have restricted kerbside  parking during the school’s peak hours.  This proposal 
should be referred to Council’s Traffic Committee. 
 
6. SUBMISSION FROM JOHN ALEXANDER CLUBS 
 
JBA Urban Planing Consultants have made a submission on behalf of John Alexander Clubs 
(Annexure 3).  The submission raises a number of issues that relate to heritage conservation and on 
these matters Council’s Senior Heritage Officer, Jodi Ayre, has provided advice.  Submissions were 
also received from Sydney Maccabi Tennis Club and the White City Tennis Club which are 
summarised at Annexure 2. Their issues largely reiterate those of the JBA submission.  
 
The JBA submission summarises the key issues as follows: 
 
6.1 Clarification within the DCP that it is a discretionary guideline and that the design 
criteria/controls are not mandatory and are not to be applied in the manner of formal 
development standards. 
 
Response 
It is agreed Council has the discretion to determine development applications on their merits.  The 
following paragraph has been inserted at Section 1.2 of the draft DCP to clarify the DCP’s role in 
the assessment process: 
 

This plan is intended to guide applicants, Council’s assessment officers and Council’s decision 
makers in preparing, assessing and determining development applications for the White City 
site.  The DCP will inform Council’s consideration and the exercise of its discretion when 
determining each development application on its merits.  Council may grant consent to a 
development application that does not comply with the provisions of this plan if it determines 
that the departures are appropriate and are not inconsistent with the objectives. 
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6.2 Recognition that the retention of tennis and the conservation of heritage items on the site 
must be economically sustainable. 

 
Response 
It is acknowledged that the retention of tennis and heritage conservation must be economically 
feasible. The draft DCP recognises that the development of a new clubhouse is integral to this 
process and accordingly provides building envelopes to accommodate new development.  The draft 
DCP envelopes will provide between 6,200m² (Building B3 Option A) and 8,200m² (Building B3 
Option B) of floor space over two and three levels.  The existing clubhouse has approximately 
1,700m² over two levels which means that the draft DCP will permit a substantially larger 
clubhouse than the existing.  In addition, the following  objective that relates to economic 
sustainability has been added to Section 1.5: 
 

  to ensure that the use of the site is economically sustainable by providing for a diverse mix of 
uses on the site 

 
6.3 Deleting the reference to a “public” childcare centre 
 
Response 
Community facilities on the site are permissible with consent in the Open Space zone.  In 
accordance with Schedule 1 of Woollahra LEP 1995, a childcare centre is not required to be a 
‘public’ childcare centre to fall within the definition of a ‘community facility’.  Accordingly and to 
ensure consistency between the LEP and DCP, “that is available to the public”  has been deleted 
from the objective relating to provision of a childcare facility (Section 1.5). 
 
6.4 Deleting any reference to a gaming machine, as this is not controlled or regulated by 
local government. 
 
Response 
The provision of gaming machines within a registered club is regulated by the NSW Liquor 
Administration Board under the Gaming Machines Act 2001. It is not something that is controlled 
or regulated by local government.  Accordingly the objective at Section 1.5 has been amended so 
that gaming machines are to be “discouraged” rather than prohibited. 
 
6.5 Ensuring consistency between the LEP and DCP in regards to Acid Sulphate Soils. 
 
Response 
A reference to Clause 25D of Woollahra LEP 1995 has been added to acid sulphate soils at Section 
1.8 of the draft DCP. 
 
6.6 Recognition within the DCP that adaptation is an integral part of heritage conservation. 
 
Response 
This issue relates to the adaptation or rebuilding of the eastern stand and the adaptation of the centre 
courts. 
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The eastern stand is identified in the White City Conservation Management Plan  as being of 
moderate significance and based on this classification may be “retained in situ, adapted or removed 
as necessary”.  The draft DCP does not include a building envelope for the eastern stand, the reason 
being that its removal would open a view corridor from Glenmore Road across the site to the 
treeline in Rushcutters Bay Park.  The Strategic Planning Working Party considered that it was 
important to improve views from the public domain.  This issue was addressed in a report by the 
Strategic Heritage Officer to the Urban Planning Committee on 27 February 2006.  The report 
assesses any inconsistency between the CMP and the draft DCP at 4.0 Draft White City  
 
Development Control Plan: 
 

The conservation management process required by the CMP is addressed by the principles 
and heritage conservation provisions in the draft DCP. The draft DCP is consistent with 
recognised best practice heritage management and responds to conservation policies which 
address the views and vistas, open space landscape qualities, and the encouragement of uses 
which allow for the continued traditional use of the site, while facilitating an enhanced 
recreational use in the future.  
 
An assessment of the conservation policies prepared for White City and the relevant parts of 
the draft DCP which have implications for the significance of the site, has identified several 
issues. They are addressed below.  
 
Policy 27 The Centre Courts at White City should be retained and maintained as active 

tennis courts with quality surfaces. The traditional lawn surface may be reinstated 
on the western court if required.  

 
The draft DCP retains the current location of the Centre Courts. Objective 2 on page 17 seeks 
to maintain the centre courts within an arena quality created by the existing southern and 
western stands. However, there is no emphasis given to the significance of these courts, given 
that the CMP identifies the courts themselves to be of State significance. Section 4.3 of the 
draft DCP allows for the spatial form of the centre courts to be retained.  
 
Notwithstanding the current provisions in the draft DCP it is considered that an additional 
objective and/or control should be included in the draft DCP which addresses the 
significance of the courts. This would ensure the most significant element of the site is 
retained and conserved.  
 
Policy 29 The Centre Court arena and the containment of the space should be enclosed to 

interpret and reflect the raked forms of the former grandstands.  
 
