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ITEM A: Can Council refuse development consent?

The subject development application involves the demolition of existing
buildings (none of which are heritage listed), removal of trees and to
undertake Category 1 remediation works. The Category 1 remediation works
require development consent under State Environmental Planning Policy
No.55 — Remediation of Land (SEPP55).

Clause 12(1) of SEPP55 states:

“The consent authority must not refuse development consent for a category

1 remediation work unless the authority is satisfied that there would be a
more significant risk of harm to human health or some other aspect of the
environment from the carrying out of the work than there would be from the
use of the land concemed (in the absence of the work) for any purpose for
which it may lawfully be used.”

Further, Clause 12(2) of SEPP55 also states:

“Nothing in this clause prevents the consent authority from refusing
consent to a development application if:

(a) by operation of an environmental planning instrument or section
79B(3) of the Act, the development application may not be
determined by the granting of consent without the concurrence of a
specified person, and

(b) that concurrence is not given.

As concurrence is not required, then Clause 12(2) of SEPP55 does not apply
to this development proposal.

Section 3 of Council’s Planning Report addresses SEPP55 and states that
filn the absence of testing for contaminants under the dwelling there is not
considered to be adequate evidence to support the case for demolishing the
dwelling to allow Category 1 remediation of soils under the dwelling.’

However, regardless whether there is contamination under the dwelling or not,
or whether Council believes RailCorp’'s Remedial Action Plan provides
enough evidence that there is, the fact remains that the remainder of the site
is contaminated and requires Category 1 remediation (and Council has not
disputed this).

As such, Council is still required to comply with the requirements of SEPP55

when assessing the Category 1 remediation works on the remainder of the
site as proposed under this development application.
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Whilst Council’s decision failed to take into account whether there would be a
more significant risk of harm to human health or some other aspect of the
environment as required by Clause 12(1) of SEPP55, Council’s Planning
Report indicates that the remediation was in fact assessed and was in fact not
found to pose a more significant risk of harm to human health or some other
aspect of the environment. This is evident in the statement contained in the
Report from Council’'s Environmental Officer “...who has raised no objection to
the proposal subject to the imposition of conditions on any consent granted".

It is RailCorp’s contention that Council’'s decision is unlawful as it does not
comply with Clause 12(1) of SEPP55 which requires Council not to refuse
development consent to RailCorp’s application as Council has not satisfied
itself or assessed that ‘...there would be a more significant risk of harm to
human health or some other aspect of the environment from the carrying out
of the work...". It is also RailCorp’s contention that Council’s only option
under SEPP55 is to approve the development as proposed.

It is RailCorp’s contention that Clause 12(1) of SEPP55 would also apply to
any decision made by the Joint Regional Planning Panel (JRPP), and as
such, the JRPP would not be able to support Council’s refusal and instead
must approve RailCorp’s development application.

ITEM B: Has Council considered all relevant environmental planning
instruments?

Section 79C(1)(i) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act (EPAA)
requires Council to consider any environmental planning instrument. It is
RailCorp’s contention that Council’s Planning Report should have addressed
the relevant provisions of State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure)
2007 (ISEPP).

Clause 79(2)(a)(iii) permits RailCorp to demolish the subject cottage (even if it
was listed as a local heritage item) for use of the land for a rail infrastructure
facility as defined in the ISEPP. This Clause permits demolition without the
need to obtain Council’s consent and any proposal would be assessed by
RailCorp under the provisions of Part 5 of the EPAA.

As RailCorp has declared the site surplus and suitable for divestment
RailCorp can not utilise this provision. However, as a minimum Council
should have made an assessment of this provision in the event Council’s
refusal of the application resulted in the property being returned to an
operational railway use which could require the demolition of the building in
order to provide rail infrastructure facility on the site.
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ITEM C: Response to Council’s Reason for Refusal of 5 April 2011

Reason for Refusal 1: RailCorp disagrees with this motion, as follows:

= No justification for demolition

There is no planning or legislative requirement that requires an applicant to
justify the demolition of a building that is not heritage listed, and where the
LEP permits demolition with consent. The Marrickville LEP 2001 also does
not contain any provision that require an applicant to justify the demolition of a
non-heritage item. It is RailCorp’s contention that as demolition is permissible
within the zone then RailCorp should be permitted to take advantage of this.

However, RailCorp has provided Council with information to its intention with
the site and why demolition is required. RailCorp has advised in its
application that the site has been declared as surplus and will be sold once
RailCorp has obtained an approved Site Audit Statement from an EPA
Accredited Auditor that the site is suitable for residential development. To
obtain the SAS the site needs to be remediated, and given the RAP that was
prepared by GHD considers that the fill extends under the cottage, the cottage
would need to be demolished.

RailCorp also advised Council that the funds from the sale of the site have
been earmarked for use by RailCorp’s Office of Rail Heritage who will use the
funds for heritage projects. For JRPP’s benefit the funds have been targeted
to non operating railway heritage, both fixed heritage (eg buildings such as
the current project of major repairs to the State listed Large Erecting Shop at
South Eveleigh) and moveable heritage (such as the restoration and
presentation of heritage rolling stock for public display).

Further, due to the depth of fill across the site (ie. 0.8m), excavation close to
the building could compromise it's structural integrity, hence it is likely that fill
materials adjacent to footing would need to remain, thus preventing Category
1 remediation works which cannot be refused under SEPP55.

It is RailCorp’s contention that it has in fact justified the reasons for
demolition.

* [nsufficient details on heritage impacts

In relation to insufficient to information been provided in relation heritage
impacts it is RailCorp’s contention that Council’s inclusion of this is as a
reason is unjustified as the building is not a heritage item and that several
Council documents indicate this.

In 1986 the Marrickville Heritage Study was prepared for Council by Fox and

Associates. This study undertook a comprehensive study of all properties
within the Marrickville LGA to determine their heritage status. The cottage at
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117 Railway Road, Sydenham was not identified as a heritage item or
identified as an item that needed further investigation. At the time of the study
the cottage at 117 Railway Road, Sydenham was occupied, in better condition
than present with maintained gardens and would have been noticed during
the preparation of the 1986 heritage study.

RailCorp also understands that in 2001 Tropman and Tropman were engaged
to undertake the Marrickville Heritage Study Review. It is understood that the
subject property was not identified as a heritage item for potential listing. At
the time of the study the cottage at 117 Railway Road, Sydenham was
occupied, in better condition than present with maintained gardens and would
have been noticed during the preparation of the 2001 heritage study.

It is understood that the 2001 Marrickville Heritage Study Review was used in
the formulation of the heritage items that needed to be listed in the current
Marrickville LEP 2001. The LEP as first gazetted did not list the subject
property as a heritage item. At the time of the LEP’s gazettal the cottage at
117 Railway Road, Sydenham was occupied, in better condition than present
with maintained gardens and would have been noticed during the LEP
process.

Since its gazettal, Marrickville LEP 2001 has been amended some 24 times
and at no stage has the subject property been listed as a heritage item.

In June 2009 the Marrickville Review of Potential Heritage Iltems was
prepared for Council by Paul Davies Pty Ltd. It is understood that the items to
be reviewed as part of this study were developed from a larger list of potential
heritage items arising from earlier heritage studies which were also reviewed
by Council staff. It is also understood that in the LEP Update Report to
Council’'s Development & Environment Services Committee (dated 7 April
2009) stated that the draft report on new heritage items was forwarded to
Council officers for review, and that there were Councillor briefing sessions. It
is RailCorp’s contention that if the subject property had any heritage
significance that this would have been picked up as part of this stage.

It is understood that the 2009 Paul Davies report was used to formulate the
list of heritage items to be listed in the Draft Marrickville LEP 2010. As a
result of this study some 100 new heritage items were proposed for listing in
the Draft LEP. The Draft LEP did not propose to list the subject property as a
heritage item when it was publicly exhibited.

The Draft LEP proposes to zone the subject site to R3 Medium Density
Residential. Council is proposing this zone to allow for the site’s future
development for medium density development. It is RailCorp’s contention that
this indicates that Council has in fact made an assessment of the subject
property and determined that it is suitable for development, which cannot
occur if the cottage is retained.
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Further, at the Extraordinary Council Meeting of 24 May 2011 Council
considered the Report titled Post Public Exhibition Report — Draft Local
Environmental Plan 2010. This Report provided details on the submissions
received and recommended a number of amendments to be made in the Draft
LEP. The report was accompanied with attachments dealing with heritage
and site specific issues.

Section 2.3.6 of the Report deals with heritage issues and in particular the
submissions received. Attachment S1 of the Report (refer Attachment A)
contains details on the submissions and none of the submissions received on
the Draft LEP requested the listing of the subject property.