The above policy is at odds with the draft DCP which allows for the removal of the east stand. 
It is agreed the benefits facilitate an understanding of the natural significance of the area by 
reopening the landscape corridor which runs through the site, and connects Trumper Park, 
White City open space and Rushcutters Bay Park. Further new opportunities to open up the 
views from Glenmore Road will improve the Glenmore Road vantage point.  
 
However, despite the benefits to removing the east stand, there remains the issue of how the 
sense of an enclosed arena can continue to be achieved if the east stand is to be removed. 
While Objective 2 seeks to maintain the centre courts and the arena quality created by the 
existing southern and western spectator stands, there is no guidance on how a sense of 
enclosure can be achieved.  
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The CMP provides the suggestion that containment could be achieved with open seating and 
landscape if there is no development1 on the east or west ends of the courts. It is considered 
that this comment should be reflected in the draft DCP to ensure consistency.  

 
In accordance with Ms Ayre’s recommendation Section 4.3 of the draft DCP has been amended to  
provide for containment of the eastern side of the centre courts through open seating and/or 
landscaping. 
 
The JBA submission proposes that the future character statements at Section 2.2 be amended to 
include support for the adaptive reuse of the centre courts. However, Policy 26 of the CMP states 
that the centre courts should be “retained and maintained”  not “adapted”.  The JBA submission 
inaccurately states that “the CMP recognises the White City tennis courts be ‘adaptively reused in a 
manner that is appropriate and sympathetic’”.  This statement appears to be taken from Policy 3 of 
the General Policies for the site: 
 
Policy 3 White City Tennis Centre can be adaptively reused in a manner that is appropriate and 

sympathetic to its cultural significance. 
 
The draft DCP provides for the adaptive reuse of the site by allowing for redevelopment within the  
footprints of the northern, western and southern grandstands.  In line with Policy 29 of the CMP, it 
is not considered appropriate to support adaptation of the centre courts.  
 
The submission also recommends that the following planning principle makes specific reference to 
“adaptation” as a means of conserving the cultural significance of the site.  
 

- the cultural significance of the White City Tennis Centre, the centre courts and contiguous 
lawn tennis courts is to be conserved. 

 
The draft DCP adopts the Burra Charter’s definition of “conservation”: 
 

“means all the processes of looking after an item so as to retain its cultural significance.  It 
includes maintenance and may, according to circumstances, include preservation, 
restoration, reconstruction and adaptation and will commonly be a combination of more than 
one of these.” 

 
As the above definition includes “adaptation”, it is not considered necessary or appropriate to 
emphasise adaptation as a conservation measure.  
 
The submission also recommends expanding the definition of “adaptation” in the draft DCP : 
 

“means modification or the interpretive replacement of a heritage item to suit a proposed, 
compatible use”. 
 

Rather than adopting JBA’s suggestion, the draft DCP has been amended to adopt the Burra 
Charter’s definition of “adaptation”: 
 

“means modifying a place to suit the existing use or a proposed use” 
 
  

                                                 
1 White City Conservation Management Plan, March 2004, Conybeare Morrison  
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6.7 Deletion of those aspects of the DCP that fetter Council’s discretion to approve an 
application on merit. 
 
Response 
This suggestion relates to the planning principle at 3.1 that development of the site “must take into 
account the community’s response”.  Under s79c of the EP&A Act, Council is required to consider 
any submission received in regards to a development application for the site as well as giving 
separate consideration of the public interest. As the DCP, through a process of community 
consultation will reflect the community’s desired outcomes for the site, this consideration is not 
necessary and has been deleted from Principle 1. 
 
6.8 Recognition that consistent with the Conservation Management Plan the centre courts 
do not need to be retained at ground level. 
 
Response 
This issue relates to Section 4.4 Heritage Conservation – Control 3: 
 

C3 The existing centre court space is to be retained at its current ground level. 
 
As discussed at 6.6 above, Policy 26 of the CMP states that the centre courts should be “retained 
and maintained”.   The Burra Charter defines “maintenance” as follows: 
 

Maintenance means the continuous protective care of the fabric and setting of a place, and is 
to be distinguished from repair. Repair involves restoration or reconstruction 

 
This definition means that the tennis courts should be retained in-situ and therefore,  the JBA 
recommendation is inconsistent with the CMP.  Furthermore, the centre courts are afforded the 
highest level of individual significance rating, being of high state significance. Since the 
establishment of the courts in 1922, they have remained at the same level. Altering the level of the 
courts would impact on the relationship between the centre courts and the buildings around it and 
the practice courts. 

 
JBA suggests that “the elevation of the centre courts by one storey may provide for an innovative 
architectural design response to the development of the site”.  Elevating the courts may provide “an 
innovative architectural design response” but would not achieve the conservation of the cultural 
significance of the centre courts. 
 
Minor changes to C3 are proposed however, to make the terminology consistent with Policy 26.  
The amended DCP reads: 
 

C3 The existing centre courts are to be retained at their current ground level. 
 
6.9 Recognition that consistent with the Conservation Management Plan the centre courts 
do not need to be surrounded by permanent spectator seating. 
 
Response 
This issue relates to the following planning principle at 3.1: 
 

- the ongoing use of part of the site for tennis with spectator seating is to be retained 
 
and the following control at 4.2 
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C8 Tiered seating around the centre court is to be incorporated within the design of 
Buildings B1, B2 and B3. 

 
and the following control at 4.3 
 

C7 Provide tiered seating in front of buildings facing the centre courts 
 
Policys 30 and policy 31of the CMP emphasise the importance of providing spectator seating 
around the centre courts, albeit on a temporary basis.  Policy 30 states “for the cultural significance 
of the Centre Courts to be conserved and continued, provision of spectator accommodation, or at 
least areas set aside for temporary accommodation on an ‘as needs’ basis, is essential”.   
 