The submission that was received in the relation to the subject property
related to an objection to the rezoning of the site to the proposed R3 Zone.
Attachment S2 of the Report (Attachment B) contains the recommendation
that there be no changes to the Draft LEP on this property. It is understood
that this Report was adopted by Council and that there was no
recommendation that the subject property be listed as a heritage item. This
resolution is therefore inconsistent to Council’s resolution to refuse consent
for this development application.

Therefore it is RailCorp’s contention that Council has in fact a vast array of
documentation indicating that the subject property is not a heritage item, and
that it has had ample opportunity since the 1986 Heritage Study to assess this
building regarding its heritage significance, and to list it if deemed significant.
It is RailCorp’s contention that Council’'s requirement for RailCorp to provide
such details is unjustified given that this is not a requirement for this building
under the current or draft LEP or any Council DCP. It is RailCorp’s contention
that Council should not have relied on this issue as a reason for refusal given
that Council itself has not provided any evidence on the building’s significance
to support its decision.

RailCorp also disputes Council’'s Heritage and Urban Design Advisor's
comment contained in the Planning Report for this development application
which stated:

‘As the site is substantially covered by foliage, and is located in a quiet
side street, it is reasonable to see why it may have been overlooked.’

The 1986 and 2001 Heritage Studies described above were undertaken
during the period that the cottage was occupied, was in better condition than
present and with maintained gardens, and as such would have been easily
identified if it was actually considered to be a cottage with heritage
significance. Further, given the submissions lodged (with some stating that
‘...the house enjoys a prominent location on a corner block and is well
known’) during the exhibition of the development application indicates that the
community is aware of the existence of the building, and as such would have
requested the listing of the building as part of the 2001 LEP and the 2010
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Draft LEP. It is considered that the Advisor's comment is misleading as it is
contradicted by the submissions made.

Council's Advisor also queried the cottage’s omission from the State listing of
the Sydenham railway station. It is RailCorp’s position that this is a matter for
Council to address given that the current 2001 LEP and draft 2010 LEP do not
include the cottage as part of the listing of the Sydenham railway station.

RailCorp’s current Section 170 Register does not include the cottage as a
heritage item as this is consistent with Council’s previous Studies, the current
2001 LEP and draft 2010 LEP. Further, details on this specific issue are
provided below at Item E.

= No demonstration that Category 1 remediation is required under the
Cottage

In relation to remediation under the cottage this is clearly detailed in the RAP
that was submitted with the development application. The data indicates that
the site is contaminated from fill and that this fill is likely to be under the house
given the proximity of the contamination to the house. To render the site
suitable for residential development RailCorp will need to obtain an approved
Site Audit Statement from an EPA Accredited Auditor, who is unlikely to do so
given the unknown status of the soil beneath the cottage. Further, as the
cottage is not heritage listed there was no requirement at the time of the
investigations to assess the soils beneath the cottage given that the current
LEP permitted demolition which would facilitate the required access to the
soils to undertake the required testing.

RailCorp’s ability to undertake testing of the soil beneath the cottage will be
impractical and costly due to access restrictions. To be able to undertake the
required soil test boring, elements of the cottage would need to be removed
and will also pose a safety risk to personnel from collapse given the evident
termite damage. Given the condition of the property this may result in certain
parts of the cottage’s fabric being damaged. Further, given the presence of
hazardous material, the undertaking of such work may also be impractical and
costly.

It is RailCorp’s contention that Council has failed to make an assessment of
the practicalities of undertaking the required boring to confirm the
contamination without posing a safety risk or damage to the existing building
and that it should have considered this prior to formulating its decision.
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Reason for Refusal 2: RailCorp disagrees with this motion, as follows:

s Public Submissions received

Council’s report states that seventeen (17) submissions were received against
the proposal. Council’s report fails to provide details as to how many of these
actually objected to the demolition of the cottage on heritage grounds and
how many objected in order to prevent the site’s future development and the
proposed R3 Draft LEP zoning. Council has also dismissed the fact that
many of the objections to the demolition of the cottage was on the proviso that
either Council or Department of Heritage/Planning take over control of the
site. Further comments on the submissions received are provided in Iltem D
below.

Council’s report also states that a petition with 314 signatures was received
objecting to the proposal. This is incorrect as an email from Council dated 20
May 2011 confirmed that there were in fact 288 signatures. As will be
discussed below Council has provided no details as to the nature of the
petition and whether there was an objection to the demolition of the cottage
on heritage grounds. Council also fails to state that the petitioners actually
requested that Council acquire the site as a proviso to its retention.

It is RailCorp’s contention that Council’s refusal should not have been based
only on the public interest as prescribed by Section 79C(1)(e) of the EPAA but
all matters contained in Section 79C. Council’s reason for refusal does not
state whether it has taken the other matters prescribed in Section 79C of the
EPAA in its decision to refuse consent.

Reason for Refusal 3: RailCorp disagrees with this motion, as follows:

Council’'s statement that there have been considerable concerns to the
demolition of the cottage is incorrect and miss-leading. As it will be shown in
Item D below it is RailCorp’s contention that Council has not properly
assessed the nature of all the submission made and as such has incorrectly
relied on these to arrive to its decision. Further, it is RailCorp’s contention
that Council has also failed to properly assess whether the objections are
actually justified given that none provide any evidence to support their claim
that the cottage has heritage significance that meets Heritage Office
requirements.

RailCorp is concerned with Council’'s statement that it is currently looking at
options for the heritage listing of the cottage. In order for Council to list the
cottage it would have to undertake a comprehensive heritage assessment of
the cottage which will take time. RailCorp is of the view that Council has had
ample opportunity to list the building and has a number of heritage studies to
rely on which do not identify this cottage as a heritage item.
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However, should Council pursue this option it is Ralcorp’s understanding that
it would be done as part of Council resolution 20 in relation the Draft LEP Post
Public Exhibition Report (dated 24 May 2011). Council resolved to prepare an
outline and cost for a further heritage study process emanating from the Draft
LEP. Council's report states that the time frame would be 5 years. Should
Council decide to incorporate the review of this property as part of that study
then this an unreasonable timeframe for RailCorp to wait. This also
contradicts Council’s resolution to adopt the Post Public Exhibition Report
which also recommended that no changes be made to the subject property.

In addition, Council’s deadline for the LEP as determined by the Department
of Planning is June 2011. In order for Council to meet this deadline, a specific
heritage review of this cottage only could not be realistically undertaken
during this timeframe in order for this building to be included in the current
version of the draft LEP. Hence it would have to be part of a future
amendment with an unknown timeframe. This is an unreasonable delay to be
borne by RailCorp given that Council has had ample previous opportunities to
review and list the cottage.

Council’s resolution states that there was significant community concerns
regarding RailCorp’s development application.

Council’s report state’s that 17 submission and a petition with 314 signatures
was received objecting to the demolition of the cottage. As it will be shown
below, it is RailCorp’s contention that the petition in fact does not state an
objection to the demolition of the building on heritage grounds. It only clearly
states an objection to the removal of the trees and a request that Council
acquire the site. It is RailCorp’s contention that given that it has based a
decision on this petition it should at least have addressed the request by the
petitioners that it acquire the property. Council failed to place any value on
this request but instead has wrongly relied on the petition as a reason to
object to the building’s demolition.

Of the 17 Submission received, only a small portion state an objection to the
demolition of the building on heritage grounds. The majority of objections to
the demolition seem to be made in an attempt to prevent the site’s future
development that would be permitted under the draft LEP R3 zoning. It
seems there is more of an objection to this than the RailCorp’s proposal. Of
the remaining objections these only object to other aspects of the
development application, such as the removal of the trees. Therefore Council
has wrongly asserted that there has been substantial community opposition to
the demolition of the cottage on heritage grounds as it has not properly
assessed the nature of the objections.

RailCorp provides its assessment of the submissions below.
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ITEM D: Review of Submissions

Please refer to Attachment C which contains the submissions and their
relevant numbering:

= Submission 1 — Residing at CENEEINEIREEESIEE

Submission raises 3 items — objection to trees being removed, requesting
further info on need for remediation (which is contained in the RAP), and
access to the property. This submission does not object to the demolition of
the building, in fact it states 1 acknowledge that the current building is derelict
and requires demolition...” It is RailCorp’s contention that this submission
provides support for the demolition of the building and not against as reported
by Council.

* Submission 2 — (NPT
Submission 5 —
Submission 12 — (ISR D .

These 4 submissions are identical.

Whilst these objectors states that they objects to RailCorp’s DA to demolish
the cottage (as stated in the first paragraph), remove 21 trees and remediate
the land, none of the 8 points that follow in the submission actually raise an
objection to the demolition of the building on heritage grounds. In fact, item 8
of the submission urges Council to seek the site’s possible future use a green
space with landscaping and trees, which would suggest the building being
removed and the site used as a park. It is RailCorp’s contention that Council
cannot use this as evidence to a specific objection to the demolition to the
cottage on heritage grounds.