Policy 31: 
Sustainable Conservation Management Strategy – The proposed White City Management Strategy 
should include for the provision of seating around the Centre Courts, the extent sufficient to ensure 
that these courts continue as the central focus for important tennis events on the site. 
 
The retention of spectator seating is intrinsic to the ability to continue to interpret the social values 
of the site. The intent of the controls in the draft DCP is to ensure that spectator seating would 
continue to be provided around the centre courts, but it is acknowledged that they do not adequately 
allow for temporary seating.  Control C8 at 4.2 (Buildings B1, B2 and B3) and Control C7 at 4.3 
have been amended to clarify this intent and as discussed at 6.6 above to provide for seating on the 
eastern side of the centre courts. 
 
6.10 Recognition that adaptation of the heritage items is essential to the economic 
sustainability of the site 
 
Response 
This issue has been addressed at 6.2 above. 
 
6.11 Deleting the reference to casual access and day fees/membership on the basis that this is 
not related to land use and planning and is not something which Council can control through 
a DCP  
 
Response 
The draft DCP at 3.1 stipulates that casual access must be provided. It is agreed that Council cannot 
control the membership/fee structure of a privately owned sporting club through a DCP.  It is 
proposed that this principle at 3.1 be amended to read: 
 

- Casual access by day fees/membership to the club facilities is encouraged 
 

6.12 The need for significant modifications to the design criteria/controls to ensure that these 
are not prescriptive to the extent that they are indicative of development prohibitions and as 
such fetter Council’s ability to exercise discretion (the controls requiring modification relate 
to site layout and views, building envelopes, landscape, heritage conservation, vehicular access 
and pedestrian and cycle access 
 
Section 4.1 - Site layout and views 
The submission recommends that Control C2 differentiate between existing and potential views.   
 
Response 
C2 has been amended to incorporate this recommendation. 
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Section 4.2 – Building envelope, design and uses  
  The submission requests that Control 1 - “Development may only occur within the building 

envelopes as shown on Figure 4 and Figure 5 of this DCP” be deleted as it is too prescriptive 
and would restrict Council in its determination of a development application.  JBA suggests 
replacing it with: 

 
The building envelopes shown on Figure 4 are intended to guide the position and size of 
future development on the site.  Council may grant consent to a development application that 
seeks to vary the building envelopes if it is satisfied  that the proposed departure from the 
envelope is not inconsistent with the relevant objectives. 

 
Response 
The building envelope provisions control the siting, scale, bulk and height of development so that it 
satisfies the desired future character objectives.  The inclusion of building envelopes within a DCP 
is regarded as a best practice mechanism for clearly describing the desired built form.  They give 
certainty to the developer and the community about the development outcome.   Furthermore, the 
building envelopes were developed through a rigorous analytical process with the Strategic Planning 
Working Party that took into consideration the policies in the CMP, views and access issues.  I note 
that the public submissions generally supported the proposed building envelopes. 
However, as Council has discretion in the assessment of a development application, the draft DCP 
has been amended to include JBA’s recommended control in the introductory section of 4.2. 

  JBA request that the height of the Building  B3 on Glenmore Road be increased to RL18.0m so that 
a building with a street presence can be provided .  They also advise that John Alexander Clubs 
(JACS) and the Maccabi Club  (MC) are not prepared to provide a viewing platform on the roof of 
Building B3. 
Response 
The draft DCP nominates a maximum height of RL13.0 for Building B3 which equates to two 
storeys.  Glenmore Road, within the vicinity of Building B3, slopes gradually between RL 13.0 
and RL 10.5.  The purpose of nominating a maximum level of RL 13.0 was to create a publicly 
accessible viewing platform from Glenmore Road. However, as JACS and MC are not prepared 
to provide this facility, an alternative concept for the interface between Building B3 and 
Glenmore Road is required as a flat unarticulated expanse of roof in this location is not 
desirable. It would be preferable for the built form to reinforce the character of Glenmore Road  
 
Policy 29 of the CMP states: 
 
 “the height of development along the Glenmore Road boundary, should not exceed the height of 
a three storey Paddington terrace house”.  
  
The height of the ridgeline of the existing southern grandstand is RL 20.0.  It is considered 
appropriate for a new building to have a similar height.  
 
The draft DCP has been amended so that two options for Building B3 are included in the draft 
DCP.   
 

Option A states: 
 
A publicly accessible viewing platform is to be provided on the roof of Building B3 with direct 
access from Glenmore Road. 

 



Woollahra Municipal Council 
Urban Planning Committee  10 April 2006  
 

 

H:\Urban Planning Committee\AGENDAS\2006\april-10upage.doc                                                                  Page 1 of 1 

Option B states: 
 

Building B3 is to provide a two storey street addressing building to the Glenmore Road 
frontage. Direct access is to be provided between Building B3  and the street. Building B3 is 
to have  a maximum height of RL 18.0m. 
 

  JBA recommends that Control C3 that requires Buildings B1, B2 and B3 be expressed as 
separate buildings be deleted. 
 
Response 
The CMP treats the stands as separate elements in its analysis, each contributing a different 
degree of importance.  The cumulative effect has been a group of buildings surrounding the 
centre courts.  The CMP contains no policies that advocate an amalgamated built form around 
the courts. It is not considered appropriate to delete Control C3. 
 
Section 4.3 – Landscape 
Issues relating to spectator seating have been addressed at 6.6 above. 
 
Section 4.4 – Heritage conservation 
JBA reiterate issues relating to heritage. These have been discussed at 6.6 and 6.7 above. 
 
Section 4.5 – Vehicular access 

  JBA state that it is critical that the prescriptive controls in the draft DCP (Controls C2 and C3) 
that place capacity constraints on the local roads be informed by a detailed and current traffic 
study.   
 