= Submission 4 — Residing at ‘SRS

Whilst this submission states that it objects to RailCorp’s DA to demolish the
cottage (as stated in the first paragraph), remove 21 trees and remediate the
land, the matters raised under the heading Issue 8 — Demolition of house
relate more to the impact of demolition works, rather than the loss of the
building. In fact the submission suggests that ‘we agree that something
needs to happen to 117 Railway Road, Sydenham...’ and ‘...the house itself
is probably uninhabitable’ with a further suggestion that Council purchase the
site and turn it into ‘...a small park for young children in this street...’. This
would suggest support for the actual demolition of the building and as such it
is RailCorp’s contention that Council cannot use this submission to justify its
decision to refuse consent.
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» Submission 6 & 14 — Both objectors iy,

As such this should in effect be considered as a single objection from the
same household.

This submission states its objection to the demolition of the house. However,
it also suggests that the property be given to Heritage NSW for alternate use.
It seems that this statement could be considered as a proviso to the retention
of building, and a means of preventing a future development of the site as
indicated in the comment “...if the house was demolished and a new building
put in it's place, it will put on due parking pressure on Railway Road.

The submission also states a number of incorrect facts in relation to the DA
and matters that have no relevance (ie under flight path and pollution in
Sydenham). Therefore, it is RailCorp’s contention that whilst Council can use
this as an object to the demolition of the building Council has not
acknowledged that it may be a:means to prevent the site’s future development
as will be permitted with the change in zoning under the Draft LEP.

= Submission 7 — Residing at GESESSEE—

This submission states its objection on heritage grounds. The submission
also makes the claim that this building is ‘...one of the most historic houses in
Sydenham’ even though it misidentifies this building as a ‘evel-crossing
keeper’s house’. The submission provides no evidence to support the claim
and given that it wrongly identifies this building it could be indicate the
significance actually relates to another building. Given the other subject
matter raised by the submission this submission could be seen as being anti
demolition perse given recent demolitions in the area and to prevent the site’s
development.

= Submissions 8 & 9 — both submissions list cassaREN
Narrickville Seuls.

These submissions only object to the removal of trees and not the demolition
of building.

=  Submission 10 — NGNS

This submission was from the Marrickville Heritage Society. It is unclear as to
whether their submission is an actual objection to the demolition given the
statement ‘...we cannot plead for retention of the cottage on the basis that it is
a heritage item’ (which it is not) and seems to raise concerns with Council’s
reasons for not already listing it with the Station.

Whilst the Heritage Society raises the issue of the importance of this building,
its submission provides no evidence of the building’s actual heritage
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significance and has instead tried to create a nexus with the Railway Station
and a station master's residents at Tempe.

It is RailCorp’s contention that the Heritage Society’s submission was only
triggered by a request by the public as confirmed by the statement “...we have
been approach by members of the public and asked to oppose this proposed
demolition’ following the lodgement of the development application. RailCorp
understands that the Society had made a submission to the Draft LEP and
made a number of suggestions for possible heritage listings. The Society did
not propose 117 Railway Road, Sydenham as a property to be listed (see
Attachment D). Hence RailCorp must content that if the property was truly
‘...of great local historical and heritage significance’ as stated in its
submission to the development application it would have requested the listing
of the building in its draft LEP submission. The Society would also have been
able to provide evidence of the building’s significance in its submission, rather
than rely on RailCorp to provide evidence that it is not. It seems that this
submission is in reply to community opposition to the development of the site.

= Submission 11 — Objector residing SiNEEG_——EE——

This submission states its objection to the demolition of the cottage on
heritage grounds as the cottage ‘...is of great historical, social and
architectural significance to me and my family.” The objector provides no
further evidence or information of why this cottage has this level of
significance and seems to be based on personal preference rather an
assessment of heritage significance using Heritage Office guidelines to
enable its listing. Further, the objector states that the ‘Station Master’s house
enjoys a prominent location on a corner block and is well known’. Given this
comment and the previous in relation to significance to the objector it is not
known why this has not triggered the objector to submit a request for the
listing of the building during the public exhibition of the Draft LEP.

= Submission 13 — Objector resides at i NSSEEMETES

This submission states that it supports the application to demolish the cottage.
RailCorp also understands that the objector addressed the Council during the
Council meeting requesting them to approve RailCorp development
application.

= Submission 15 — unknown address

Submission objects to demolition of the cottage on heritage grounds.
Obijector proposes that the $450,000 required to remediate the site and
demolish the building is better spent on refurbishment and re-use of cottage.
Refurbishment and re-use will still require remediation of the land, removal of
hazardous material and restoration of the cottage to heritage standard. This
would cost more than the cost of works being proposed under this application.
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= Submission 16 — Residing at (SRR

Submission objects to the demolition on heritage grounds. Similar to
submission 15 the objector suggest that the $450,000 is better spent keeping
the site without. RailCorp responds to this as per above.

= Submission 17 — Residing at IR

Submission objects to the demolition on historical and architectural grounds,
but provides no reasons or evidence.

= Petition

Council has wrongly stated the number of signed petitioners. Council
confirmed on May 2011 that the actual number of petitioners is 288.
However, on investigation of the petition that the petitioners actually signed,
the petition does not actually object to the demolition of the building but in
fact,

1. objects to the removal of the trees

2. raises a concern that the application does not provide any info on the
future use of the site and that they have a concern with what will be
developed their in the future

3. raises an issue with parking and traffic and the need for further info on
the future use of the site.

4. wrongly asserts that there is no information on the reason for
remediation of which is clearly provided in the SEE and RAP.

5. wrongly asserts that RailCorp has let the property slip into disrepair.

6. that if the cottage cannot be restored that Council purchase the site for
uses that increase the amenity of the local residents with planting and
landscaping to provide a gateway.

Given the above, it is RailCorp’s contention that Council has wrongly
determined that the petition is an objection to the demolition of the building on
heritage grounds and as such has wrongly relied on this to form an incorrect
determination.

In fact, the petition places more of onus on Council to purchase the site in the
event the building cannot be restored or retained, ie it is demolished. Further,
even though the petition makes reference to the “...historic stationmaster's
house...’ it provides no evidence of the heritage significance of the building
nor any stated objection to its demolition.

Page 13



| .“ 4
4!!4! Transport
NSW | RailCorp

ITEM E: Why is the cottage not on Ralcorp’s Section 170 Register.

Council has required RailCorp to justify as to why the subject property is not
listed on RailCorp’s Section 170 Register (the Register) even though Council
has not listed the cottage in its current LEP or proposed to list it in the Draft
LEP. Further, none of Council’s Heritage Studies since 1986 have proposed
the listing of the building or identified that it is significant. It is RailCorp’s view
that Council may believe that by RailCorp listing the cottage on the Register
that it would prevent RailCorp from demolishing it or that it has been omitted
in order to facilitate the cottage's demolition. RailCorp therefore provides the
following information for the JRPP's consideration.

In December 2009 RailCorp’s Office of Rail Heritage prepared the document
titted RailCorp Section 170 Heritage and Conservation Register — Update
2009 — Summary Report.

The update of RailCorp’s Register has employed the following methodology,
based on the NSW Heritage Branch Guidelines for the Assessment of Cultural
Heritage Significance and the State Agency Heritage Guide Principles and
Guidelines.

I. Identification of Potential Heritage Assets

Il. Preparation of a Thematic History

lI. Historical Investigation

IV. Field Work and Physical Analysis

V. Assessment of Cultural Heritage Significance
VI. Comparative Analysis

VII. Internal Consultation and Review

The majority of existing entries on former rail entity Section 170 Registers
were entered based on a heritage study commissioned by the former State
Rail Authority in 1997, supplemented by over 30 years of specialist input. This
meant a well-established basis for the identification of heritage assets for
RailCorp’s Register. Identification of potential heritage assets also included
survey of internal specialist knowledge and a comprehensive review of
existing databases and registers, including the following:

» RailCorp Section 170 Heritage and Conservation Register

» Rail Infrastructure Corporation Section 170 Heritage and
Conservation Register

= (Former) State Rail Authority of NSW Section 170 Heritage and
Conservation Register

= Australian Rail Track Corporation (ARTC) Section 170 Heritage and
Conservation Register

= NSW State Heritage Register

» NSW Local Council Local Environment Plan Heritage Schedules and
other planning instruments
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Register of the National Trust of Australia (NSW)
Australian Heritage Database

Royal Australian Institute of Architects Heritage Register
Internal RailCorp asset registers and databases

This process identified over 650 potential fixed heritage places which have
been considered during the course of the Register update.