Response 
Controls C2 and C3 protect the residential amenity of nearby streets by limiting the traffic 
generating capacity of the development, and hence the potential size of the development. A 
current traffic study would be required with any development application for a new clubhouse. 
 

  JBA request that Control C6 be deleted from the draft DCP 
 
Response 
Control C6 states: 
 
A vehicular accessway between Alma Street and New South Head Road is not permitted. 
 
The purpose of this control is to ensure that no road would be constructed through the site that 
would act as a shortcut between New South Head Road and Paddington. A number of the public 
submissions have suggested that it would be preferable to gain access to the site from New 
South Head Road, thereby significantly reducing traffic impacts on Alma Street.   The control 
prohibits a through road but does not prohibit vehicular access to the site from New South Head 
Road. Control C6 is therefore retained in the draft DCP. 

 
Section 4.6 – Pedestrian and cycle access 
JBA states that the controls in the draft DCP are too prescriptive in that they show the precise 
location of future pathways that must be provided.  They request that Control C1 and Figure 7 
be deleted from the plan.  JBA also states that the draft DCP improperly relies on the DCP to 
extract an unreasonable public benefit from the land owner. 
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Response 
Control C1 states: 
 
Development of the site is to incorporate the pedestrian/cycle network indicated at Figure 7. 
 
Figure 7 as exhibited indicates pathways between Alma Street and New South Head Road and 
along the south side of the stormwater channel with a connection to Walker Avenue and the 
public accessway next to the Medina Apartments.  Public access would need to be negotiated 
between Council and the developers.  This could be done through a planning agreement under 
section 93F of the EPA Act. The planning agreement would resolve issues relating to 
construction costs, security, maintenance and public liability. 
 
It is appropriate for the draft DCP to indicate a desired pedestrian network, so that it can be 
considered at the design and planning stage.  Control C1 has therefore been amended to read: 
 
Consideration should be given to the incorporation of future pedestrian connections as shown 
in Figure 7 
 
Section 4.7 – Car parking and servicing 
JBA recommends that the maximum RL 5.80 for the decked parking structure be deleted from 
Control C15. 
 
Response 
Control C15 states: 
 
A decked parking structure is permitted between Building B1 and Alma Street. The roof level is 
to be a maximum RL5.80.  The carpark structure  must not impede views from Alma Street. 
 
The maximum RL has been set at RL5.80 to ensure that views from Alma Street are maintained 
and that the decked parking structure conforms to the topography.  However, it is acknowledged 
that this control may unduly restrict the site’s capacity to provide sufficient  off-street 
carparking spaces, so the amended DCP deletes the maximum  height for this structure. 

  
6.13 The need for significant modifications to the design criteria/controls to ensure that these 
are properly informed and do not impinge on the practical use of the site 
 
Response 
This issue relates to traffic generation and has been discussed at 6.12 above. 
 
6.14 The need for significant modifications to the design criteria/controls to ensure that these 
do not improperly rely on the use of a DCP to extract the provision of unreasonable public 
benefits. 
 
Response 
This issue relates to public accessways and has been discussed at 6.12 above. 
 
7. SUBMISSIONS FROM SYDNEY GRAMMAR SCHOOL 
 
Three submissions have been received by or on behalf of Sydney Grammar School 
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7.1 Submission from Peter Breeze, Bursar, Sydney Grammar School (Annexure 4) 
Antisocial behaviour and activities have been observed on the site resulting from unrestricted 
access, including vandalism, prostitution, alcohol consumption, drugs and rubbish dumping.  Public 
access must be minimal ie a north/south pedestrian and cycle path accessible only in daylight hours. 
 
Response  
The draft DCP does not stipulate that public access should be unrestricted. As discussed at 6.12 
above, the provision of public access through the site would need to be negotiated with the owner.  
The proposed east/west pathway along the south side of the stormwater channel is retained in the 
DCP. This pathway will provide an important connection between upper Paddington and Edgecliff, 
Trumper Park and the harbour.  It would also provide a direct walking route between the White City 
site and the Edgecliff bus/rail interchange.  The draft DCP encourages the use of public transport. 
However, the achievement of this link will be dependent on successful negotiations with the owner. 
 
7.2 Submission from Lindsay Hunt of Colston, Budd, Hunt & Kafes Pty Ltd (Annexure 5) 
 
7.2.1 Public access and security 
  The submission states that the land is privately owned, and any existing public access across it 

is presently in the nature of trespass. Under New South Wales law an owner has the legal right 
to secure his land against such trespass.  A Council cannot impose a condition of development 
consent that might seek to overturn that established right or make provisions in a DCP that 
might seek to foreshadow such an unlawful intention.  There are substantial security problems 
associated with public access as the land in question has an unfortunate record of vandalism and 
crime. 

 
Response 
As discussed at 6.12 above, Section 4.6 – Pedestrian and Cycle Access has been amended so 
that public access needs to be considered, rather than being a mandatory requirement.  Mr Hunt 
suggests that reference be made in the DCP to public access being subject to the Police 
Service’s agreement.  A major development application for the site would be referred to the 
Police Service for assessment and this process is considered adequate.  Furthermore, safety and 
security is dependent on appropriate design and site planning. Section 4.13 Safety and 
Surveillance of the draft DCP provides detailed controls to ensure that this issue is addressed. 

 
  The submission requests that the accessway off Walker Avenue be deleted from the plan as no 

such public access exists at present. 
 

Response 
As discussed at 5.2 above, this pathway has been deleted from the amended plan. 

 
7.2.2 Vehicular access 
Mr Hunt requests that Section 4.5 – Vehicular access Control C6 that relates to the vehicular 
accessway between New South Head Road and Alma Street be amended, so that the accessway 
would be supervised by the SGS.    
 