Following the above process, the historical, physical and heritage assessment
information of each property was used to undertake a comparative analysis to
assist in confirmation of assessments.

Section 170 Register Review Committees, comprised of all internal
stakeholders, were established to review the assessments and listing
recommendations. This process drew on internal asset knowledge and
expertise to assist in ensuring accuracy of listing information and
assessments.

As Council was previously advised, as part of the above process the above
stated comparative assessment was undertaken of all railway residences, and
that this assessment determined that this cottage did not not warrant listing on
the Register. As Council was advised this cottage was considered to be a
poor example of its type and does not form part of a heritage group (unlike
most residences which are listed on the Register) which are good examples of
railway residences that also have a physical and historical relationship to a
railway station precinct. There are 19 residences which have been listed on
the Register which collectively demonstrate good examples of a type of
railway residence.

As RailCorp’s Summary Report document contains commercial-in-confidence
material on other properties not relevant to this development application
RailCorp cannot release this document as a public document. However,
RailCorp can furnish a copy of the document for the JRPP for review during
the panel meeting.

It should be noted that RailCorp submitted its Report to the Heritage Officer in
December 2009.

RailCorp also advises that even if the above RailCorp heritage review did
identify that the cottage had some local significance, under the previous
Heritage Guidelines and current Heritage Regulation 2005 RailCorp cannot
include the cottage on the Section 170 Register, as shown below:

State Aqency Heritage Guide

Section 1.3 of the Guide deals with “ltems to be Listed in Heritage and
Conservation Registers” (refer Attachment E). This Section states that in
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accordance with the Heritage Act, an agency such as RailCorp is required to
include in its register:

» [tems listed on the State Heritage Register (ie State significant items)

» [tems listed on environmental planning instrument (ie local or state
items)

* |tems subject to, or that could be subject to, an interim heritage
order.

At the time of the preparation of the RailCorp Section 170 Register the
property at 117 Railway Road, Sydenham did not meet these three
requirements in order for it to be included on the Register.

Heritage Regqulation 2005.

The Regulation was amended on 29 January 2011 with the insertion of
Clause 20 specifically dealing with what items should be placed on an
agency’s Section 170 Register, being:

20 Items to be included in Heritage and Conservation Registers

(1) The following classes of items of the environmental heritage are
prescribed for the purposes of section 170 (4) (a) of the Act:

(a) items that are listed as heritage items under an
environmental planning instrument made under the
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979,

(b) items that are subject to an interim heritage order,

(c) items that are listed on the State Heritage Register,

(d) items identified by the government instrumentality concerned
as having State heritage significance.

Again, the property does not meet this legislative requirement and as such
RailCorp could not list the property on the Section 170 Register.

However, as indicated above, as this property was assessed during the
comparative assessment to not have heritage significance for listing on the
Section 170 Register, this should not have had any bearing on Council’s
consideration and refusal of the application.

ITEM F: Clarify misleading, incorrect and other information contained in
Council’s Planning Report.
= Council's report makes reference that the “...cottage is in close proximity

to the State listed Sydenham Railway Station group listing’. Council has
provided no reason as to the relevance of this in its consideration.
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= Council’s report states that the findings of the report by HLA in relation to
the condition of the house and the lack of testing for contamination in soils
under the house, appear to contradict the statement in RailCorp’s letter’ of
14 March 2011. Council in fact has miss-understood the relevance of the
HLA report. The HLA report was not a proper condition assessment report
but a report to assess the hazardous material contained in the cottage.
This report was also completed in 2003 when the house was in better
condition than at present. RailCorp’s advice in its March 2011 letter is
based on the condition of the cottage to date which is not the same as it
was in 2003. Council has wrongly assumed that the condition of the
cottage has not changed since 2003.

= Council's report states that the cottage has been ‘neglected for some
time’. RailCorp advises that it has not neglected the building. In fact
RailCorp has gone beyond the norm and dealt with this property as if it
was a heritage item (even though there was no requirement to do so).

Section 3.38 of the State Agency Heritage Guide requires where a building
cannot be used that it should be “mothballed” and that the building is
secured, weatherproofed and regularly monitored. RailCorp has
undertaken all these requirements.

= Council's report states that the previous development application that was
approved in 2005 did not propose the demolition of the cottage. As
detailed in the RAP submitted with the 2005 development application it
was considered that the total demolition of the cottage was not financially
viable at that time and was only considered prudent to undertake only the
works to remove an environmental risk. The cottage would have remained
in its mothballed state until it was viable to demolish it to enable the
divestment of the property. RailCorp advices that it considers that at the
present time the demolition of the cottage and sale of the land is viable
given the increased value of the property since 2005.

= Council’s report states that the cottage ‘may have heritage value’ but has
provided no further information or clarification as to how it arrived at this
determination, particularly as it is the main reason for the refusal of the
development application. Council has failed to include any information on
all the previous heritage studies undertaken on behalf of Council which
have not identified this cottage as having heritage significance. Council
has failed to elaborate on why it believes the building does or may have
heritage significance.

» Council’s report contains RailCorp’s statement from its correspondence of
14 March 2011 in relation to heritage and why it has not been included as
part of the State listing of Sydenham railway station. RailCorp’s comment
provides detailed reasons as to why the cottage is not on the Section 170
Register and that this is consistent with Council’'s LEP, DLEP and most
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recent heritage review. Council’s Heritage Advisor failed to address or
respond to RailCorp’s comments and instead provided an example of a
station master's residence in Queanbeyan simply because it is “...similar
but slightly more ornate’., The Advisor then fails to elaborate on the
significance and relevance of this to the subject cottage and the
assessment of the development application.

» Council's report states that Council requested RailCorp to address
‘reasons for the possible omission of the house from the listing but the
applicant has failed to satisfactory address this’. RailCorp disagrees with
this given that on the previous page of the report it contained a quotation
from RailCorp’s letter of 14 March 2011 addressing the very reason why
the cottage was not listing with Sydenham station listing, and that this was
consistent with Council's LEP, DLEP and most recent heritage review. |t
is RailCorp’s contention that in fact Council has failed to address the
reasons as to why the Council itself has not listed the cottage with its
listing of the Station in the current and draft LEPs.

* Council’s report states that RailCorp stated that there may not be an actual
heritage report for the building’ and that this is contradicted in RailCorp’s
letter of 14 March 2011 which stated that RailCorp undertook ‘a
comparative assessment of railway residences’ as part of the Section 170
register review. This is not a contradiction as stated by Council. RailCorp
advises that Council has instead misunderstood the information and
confused/assumed that the comparative assessment of the railway
residence was in fact a heritage report of the kind that Council normally
deals with. This is not the case as the comparative assessment
undertaken by RailCorp is not the type of report/outcome that could be
deemed by any heritage expert as being a specific heritage report for a
property.

= Council’s report states that Council's Heritage Advisor recommended that
the demolition of the cottage not be supported as the heritage significance
had not been sufficiently addressed and that demolition was not proven to
be necessary for decontamination of the site. Given the RailCorp
submission above Council’'s Heritage Advisor is incorrect given the amount
of heritage studies undertaken for Council, the current LEP and Draft LEP
which all do not list the cottage as a heritage item. Council’'s Heritage
Advisor may have missed it due to it being ‘hidden behind foliage and in a
quiet street’ but this is doubted given the amount of heritage studies
undertaken since 1986 when the cottage was in better condition and the
fact that its presence is known to the locals which had not requested that it
be listed previously, and prior to the lodgement of the development
application.

RailCorp also advises that the RAP clearly states that the fill is likely to

occur under the cottage and that demolition is required to remove all
contaminated fill and hazardous material. The RAP was prepared by
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experienced consultants in this field who have more expertise on what
may be located beneath the cottage than Council’s Heritage Advisor.

ITEM G: RailCorp’s Position

Given the above information, it is Ralcorp’s contention that Council either
cannot refuse consent in accordance with SEPP55 or should have approved it
if it had taken all the relevant information for the assessment of the application

and properly assessed the submissions made.

RailCorp therefore requests that the JRPP not support Council’s resolution
and instead approve the subject application.
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30" December 2010

,P,/,."-—" .
'(?,,.,\hn,ﬂlﬁﬂ\liLLE COg)

DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION: DA201000599

Application : Rail Coerporztion of NSW
Premises @ 117 Railway Hoad Sydenham

T wish to Indge my concerns regarding the ahove develapment application,

1. Removal of 21 trees., Those trees, which ere well established, provide a welcome patch
of green in an area which is heavily built up. The trees are attractive and a haven for bird |ife.

Wherever possidle trees should be protected as part ¢f the local envirenment and the Coundl
have made a very naticeable and pleasing contribution by planting trees In previously bare
arees. It would seem a contradiction to permit 21 trees to be removed.

2. Remadiation of tha land.

(3) Contamination - there appears to be a passibility that the site is contaminated
with lead, asbestos exc. Any disturbance to this site could be the cause of serious
health issues to the area, The development application does not explain how the
remediaticn would be approached in order to prevent dust etc from spreading over
the reightourhood.

Inappropriate handlirg could be sericusly detrimental to human health and the
envimnment. This not only applies to Immadiate residants, but there is a children’s
playschool and park in the near viclnity.

(b) Reason for Remediation - the development application does not give any reason
for the remedianon, 1 acknowledge tat the current Lbullding Is derelid, and
requires to be demolished, but I can find no information on what Is intended to be
put i3 its place.

TF the replacement aujlding is a hlark of units, a group of semi-detached
houses, perhaps commercial premises, would there be adequate off-street
parking?

Would the replacement building conform to the current style and character
of the area? For exampie, @ mull storey building (inore than 2 floors)
would be unsuitable,

If the block were ta be zoned for commercial or part commercial use. The
impact an the residents would be unacceptable, particularly as the site Is
right in the middle of residential premises. What business hours are
planned? How much noise would be generated? How much rubbish would
be generated (clientele leaving rubkish in the street). Would there be
adequate off-street parking?
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DA201000599 Page 2.

()

(d)

(e)

Any of these options would put additional stress on the residents of Railway Road in
particular with street parking, traffic flow, street safety, rubbish and noise.

Access to the block. Where would exits and entrances be placed? Wright Street
being little more than a laneway. Railway Road and Burrows Avenue are already
heavy traffic areas, which is aggravated by the number of government buses (now
including the Metro buses) moving and standing along Railway Road and Burrows
Avenue.

It should be noted that the buses quite often block the street, making it dangerous
for pedestrians and difficult for motor vehicles to pass.

Are management processes in place so that Marrickville Council can adequately
monitor the remediation. Developers can often take shortcuts despite Council
regulations and any fines that may apply.

The Rail Corporation to date has demonstrated a deliberate disregard for the local

residents by allowing the building to become derelict and rarely making any effort

to maintain the property. Rubbish needs to be removed, trees need to be pruned,
the grass needs to be mown. It is unlikely that the Rail Corporation will suddenly

get an attack of conscience and approach this remediation plan with any degree of
care and responﬂsibility.




mis

18 jAN 204

REFERENCE: DA201000599

Date: \M " Teadaacy 2.Q\ 1

Name: .“

Address: M
Business hours contact number:
Dear Kimberley Linden and Councillors of Marrickville Council,

In regards to the Notice of Proposed Development Application number: DA201000599
Applicant: Rail Corporation of NSW
Premises: Railway land — 117 Railway Road, Sydenham

We strongly object to the above application to demolish the old stationmaster’s house at 117 Railway
Road, destroy 21 established trees and remediate the land. Our reasons for objecting are:

1. We strongly object to the removal of 21 trees. The trees, some of which were planted by residents
still living in the street, are very large, they act as a noise and pollution buffer, are home to many
species of birds and provide welcome greenery in a suburb not overly endowed with trees. On 16
November 2010 the Marrickville Council endorsed its Draft Urban Forest Policy & Strategy.
Removing 21 established trees contradicts the stated policy of the Council in this strategy.

2. There is no information about the reasons for remediation. According to Coffee Geosciences who
applied to remediate this land in 2005, the site is contaminated with lead, asbestos and contaminated
fill. 1heir proposal did not proceed, and was opposed by local residents who were concemed that the
disturbance of the site would present a health hazard. If materials on the site present a danger to
residents when disturbed the present proposal would raise the same concerns.

3. Approval of the 2005 application to remove 6 trees and remediate the land was subject to many
conditions including :
¢ no injury to be caused by the emission of noise, dust, vapours or other impurities which are a
nuisance or prejudicial to health
e to ensure the replacement of the canopy cover and the successful establishment of new trees
e the trees to be replaced by the same number of trees known to reach a mature height greater
than 10m
e replacement trees to be super advanced stock, minimum 200 litre size containers
If granted, the current application should be subject to the same conditions

4. A condition of the previous application was the protection of street trees from trenching or
excavation works, with access routes not to be gained over the roots of street trees. The security bond
to ensure this was grossly inadequate, $1550 maximi:m, which would not be a deterrent to a

developer.
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5. Footpath access for residents and commuters. The footpath from Gleeson Avenue opposite the
railway station runs down Burrows Avenue towards Railway Road then ends abruptly. In order to go
to or from the railway station, people are either forced to step onto the road and navigate parked cars,
buses at the bus stop and rusty guard rails, or to cross the road and use the footpath outside the
propetty affected by the application. There would be no safe access for residents and commuters
during demolition unless the footpath on the other side of the road was extended.

6. The proposal does not provide any information about the reasons for the application and the
proposed use of the land. We note that the proposed Marrickville Council’s 2010 Local Environment
Plan recommends changing the zoning of this property from 2A (low density residential) to R3
(medium density residential). We are aware of the fact that Marrickville Council is under pressure to
increase its quota of medium density housing but we oppose using a small comer of Railway Road in
an otherwise low density residential area for medium density housing rather than many of the other
streets in Marrickville which already contain medium density housing. All of the streets in this area of
Sydenham are zoned 2A, including Railway Road, and are streets of mainly flat residential buildings
with owner occupiers. We are concerned that the land is being remediated in order to build multi-
dwellings or developments that would impact adversely on the local residents and environment. We
would urge that no development application be considered until Rail Corporation indicates what its
intentions are in relation to this property.

7. Rail Corporation has not shown any regard for the amenity of local residents and commuters. Their
property, the historical stationmaster’s house built in the 1880s, has been let slip into a state of
disrepair. The land they own adjacent to therailway line in Burrows Avenue is not maintained, the
fence is derelict, the footpath dangerous and bordered by ugly rusty barriers. This neglect by Rail
Corporation does not inspire confidence that any proposal of theirs will improve the local
environment.

8. This area is used heavily by commuters on the Illawarra and Bankstown rail lines. We urge the
Council to consider possible uses of this site that would increase the amenity of local residents,
commuters and other visitors to the area, such as planting trees and landscaping to provide a gateway

from Marrickville and Sydenham to other suburbs serviced by the rail lines.
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To the residents of Raillway Road and surrounding streets

There is a proposal by the Council as part of the Draft Local Environment Plan (LEP) to
change the zoning for 117 Railway Road from 2A to R3, ie from low density residential to
medium density residential, eg. multi-dwelling housing. Residential flat buildings will be
prohibited.

117 Railway Road is the only property in the area that they want to change from 2A to R3
zoning.

It seems a great coincidence that this proposal by Council to change the zoning of this house
only was followed quickly by Rail Corporation’s proposal to demolish the house. It is the only
house in the area to be given this zoning.

Multi-dwelling buildings ie units, villas or flats are not compatible with the type of housing in
this area, which is mainly flat residential. There will be an impact on traffic, noise, congestion
and general amenity.

Council officers will be conducting Public Open Days to discuss the contents of the draft
Marrickville Local Environmental Plan. (There was one on Dec. 16 which was not advertised
widely.) The next is Monday 10th January 2011, Herb Greedy Hall, 79 Petersham Road,
Marrickville, between 10am and 2pm.

People have until 28 Feb. 2011 to object to this LEP.

Submissions to the content of the draft MLEP and DCP 2010 must be in writing and received
by Spm on Monday 28 Feb. 2011.

Submissions can be made in the following ways:
e In writing:
The General Manager
Marrickville Council
PO Box 14
PETERSHAM NSW 2049

o Fax: 9335 2029

¢ Email: marrickvillebydesign@marrickville.nsw.gov.au

-
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REFERENCE: DA201000599
Date: / 5 }IE ﬁ

Name:
Address:

Business hours contact number: _

Dear Kimberley Linden and Councillors of Marrickville Council,

~BECEIVED

In regards to the Notice of Proposed Development Application number: DA201000599
Applicant: Rail Corporation of NSW
Premises: Railway land — 117 Railway Road, Sydenham

We strongly object to the above application to demolish the old stationmaster’s house at 117 Railway
Road, destroy 21 established trees and remediate the land. Our reasons for objecting are:

1. We strongly object to the removal of 21 trees. The trees, some of which were planted by residents
still living in the street, are very large, they act as a noise and pollution buffer, are home to many
species of birds and provide welcome greenery in a suburb not overly endowed with trees. On 16
November 2010 the Marrickville Council endorsed its Draft Urban Forest Policy & Strategy.
Removing 21 established trees contradicts the stated policy of the Council in this strategy.