Response 
As discussed at 6.12 above, Control C6 does not prohibit access from New South Head Road. The 
owner of the site would determine management of an accessway from New South Head Road.  
Control C6 has not been amended. 
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7.2.3 Stormwater management 
It may not be necessary, depending on the nature of any DA to undertake flood modelling to 
establish possible flood impacts. 
 
Response 
It is acknowledged that for a DA that involves only minor works, flood modelling may not be 
required. However, the Statement of Environmental Effects should address this issue.   
 
7.2.4 DA requirements 
  Mr Hunt states that it may not be necessary to provide a conservation management plan, 

geotechnical/hydrogeological report or acid sulphate soils report with every DA. 
 

Response 
Section 1.8 Preparing and lodging development applications refers applicants to the DA Guide.  
The DCP does not state that a conservation management plan, geotechnical/hydrogeological 
report or acid sulphate soils report are required for every DA. 

 
  Mr Hunt requests that savings provisions be provided that exclude application of the DCP to 

any DA lodged prior to the DCP coming into effect. 
 
Response 
The inclusion of savings provisions is not considered necessary because, under s.79C of the 
EP&A Act, Council cannot legally apply a draft DCP to any DA lodged prior to the DCP 
coming into effect.   
 

  Mr Hunt requests that Requirement R2 at 1.5 Objectives, 2.0 Character Statement and 3.0 
Planning Principles be deleted “as this provision is in the nature of a prohibition normally found 
(where so found) in an LEP – it is beyond the scope of a DCP stipulated by s.79C of the Act, it 
is not a DCP provision and should be removed”. 

 
Response 
Requirement R2 at Section 1.5 states: 
 

The Council must not grant consent to the carrying out of development on the land to which 
this plan applies unless it is of the opinion that the development would be consistent with the 
principal objectives of this plan and the objectives of those design criteria that are relevant to 
the development. 

 
Requirement R2 at Section 2 states: 
 

The Council must not grant consent to the carrying out of development on the land to which 
this plan applies unless it is of the opinion that the development would be consistent with the 
existing character elements and the desired future character of the site. 
 

Requirement R2 at Section 3 states: 
 

The Council must not grant consent to the carrying out of development on the land to which 
this plan applies unless it is of the opinion that the development would be consistent with the 
planning principles.   
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These requirements place restrictions on Council in the determination of a DA.  They are not 
considered appropriate and have been deleted from the amended plan at Sections 2 and 3. 
 

7.2.4 Terminology 
Mr Hunt requests that “continuum” be replaced with “discontinuous”. 

 
Response 
In describing the nature of the open space that stretches between Trumper Park and Rushcutters Bay 
Park, “continuum” is considered the correct term. 
 
7.3 Submission from Adrian Hawkes of Pike Pike and Fenwick (Annexure 6) 
Mr Hawke’s submission reiterates concerns regarding the legal aspects of the provision of public 
access in the draft DCP. 
 
Response 
This issue has been addressed at 7.2.1 above. 
 
8. SUBMISSIONS FROM CRYSTAL CARWASH 
 
Two submission were received on behalf of Crystal Carwash 
 
8.1 Submission from Peter John Cantrill of Alexander Tzannes & Associates (Annexure 7) 
 
  1.5 Objectives -  uses to be encouraged should be expanded to include uses complementary with 

the existing service station including a car wash and associated activities including a 
convenience store, café and commercial office accommodation. 

 
Response 
The existing carpark site on New South Head Road is zoned Open Space 6 and the objectives 
for this site reflect this zoning: 

 
- to facilitate the development of an appropriately scaled and designed building on the 

site of the existing carpark. 
 

It is not appropriate for the draft DCP to encourage uses that are not permissible within the 
zoning. 

 
  The existing service station currently occupies three lots on New South Head Road . The DCP 

should not confine it to one lot. 
 

Response 
The draft DCP at 1.5 states: 
 

- to maintain a petrol station facility in Lot 21 DP609145 as a desirable landuse for the 
municipality 

 
The existing service station is located within the identified lot. It is not appropriate for the draft 
DCP to encourage uses on the carpark site that are not permissible within the Open Space zone. 

 
  The minimum floor to floor height should be increased from 2.7m to 3.6m for recreational and 

commercial uses. 
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Response 
At 4.2 Building envelope, design and uses, Control C2 for the overall site nominates a minimum 
floor to ceiling height of 2.7m.  The submission rightfully states that this height is appropriate 
for residential buildings, but not for commercial and recreational uses.  The draft DCP has been 
amended to include minimum floor to floor heights of 3.6m for recreational and commercial 
uses. 
 
The nominated heights for the clubhouse (Buildings B1, B2 and B3) in the exhibited draft DCP 
will accommodate the proposed minimum floor to floor heights for recreational buildings.  The 
nominated height of Building A is satisfactory at the western end of the site, but the overall 
height of this building will need to be increased to allow for a satisfactory integration with the 
ground level along Mahoney’s Lane (see discussion below). 

 
  The height of Building A should be increased to reflect floor to ceiling heights required for 

commercial building and recommends RL21.6. 
 
Response 
Building A is located on the carpark site. The exhibited draft DCP nominates a maximum height 
of RL19.5 and indicates a three storey building. The site slopes from RL10.0m on Mahoney’s 
Lane down to RL 8.0 at the western property boundary. The section drawing (Figure 4) 
indicates that the ground floor would marry with the existing ground level at the western end 
which would result in a height of 11.5m for Building A. This height is consistent with 3.6m 
minimum floor to floor heights ((3.6 x 3m) + .7 (roof articulation)).  However, the draft DCP 
also includes Control C10  which states: 
 

Provide a 4.0m wide footpath and an active frontage to Mahoney’s Lane 
 

To provide an active frontage along Mahoney’s Lane, the ground floor of Building A needs to 
be on grade with the level of the lane.  Therefore a maximum RL of 21.5 is required to achieve 
satisfactory amenity and flexibility of uses within Building A (RL10.0 + (3.6 x 3) + .7 (roof 
articulation)).  Figure 4 of the draft DCP has been amended accordingly.  It is noted that RL21.5  
is still below the height of the tree canopy and the viaduct catenary and therefore meets the 
objectives of the DCP with regards to views. 

 
  The DCP should provide for a new shop associated with the service station that has a “narrower 

east west dimension than the existing building” rather than no building. 
 

Response 
Control C3 of 4.2 states: 
 

The western end of the service station site should remain visually open, with no buildings and 
a minimum of structures.  Any shop associated with the service station should be located 
within the main eastern building.   
 

The exhibited draft DCP refers to “the main eastern building” in error. This building, or 
Building A, is located within an open space zone and a shop associated with the service station 
is a non-permissible use. The draft DCP has been amended so that a shop associated with the 
service station is located “such that it has a minimal impact on views into the White City site”.  
A shop associated with the service station would only be permitted on the service station site. 
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  Controls are required for the service station canopy that comply with the minimum dimensions 
required by industry standards and regulatory authorities. 

 
Response 
Control C4 states: 
 

The maximum area of the footprint of a canopy associated with the service station is to be 
210m². 
 

Given that the size of the canopy will be dependent upon the number of pumps, Controls C4 and 
C5 have been amended to incorporate the recommendation regarding appropriate industry 
standards and located vertically as close as possible to the height of the railway viaduct. 

 
  Supports Option A over Option B. 
 

Response 
Figure 4 – Building envelope Building A includes two envelopes for Building A.  Option A is 
three storeys and Option B is part three, part two storeys.  Two options were included in the 
draft DCP because the Strategic Planning Working Party could not agree upon a preferred 
option.  It was decided to include the two options in the draft DCP to ascertain public opinion 
regarding Building A.  Only one other submission commented on the two options and this was 
from the Woollahra History and Heritage Society(WHHS). WHHS state that they prefer Option 
B, but provide no reason for their preference.  The general absence of comment suggests that the 
public do not have issues with either of the options. 
 
We concur with the Tzannes submission which states: 
 

We strongly support the Option A over Option B as Option B produces a small floor plate that 
would not be sustainable to construct and use and reduces the possibilities for building 
articulation in order to produce a high quality architectural product. 
 
The draft DCP has therefore, been amended to delete Option B from Figure 4. 
 

8.2 Submission from Toby Wetherill of Gardner Wetherill Associates (Annexure 8) 
 
  The minimum size of the service station canopy should be increased to 280m² 
 

Response 
As discussed at 8.1 above the minimum size of the canopy has been amended so that it complies 
with industry standards and regulatory authorities. 
 

  Amend 4.2 C8 so that the landscaped view corridor is provided along the western edge of the 
site. 
 
Response 
Control C8 states: 
 

A landscaped view corridor is to be provided within the western portion of the service station 
site. 
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Mr Wetherill states that it will only be possible to provide landscaping along the western edge 
of the site and that the control should be amended to reflect this constraint. This control does not 
prescribe a quantum of landscaping, but rather is performance based.  No amendments are 
proposed. 
 

  The envelope in Option A of Building A be amended so that its length along New South Head 
Road is increased from 32m to 38m and the maximum height be increased from 19.5m to 22.0m 
excluding plant. 
 
Response 
Figure 4 – Building envelope Building A has a maximum east-west length of 32m for Building 
A.  This length will fit within the carpark allotment and will also provide a 4.0m setback for the 
construction of a pedestrian path along Mahoney’s Lane.  A longer building could only be 
achieved if there was site amalgamation and as the two lots on New South Head Road have 
different zonings this is not appropriate. 
 
Proposed height of Building A is discussed at 8.1 above. 
 

  Clarification re 4.7 C16 – location of restriction on multi-level carpark 
 
Response 
Control C16 states: 
 
Carparking north of the canal is to be ground level only. 
The purpose of this control is to ensure that no multi-level carpark is to be constructed within 
the Open Space zone north of the canal.  C16 has been amended to clarify this intent. 
 

  An additional control is required to allow for a freestanding sign for the carwash operation 
 
Response 
The draft DCP allows one freestanding sign on New South Head Road for the service station, 
and one sign is considered sufficient.   The carpark site is currently zoned Open Space – 
freestanding signs are not appropriate in this zone. 

  
9. WHITE CITY CMP – AMENDMENTS TO DRAFT DCP 
 
The author of Section 9 of this report is Jodi Ayre, Council’s Strategic Heritage Officer: 
  
A report to the Urban Planning Committee 13 March 2006, which dealt with the incongruities 
between the White City CMP and the LEP and DCP indicated that the issues of inconsistency 
between the White City CMP and the draft DCP are limited.  
 
To determine whether individual policies were consistent with the draft White City DCP, more 
detailed analysis has been carried out. Annexure 9 contains a table which has been developed to 
allow for a clear understanding of whether each individual policy is consistent with the draft White 
City DCP and Council’s stance on the White City site. Policies have been identified as consistent, 
inconsistent, or irrelevant to the objectives and controls of the draft White City DCP.  
 
As is shown by the table, the majority of policies are consistent with the draft White City DCP and 
Council’s previous decisions. The draft White City DCP recognises the cultural values of the site 
and provides an emphasis on the conservation of the most significant elements of the site.  
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The policies determined to be inconsistent with the draft White City DCP are primarily because 
they propose development in an area of the White City site which is not supported by Council.  
 
Finally, a number of policies have been deemed irrelevant. These policies deal with areas of land 
which are not located within the area of land to which the draft White City DCP applies, or rely on 
the endorsement of the White City CMP.  
 