2. There is no information about the reasons for remediation. According to Coffee Geosciences who
applied to remediate this land in 2005, the site is contaminated with lead, asbestos and contaminated
fill. Their proposal did not proceed, and was opposed by local residents who were concemed that the
disturbance of the site would present a health hazard. If materials on the site present a danger to
residents when disturbed the present proposal would raise the same concems.

3. Approval of the 2005 application to remove b trees and remediate the land was subject to many
conditions including :
e no injury to be caused by the emission of noise, dust, vapours or other impurities which are a
nuisance or prejudicial to health
e to ensure the replacement of the canopy cover and the successful establishment of new trees
o the trees to be replaced by the same number of trees known to reach a mature height greater
than 10m ,
e replacement trees to be super advanced stock, minimum 200 litre size containers
If granted, the current application should be subject to the same conditions

4. A condition of the previous application was the protection of street trees from trenching or
excavatign works, with access routes not to be gained over the roots of street trees. The security bond
to ensure this was grossly inadequate, $1550 maximum, which would not be a deterrent to a
developer.
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5. Footpath access for residents and commuters. The footpath from Gleeson Avenue opposite the
railway station runs down Burrows Avenue towards Railway Road then ends abruptly. In order to go
to or from the railway station, people are either forced to step onto the road and navigate parked cars,
buses at the bus stop and rusty guard rails, or to cross the road and use the footpath outside the
property affected by the application. There would be no safe access for residents and commuters
during demolition unless the footpath on the other side of the road was extended.

6. The proposal does not provide any information about the reasons for the application and the
proposed use of the land. We note that the proposed Marrickville Council’s 2010 Local Environment
Plan recommends changing the zoning of this property from 2A (low density residential) to R3
(medium density residential). We are aware of the fact that Marrickville Council is under pressure to
increase its quota of medium density housing but we oppose using a small comer of Railway Road in
an otherwise low density residential area for medium density housing rather than many of the other
streets in Marrickville which already contain medium density housing. All of the streets in this area of
Sydenham are zoned 24, including Railway Road, and are streets of mainly flat residential buildings
with owner occupiers. We are concerned that the land is being remediated in order to build multi-
dwellings or developments that would impact adversely on the local residents and environment. We
would urge that no development application be considered until Rail Corporation indicates what its
intentions are in relation to this property.

7. Rail Corporation has not shown any regard for the amenity of local residents and commuters. Their
property, the historical stationmaster’s house built in the 1880s, has been let slip into a state of
disrepair. The land they own adjacent to the railway line in Burrows Avenue is not maintained, the
fence is derelict, the footpath dangerous and bordered by ugly rusty barriers. This neglect by Rail
Corporation does not inspire confidence that any proposal of theirs will improve the local
environment.

8. This area is used heavily by commuters on the Illawarra and Bankstown rail lines. We urge the
Council to consider possible uses of this site that would increase the amenity of local residents,
commuters and other visitors to the area, such as planting trees and landscaping to provide a gateway
from Marrickville and Sydenham to other suburbs serviced by the rail lines.




Page 1 of 5

E-mail Message SmeiSSion 4

From: P
To: ouncil Internet Mailbox [EX:/O=MARRICKVILLE

COUNCIL/OU=MARRICKVILLE/cn=Recipients/cn=COUNCIL]

Cc:

Sent: 17/01/2011 at 6:08 PM

Received: 17/01/2011 at 6:06 PM

Subject: Online form: Lodge a comment on a DA

Application details

DA Number: DA201000599

DA Address: 117 Railway Road, Sydenham NSW 2044
Your personal details

Name:
Address: SN

Contact phone no: GHlEEEISIEED

E-mail address:

Comment on application

Please select an option: Overall I am AGAINST the proposal
Enter your comments here: The General Manager,

Attn: Ms Kimberly Linden

Marrickville Council

PO Box 14

PETERSHAM NSW 2049

17 January 2011
Re DA201000599 Proposed Development 117 Railway Road, Sydenham
Dear Ms Linden

As a long-term owner and resident of 113 Railway Road, Sydenham NSW 2044, the
semi-detached property attached to 115 Railway Road, Sydenham, itself adjacent to
117 Railway Road, we wish to lodge our strong objection to the proposed
development at 117 Railway Road, the property of Rail Corporation of NSW, the
historic Sydenham Stationmaster’s house; ie to denude the property of all its
trees which is a home and refuge for many native birds and insects, and to
demolish the house. We are attached by a double-brick wall to “Brick Terrace No
115” on the SPB Surveying Pty Ltd’s drawing.

We confirm that contrary to Council advice on page 1/7 “Development Checklist”
Bullet point 2 of “Pre-Lodgement,” “It is preferable that you discuss your
proposal with your neighbours prior to design or lodgement” that we have not been
consulted whatsoever by City Rail Corporation (NSW) prior to their lodgement of
this DA.

Numerous issues surround 117 Railway Road, Sydenham, which I have addressed under
various sub-headings beginning with the earlier DA Determination by Marrickville
Council, dated 13 September 2005.

Issue 1 - Development Proposal for 117 Railway Road, 2005 (DA200500503) (Appendix
1)

There were 36 conditions applicable to the consent for the 2005 DA being granted
dated 13 September 2005. City Rail Corporation NSW did not then avail itself of
the consent, but instead only installed a security fence around its property,
which met Condition 13 (page 3) of the September 2005 Determination.

Issue 2 - Removal of 21 trees

2.1 The 2005 Development Application resulted in the approval for 6 trees to be
removed. This 2010 Development Application has called for the removal of 21
trees, which is more than three times as many trees as the previous proposal. The

file://C:\Documents and Settings\pIn11\Local Settings\Application Data\TOWER Soft... 25/01/2011
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previous DA consent allowed for “at least 6 replacenﬁ”:hM&xSrLQ!lh4

mature height greater than 10 metres”. This was never implemented. We query the
increase.

2.2 The 2010 DA documentation, specifically Tree Categorisation Plan (Figure 4-1)
has two plus signs [“+”] indicating 2 trees for demolition outside the 117
property - Marrickville Council’s own paperbark trees on the verge. While verbal
assurance has been provided by phone from Council that these paperbarks are not
proposed for removal, it does not alter the fact that these trees are marked
identically to the ones inside the fence line, proposed to be removed. Clarity
needs to be provided as to why they are indicated at all, if not proposed to be
removed, seeing as they are not Railway Corporation property.

Issue 3 - size, and usefulness of existing trees

To convey the size of the trees indicated by line drawings in the chart provided
by SPB Surveying Pty Ltd, we have provided a YouTube video to indicate the size
and variety of trees under threat by this DA: As “A picture is worth a thousand
words” our written objection includes this url, because visual footage (and we
are in a high-technology age) shows better than text what locals value about the
existing property:

http://www.youtube.com/user/kassmusic#p/a/u/0/L2FzYu2gcCg

We would appreciate consideration being given to this clip please, as the url is
part of our Objection and is referred to in this written submission. Thank you.

This clip indicates the usefulness of these trees to our community, such as:

1. Oxygen - the big trees, especially palms and umbrella tree at the northern
end, flowering jasmine, cherry blossom and hibiscus on western side, jacarandas
on both southern and eastern sides, are like the clean-air lungs of our street,
as our air-quality is negatively affected by pollution from:

a. diesel fumes from heavy vehicles and buses on three bus routes passing along
our street,

b. freight trains travelling 24/7 along the double freight corridor parallel to
the southern side of Railway Road (ie, opposite 117 Railway Road, and further to
the east and west),

¢. aviation fuel and noise from low-flying planes approaching Kingsford Smith
airport nearby

d. fumes from City Railway Corporation (NSW)'’s trains 24/7 through Sydenham
Station

2. Sound buffer from noise from Rail Corp NSW’'s 3 different train-lines through
Sydenham interchange

3. Sound buffer from regular maintenance by Rail Corp NSW's at evenings and
during weekends

4. Roosting site for many birds regular to our area, many of which require
significant height:

a. Chinese bulbuls (in clip)

b. Koels (in clip)

c. Ravens (not in clip, but frequent this property due to high trees, especially
on southern end)

d. Australian Magpies (as above)

e. Australian currawongs (in clip)

f. Rainbow Lorrikeets (in clip)

g. Fruit-bats in the 30-40 metre palms when in fruit (as now) at northern end of
property

h. Red Wattlebird, attracted to nectar in the jacarandas on eastern/southern side
of property

Peewee and magpie-larks

New Holland Honeyeaters

Silver eyes

spotted turtle doves

. cockatoos -difficult to film large birds in dense foliage, but by their song,
they are evident

5. Shelter from the rain and shade on hot days for commuters

CR S
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6. A green corridor for reptiles and insects such asSMM!gs&QHJ 4

mantis, katydids, at least two species of leaf insect (brown species and green
species) spotted by one son, butterflies such as Orchard/Citrus and Monarch
butterflies (in clip), and others such as Australian weevil (in clip)

7. Potential to prevent soil erosion during flooding, via deeply embedded tree
roots, as shown in news footage of the Brisbane /Victorian floods this week. The
resilience of trees saves people.