In response to UPC’s resolution from 13 March 2006 Section 6.3 Conservation Policy of the White 
City CMP has been included in Annexure 10. This is an accurate extract from the body of the 
CMP. Amendments have been included to this Annexure to demonstrate where inconsistent or 
irrelevant policy statements have been omitted from the set of policy statements included as an 
Annexure to the draft White City DCP.  
 
The White City CMP policies have been presented in a ‘marked-up’ format to demonstrate where 
changes are proposed in light of the analysis undertaken to determine consistency.  
 
Amendment to the opening paragraph to section 4.4 Heritage Conservation on page 21 to read:  
 
The site has been used for tennis purposes for most of the twentieth century, and has been the venue 
for many major tournaments, including the Davis Cup. The open expanse of grass courts at the 
base of the Paddington Valley and the centre courts are identified in the White City Conservation 
Management Plan as amongst the most significant elements of the heritage significance of the site. 
Annexure ? contains a set of policy statements which are to guide the future management of the 
most significant elements of heritage significance of the site. Among those, the open expanse of 
grass courts at the base of the Paddington Valley and the centre courts are considered to be of high 
importance.  
 
Further, amendment of C1 on page 21 to read:  
 
C1 Development of the White City site is to be undertaken in accordance with the policies of the 

White City Conservation Management Plan policy statements contained in Annexure 1.  
 
The amendments are proposed to direct a future applicant to those policies consistent with the draft 
White City DCP. However, it is also considered important for future conservation documentation to 
refer to the White City Conservation Management Plan 2004. There is an extensive amount of 
research contained in this document, involving detailed historical and physical investigation. This is 
considered an important resource of information which documents the development of the site.  
 
The draft White City DCP has also been amended to ensure all conservation documentation 
prepared for the site is prepared in accordance with the NSW Heritage Office guidelines.  
 
10. SUMMARY OF AMENDMENTS TO DRAFT WHITE CITY DCP 
 
The main amendments to the draft White City DCP are summarised in the table below: 
 

 Amendment Comment 
1 1.2 –How to use this plan – paragraph added to 

explain Council’s discretion in determining a DA. 
Response to JACs submission 

2 1.5 Objectives of this plan – objective added to 
ensure use of the site is economically  sustainable 

Response to JACs submission 

3 1.5 Objectives of this plan – reference to “public” 
childcare facility deleted. 

Response to JACs and Maccabi 
submissions 
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 Amendment Comment 
4 1.5 Objectives of this plan – gaming machines to be  

“discouraged” not “prohibited”. 
Response to JACs, White City Tennis 
Club and Maccabi submissions 

5 1.5 Objectives of this plan – requirement re Council’s 
determination of a DA deleted 

Response to SGS submission 

6 1.6 How this plan relates to the Environmental 
PLanning and Assessment Act – Wording amended 
so that it is consistent with advice received from 
Lindsay Taylor 

Legal advice regarding the new “one 
DCP per site” legislation was sought 
as it will apply to the White City 
DCP. 

7 1.8 – Preparing and lodging development 
applications – reference to WLEP 1995 added to acid 
sulphate soils reports 

Response to JACs and Maccabi  
submission 

8 2- Character statement - requirement re Council’s 
determination of a DA deleted 

Response to SGS submission 

9 3.1 – Planning principles – reference to “taking into 
account the community’s response” deleted 

Response to JACs submission 

9 3.1 – Planning principles- reference to gaming 
machines not being in club building deleted 

Response to JACs, White City Tennis 
Club submissions 

10 3.1 – Planning principles – principle re  casual 
membership amended 

Response to JACs, White City Tennis 
Club and Maccabi submissions 

11 3.1 – Planning principles –– requirement re 
Council’s determination of a DA deleted 

Response to SGS submission 

12 4.1 Site layout and views – objective added to 
maximise number of  tennis courts 

Response to White City Tennis Club 
submission 

13 4.1 Site layout and views – objective added re 
potential views 

Response to JACs submission 

14 Fig 2Principal views – potential view from Glenmore 
Road over clubhouse deleted 

Response to JACs submission. 
Potential view not achievable if 
Option B for Building B3 is 
constructed. 

15 Fig 3 Site plan- Walker Avenue connection deleted 
and vehicular access from New South Head Road 
deleted 

Response to SGS and public 
submissions 

16 4.2 Building envelope, design and uses – paragraph 
added in overview to state that Council may grant 
consent to a DA that varies the building envelope if it 
is satisfied that it is not inconsistent with the relevant 
objectives. 

Response to JACs, White City Tennis 
Club and Maccabi  and WHHS 
submissions 

17 4.2 Building envelope, design and uses Overall site 
Control C1 amended to clarify that carparking may 
occur outside of the building envelopes 

Clarification of intent of building 
envelopes. 

18 4.2 Building envelope, design and uses Overall site –
ramps added to C1 

Response to Darling Point Society 
submission 

19 4.2 Building envelope, design and uses Overall site – 
C2 controls added for floor to ceiling heights for 
commercial and recreational uses  

Response to Crystal Carwash 
submission 

19 4.2 Building envelope, design and uses New South 
Head Road – Control C3 re a shop associated with 
service station amended 

Response to Crystal Carwash 
submission 

20 4.2 Building envelope, design and uses New South 
Head Road –Control C4 re size of canopy amended 

Response to Crystal Carwash 
submission 
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 Amendment Comment 
21 4.2 Building envelope, design and uses New South 

Head Road – Control C5 re height of canopy 
amended 

Response to Crystal Carwash 
submission 

22 Figure 4 – Building A Building Envelope – maximum 
height of Building A increased from RL19.5 to 
RL21.5.   

Response to Crystal Carwash and 
WHHS submissions. 

23 Figure 4 – Building A Building Envelope - Option B 
deleted 

Response to Crystal Carwash 
submission. Minimal response from 
public submissions re Option A or B. 

24 4.2 Building envelope, design and uses Buildings 
B1,B2 and B3 – Control C8 re tiered seating 
amended. 

Response to JACs submission and 
consistency with White City CMP 

25 4.2 Building envelope, design and uses Buildings 
B1,B2 and B3- Control C9 re Building B3 amended 
to include an option for a two storey building 
addressing Glenmore Road 

Response to JACs and Maccabi 
submissions 

26 Fig 5 Buildings B1,B2 and B3 – Building B3 
amended to include Option A (viewing platform on 
roof of B3 and Option B (two storey building 
fronting Glenmore Road) 

Response to JACs and Maccabi 
submissions 

27 4.3 Landscape – Control C7 has been amended to 
provide for seating/landscape on the eastern side of 
the tennis courts. 

Consistency with White City CMP 

28 Fig 6 Landscape Principles – notation re landscaped 
viewing platform deleted 

Response to JACs and Maccabi 
submissions 

29 4.4 Heritage Conservation Explanation amended to 
delete reference to White City CMP and include 
reference to policies at Annexure 1 

Council resolution 13.3.06 

30 4.4 Heritage Conservation Control C1 amended to 
refer to policies at Annexure 1 

Council resolution 13.3.06 

31 4.4 Heritage Conservation Control C3 amended 
wording.  

Consistency with White City CMP 

32 4.5 Vehicular access Control C6 re prohibition of 
accessway between Alma Street and New South 
Head Road deleted 

Response to public submissions and 
SGS submission. 

33 4.6 Pedestrian and cycle access Control C1amended 
so that the proposed pedestrian network is considered 
rather than being mandatory  

Response to SGS, JACs, White City 
Tennis Club and Maccabi submissions

34 Fig 7 Pedestrian and cycle network Title amended to 
include “desirable” 

Response to SGS, JACs, White City 
Tennis Club and Maccabi submissions

35 Fig 8 Public transport links – Walker Avenue 
connection deleted 

Response to public submissions and 
SGS submission. 

36 4.7 Car parking and servicing – O1 modified to 
include reference to capacity of adjacent public roads 

Response to WHHS submission 

37 4.7 Car parking and servicing – C16 amended to 
clarify area where there is to be no multi-level 
carparking 

Response to Crystal Carwash 
submission 
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 Amendment Comment 

38 4.8 Acoustic and visual privacy and amenity Control 
C13 added to address outdoor lighting  

Response to public submissions and 
Clover Moore MP submission. 

 4.8 Acoustic and visual privacy and amenity 
C4 re noise levels in residential buildings deleted 

Delete reference to residential 
buildings 

38 4.15 Potentially hazardous development Reference to 
former gasometer added to introduction. 

Response to WHHS submission 

39 5 Definitions Definition of “adaption” amended so 
that it is the same as Burra Charter definition  

Consistency with White City CMP 

40 Annexure 1 Access provisions deleted Modification of Section 1.6 means 
that the provisions of the Access DCP 
is now included and doesn’t have to 
be included as an annexure. 

41 Annexure 1 Policies of the White City DCP added Council resolution 13.3.06 
 
10 CONSULTATION 
 
A public meeting was organised by ACE during the exhibition of the draft DCP on 22 February 
2006.  The meeting was attended by Council staff and Councillors. Council provided a presentation 
on the contents of the draft DCP, an update on the draft LEP and an explanation of Sydney 
Grammar School’s subdivision DA. 
 
A meeting was held on 29 March 2006 with Council staff and representatives of Sydney Grammar, 
JACS and Maccabi Club.  The primary purpose of the meeting was to discuss issues of public 
access and to follow up on Council’s written request to Sydney Grammar that it enters a planning 
agreement with Council.  Sydney Grammar indicated that they did not consider a planning 
agreement to be the most appropriate mechanism for the provision of public access. They advised 
they would provide a formal response in the near future, including an alternative means of resolving 
public access issues. 
 
11 CONCLUSION 
 
The draft White City DCP has been amended in response to submissions received during the public 
exhibition period.  Public submissions were in the main, supportive of the draft DCP and apart from 
the deletion of the Walker Avenue pedestrian connection, very few changes have been made in 
response to these submissions.  Submissions from the owners and potential developers of the site 
expressed concern primarily at the prescriptive nature of the draft document.  Their issues have 
been considered in detail and a number of amendments made, including new clauses that clarify the 
role of the DCP in the assessment process. The submissions also raised concerns relating to heritage 
conservation and in these instances decisions were guided by the policies of the White City 
Conservation Management Plan. 
 
The draft DCP has undergone a lengthy process of initial preparation with the Strategic Planning 
Working Party and revision following the public exhibition.  It is recommended that the amended 
draft White City DCP be adopted so that it can provide a sound basis for determining any 
development application lodged for the White City site. 
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Margaret Zulaikha 
Team Leader Urban Design 

Jodi Ayre 
Strategic Heritage Officer 

Allan Coker  
Director Planning and Development 

 

 
Annexures: 
 
Annexure 1 Draft White City DCP (March 2006) 
Annexure 2 Summary of submissions received during public exhibition of draft DCP. 
Annexure 3 Submission from JBA Planning 
Annexure 4 Submission from Peter Breeze, Sydney Grammar School 
Annexure 5 Submission from Lindsay Hunt, Colston Budd Hunt & Kafes 
Annexure 6 Submission from Adrian Hawkes, Pike Pike and Fenwick 
Annexure 7 Submission from Peter John Cantrill, Alezander Tzannes and Associates. 
Annexure 8 Submission from Toby Wetherill, Gardner Wetherill and Associates. 
Annexure 9 Comparative table:  White City CMP and draft White City DCP. 
Annexure 10 Section 6.3 Conservation Policy of the White City CMP 
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