8. Assist with drainage where storm water drains (as at front of 117 Railway Rd,
and at east of 117 Railway Rd, on Wright St side - in clip- responsible for
drainage for ALL properties in Wright St) are depended upon, and may prove
inadequate, as evidenced by our house being flooded in Dec 1998, due to storm
water drain in Wright St, (117 Railway Road’s eastern entrance) being blocked.

Issue 4 - Remediation of the land

If remediation is to occur, due to asbestos being found in the existing
improvements, or ASS (though DA page 3/7 says “Yes” but provides no followup) the
dust from the asbestos is more than likely to be spread by the wind around our
neighbourhood, especially around adjacent neighbours at Gleeson Ave, and along
Wright St / Railway Road, northern side, and then beyond to south side of Railway
Road, commuters, and the like. We notice that DA 201000599 has been very
minimally completed, especially with regard to Section 6, where no doubt
disconnection of some of these services is applicable, including removal of waste
- and its impact on drainage, including storm water drain (see clip for narrow
drain next to Wright St entrance to 117 Railway Road). (see Issue 9 page 3.)

Issue 5 - Conflict of DA201000599 with Marrickville Council approved Tree Policy
This planned proposal to chop all the trees that give us some nature in this
semi-industrial/commercial / residential area appears to be in conflict with
Marrickville Council’s own recently approved Tree Policy, where an audit of all
trees was agreed in November 2010 to be carried out - both on private land, and
on council land, and with the assistance of aerial photography. It would be
interesting to know the value of these existing trees, especially the very tall
palms that are part of our community, even if on Railway Corporation land,
including some on disputed land adjacent to the property on Gleeson Ave. Our
neighbours have reported that they planted these palms date back between 30 and
40 years ago. Attempts to buy the land to preserve the trees did not result in a
change of ownership.

Issue 6 - Native trees versus exotic flowering trees

A bird needs food, and is attracted to trees that provide nectar (or to insects
that are attracted to the nectar). When pollination of the tree occurs by bird,
butterfly, moth or insect, as with the taller trees, the fruit itself then
attracts other birds and bats. If a tree has no flowers, why bother visiting it,
apart from shelter? But if a tree provides shelter and food, then flowering
exotics win out over non-flowering natives.

Earlier this month I walked through Sydenham Green, where many families lived
prior to their houses being bought and their properties becoming a park in the
late 1990s. A few of their domestic trees and shrubs remain, which would have
provided flowers or fruit then for inside the house. No doubt there was a variety
of birds then, as we now have at 117 Railway Road, because 117 was planted not as
a low-maintenance Council Park but as a residential garden, and with an obvious
‘blue’ theme, in the blue jacarandas, blue hydrangeas and blue agapanthus

(There is also a pink theme, demonstrated by jasmine and cherry blossom trees on
the west side, and pink hibiscus on both the west and east walls.) The non-
flowering natives (because all I could see was greenery on the trees, and not any
flowers) at Sydenham Green had grown very well, but that day in that quite big
area, I saw not a single native bird. What I did see were two very large flocks
of feral pigeons - about 50 near the BBQ area, and about another 50 gathered on
the telephone lines to the north of Sydenham Green. One must question how the
removal of any sort of flowering trees benefits native birds? There are so many
birds in our area, it must be to do with the flower gardens, not status of trees
as to ‘native’ or ‘exotic’. Regardless of the lack of (non-flowering) native
trees, the garden at 117 fulfils the needs of many small and especially large
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high-transportation area.

Issue 7 SPB Surveying Pty Ltd diagram

It is not clear to us if the two palms on the northern end are included to be
demolished - there are no canopies indicated, as there are elsewhere on this
sheet, including the Council’s own two paperbarks. Why is there this omission?
Are these trees planned to be removed, as is indicated in the plus signs on
Figure 4-1 - the gathering of little plus signs that include jasmine, umbrella
tree and the tall palms - these provide the view in Burrows Ave while one waits
at the bus-stop, for any of the three bus routes to come. Lack of consistency
between the two diagrams with the trees is a discrepancy, for which clarification
needs to be provided.

Issue 8- Demolition of house

We see in this Development Proposal no guarantee to neighbours against noise,
removal of rubbish or trees, protection for passers by of removal of trees,
security or insurance issues. I am unsure if the legal owners of 115 Railway Road
are aware of this proposal, seeing as they live in Byron Bay. But they have no
separating wall whatsoever, by the side wall (and window) from earthmoving works
occurring at 117 Railway Road, if the DA is approved (see evidence in clip). If
their property gets affected by earth-moving equipment it will just as likely
affect our property, seeing as we share a common brick dividing wall with 115. I
would not be happy with cracks in my outer walls, nor in our front porch, nor
damage to our common wall. What protection measures are in place for adjacent
properties if this DA is approved? I would like similar conditions applied, as in
2005, but would recommend more effort to save both adjacent properties, as well
as the trees and wildlife seeing as Marrickville Council is a Greens council.

Issue 9- Sewage pipes

On the eastern side of 117 Railway Rd (with its drive-on access in Wright Street)
there is a brick outside toilet by the security fence. As this is included in DA
under “Ancilliary buildings”, about 2 metres up in Wright Street, there is a
‘manhole’ and inside my property there is also one that connects to both of these
— these will be affected by any changes in 117 and we have not been consulted.
Last time there was a street blockage, I had to open my property to allow repairs
to be carried out. We find this DA to lack detail where impact with the
neighbours is concerned.

Conclusion

We agree that something needs to happen to 117 Railway Road, Sydenham, as
security fences have prevented the vacant property becoming a place for unwelcome
suppliers (as used to occur by car), but the front stone fence is falling down,
and the house itself is probably uninhabitable. We residential owners in Railway
Road Sydenham repair our properties, to make them habitable, and to be proud of.

We would like to know more clearly Sydney Rail Corporation’s intentions towards
future use of this property. The Council’s plan to rezone this property suggests
a possible redevelopment with Sydenham Station along with its numerous security
cameras, and if approved, with the removal of the trees, the property would have
a direct line of vision to Sydenham Station to the north, as well as to Sydenham
Depot to the west of the railway lines. We consider this a possibility, due to
Sydenham Station’s strategic importance as the nearest interchange to Sydney
International / Domestic airports, and also, as local free rag, MX reported in
2010, as Sydenham is proposed to become a new base for NSW State Emergency
Services. We also wonder at the connection between the same blue markings at the
rear of our properties in Wright Street, and on Sydenham Station platforms in
January 2011.

Suggestions from locals include that Council buy the land and retain the trees,
and turn the property into a small park for young children in this street, whose
cricket balls can currently run across Railway Road in front of buses; repair the
historic house to its former glory; have it as a Sydenham Historic Society
property, selling postcards, and Railway memorabilia, or any other useful,
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Thank you for the opportunity to raise these environmental and community issues.

Yours sincerely

el

(Alsco being emailed as a pdf to all Marrickville Councillors, on advice to
indicate community opposition. A petition is also being provided to Council prior
to close-off by another Railway Road, Sydenham resident and home owner.)
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REFERENCE: DA201000599
Date: 18 Jan 2011

Name: Rnsymm@sywasdsadianirenBiusses.
Address: (SRANVIPIRGANSydSARNE20LD
Business hours contact number: Giji I RNREENS

Dear Kimberley Linden and Councillors of Marrickville Council,

In regards to the Notice of Proposed Development Application number: DA201000599
Applicant: Rail Corporation of NSW
Premises: Railway land — 117 Railway Road, Sydenham

We strongly object to the above application to demolish the old stationmaster’s house at 117 Railway
Road, destroy 21 established trees and remediate the land. Our reasons for objecting are:

1. We strongly object to the removal of 21 trees. The trees, some of which were planted by residents
still living in the street, are very large, they act as a noise buffer, are home to many species of birds
and provide welcome greenery in a suburb not overly endowed with trees. On 16 November 2010 the
Marrickville Council endorsed its Draft Urban Forest Policy & Strategy. Removing established trees
contradicts the stated policy of the Council in this strategy.

2. There is no information about the reasons for remediation. According to Coffee Geosciences who
applied to remediate this land in 2005, the site is contaminated with lead, asbestos and contaminated
fill. Their proposal did not proceed, and was opposed by local residents who were concerned that the
disturbance of the site would present a health hazard. If materials on the site present a danger to
residents when disturbed the present proposal would raise the same concerns.

3. Approval of the 2005 application to remove 6 trees and remediate the land was subject to many
conditions including :
e no injury to be caused by the emission of noise, dust, vapours or other impurities which are a
nuisance or prejudicial to health
e to ensure the replacement of the canopy cover and the successful establishment of new trees
e the trees to be replaced by the same number of trees known to reach a mature height greater
than 10m
s replacement trees to be super advanced stock, minimum 200 litre size containers
If granted, the current application should be subject to the same conditions

4. A condition of the previous application was the protection of street trees from trenching or
excavation works, with access routes not to be gained over the roots of street trees. The security bond
to ensure this was grossly inadequate, $1550 maximum, which would not be a deterrent to a
developer.

5. Footpath access for residents and commuters. The footpath from Gleeson Avenue opposite the
railway station runs down Burrows Avenue towards Railway Road then ends abruptly. In order to go
to or from the railway station, people are either forced to step onto the road and navigate parked cars,




Submission 5

buses at the bus stop and rusty guard rails, or to cross the road and use the footpath outside the
property affected by the application. There would be no safe access for residents and commuters
unless the footpath on the other side of the road was extended.

6. The proposal does not include any information about the reasons for the application and the
proposed use of the land. We note that the proposed Marrickville Council’s 2010 Local Environment
Plan recommends changing the zoning of this property from 2A (low density residential) to R3
(medium density residential). We are aware of the fact that Marrickville Council is under pressure to
increase its quota of medium density housing but we oppose using a small corner of Railway Road for
medium density housing rather than many of the other streets in Marrickville which already contain
medium density housing. All of the streets in this area of Sydenham are zoned 2A, including Railway
Road, and are streets of mainly flat residential buildings with owner occupiers. We are concerned that
the land is being remediated in order to build multi-dwellings or developments that would impact
adversely on the local residents and environment. Commuters who use the area for parking which is
already in short supply near the railway station would also be affected. We would urge that no
development application be considered until Rail Corporation indicates what its intentions are in
relation to this property.

7. Rail Corporation has not shown any regard for the amenity of local residents and commuters. Their
property, the historical stationmaster’s house built in the 1880s, has been let slip into a state of
disrepair. The land they own adjacent to the railway line in Burrows Avenue is not maintained, the
fence is derelict, the footpath dangerous and bordered by ugly rusty barriers. This neglect by Rail
Corporation does not inspire confidence that any proposal of theirs will improve the local
environment.

8. This area is used heavily by commuters on the Illawarra and Bankstown rail lines. If the historical
stationmaster’s house cannot be restored, we urge the Council to consider possible uses of this site
that would increase the amenity of local residents, commuters and other visitors to the area, such as
planting trees and landscaping to provide a gateway from Marrickville and Sydenham to other suburbs
serviced by the rail lines.

9. As an aside, after speaking to many local residents, from Sydenham to St Peters and Tempe, there
are many people who feel that their interests, as well as the local history of the area are being
neglected by the Council. Apart from the stationmasters house, the Coptic Church in Railway Road
was often mentioned. Some people questioned how the renovations in the General Gordon Hotel,
which has been turned into a tasteless de facto TAB, complete with ATMs in the gaming area, gained
approval from the Council. Residents were resentful and anxious about many other issues, such as the
gas drilling in Canal Road. Many people expressed cynicism about the timing of the development
application, and questioned the point of community meetings held in the past few years between
residents and Council members. Hopefully the Council will show that it is seriously considering what
is best for the long term interests of the area and its residents, both new arrivals and long term, when it
decides what will happen to the site of the historic and wilfully negelected Sydenham station masters
house.
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E-mail Message Submission 6

From: [SMTP:Web enquiry]

To: Council Internet Mailbox [EX:/O=MARRICKVILLE
COUNCIL/OU=MARRICKVILLE/cn=Recipients/cn=COUNCIL]

Cc:

Sent: 19/01/2011 at 11:47 AM

Received: 19/01/2011 at 11:45 AM

Subject: Online form: Lodge a comment on a DA

Application details

DA Number: DA201000599

DA Address: 117 Railway Road Sydenham NSW 2044
Your personal details

Name : CEigE

Address: G
Contact phone no: (D

E-mail address: “

Comment on application

Please select an option: Overall I am AGAINST the proposal

Enter your comments here: DA201000599 - I wish to express my concern and strongly
suggest that this application be denied.

The house at 117 Railway road should be Heritage listed and it is a disgrace and
a shame that it not. Rail Corp have allowed the house to decay and fall into
disrepair and should be held responsible and pay for the house to be brought back
up to a decent standard.

The house, which is the old Station Masters house should not be destroyed. It
should be given/sold to the Department of Planning of NSW, which is the agency
responsible for Heritage. The suburb of Sydenham is one of Federation charm which
this house encompasses. Sydenham is enriched in history and this house is part of
that. Railway Road, where the house is situated is full with free standing
federation houses. The street even has sandstone gutters. It would be a outright
shame if this house was demolished. Other area's on Sydenham and Marrickville
which are not nearly as old as this house are heritage listed (for example - the
drainage pit in Garden st which was built in the 30's) which gives way for this
house to have already been on the heritage listing.

Sydenham railway station is heritage listed and this house goes hand in hand with
the station

Another issue is, the birdlife that lives in the trees. The demolition of the
trees would have a terrible affect on them. The house premises has many native
birds that have established nests in the trees. Marrickville Council is
interested in conserving and preserving the Cooks River and it's plant and
birdlife. I'm positive these birds that live in the trees at 117 Railway Road
Sydenham have a direct result with the rejuvenation of the Cooks river as well.

In relation to the demolition of the trees still. Sydenham is under the flight
path, it has it's own train station, the highway is very close and Gleeson Ave
and Unwin's Bridge Road are very busy. There is a high concentration of pollution
in Sydenham, especially where the house is. The trees should stay as they help
provide clean air and vital oxygen for the surrounds.

If the house was demolished and a new building put in it's place, it will put on
due parking pressure on Railway road. Railway road is already at bursting point
with the parking situation and cannot handle any more cars. I'm sure that the new
building would have parking, however what about visitor parking.

With further investigation, into the DA, it states that the land is contaminated

with acid sulphate. It is best to leave the land in it's current condition, to
not expose the acid sulphate.
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Sydenham is the forgotten suburb of the inner west and is not maintained well by
the council unlike other suburbs in the surrounding area. The area of Sydenham,
with it's historical building should be preserved.

In closing, the house and trees of 117 Railway should stay and not be sold. The
house and land should be handed over to Heritage NSW and should be integrated
into part of a historical tour of the area. The land should be cleaned of debris
and opened up to the public. The house should be restored and the grounds even
turned into a green corridor or parklands for people to enjoy.

Please take my concerns into consideration. Should this application be approved
it will have an negative impact on the area and the street. It would also be a

severe blow to the heritage Sydenham.

Thank you.
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Re: 117 Railway Road, Sydenham
DA 201000599

[ am writing to lodge my objection to the above DA submitted by Rail
Corporation NSW to demolish the house at 117 Railway Road, Sydenham and
to remove the trees from the property.

On the Marrickville Council site where this DA is listed the address is given
as Railway Land 117 Railway Road whereas every other submission just gives
a street address. This somehow comes towards the heart of the matter where
this address is not thought of in its residential context but as set apart almost
as part of the railway. In actual fact this is a house and garden in a residential
street and but for the security fence around it now would be an attractive
house in an attractive neighbourhood.

I very much object to the demolition of this house as I think it well defines this
whole street, indeed the whole neighbourhood and is in fact one of the most
historic houses in Sydenham. Sydenham as a suburb has suffered much in the
last decade or so with the razing of whole streets because of aircraft noise and
is now but a shadow of it's former self, with businesses struggling to remain
open in the shopping strip, increasing noise from all forms of transport, the
use of the streets surrounding the station as one big commuter car park, and
the demolition of hundreds of houses which detracts from the layout of the
suburb, but Sydenham still has many proud residents who like many other
inner-city dwellers value the heritage of their area, in fact many like myself
who “feed” off the history of the area, who can spot a railway house, or a
former post-office or bank building, shop and get pleasure from the vision of
the past. This house is a piece of history and I think should be retained. Once
this house is gone the vision has gone as well. I can see and have known since
girlhood, the way Railway Road comes to the railway line where there was
obviously a level crossing, with the adjacent crossing keeper’s house; before
the railway, Marrickville Road probably just continued along till it got to the
Princes Highway. This is the stuff of life for many people.

Having had one’s suburb decimated because of noise pollution, and living
daily in an area that is seen by many as drop-off point for somewhere else
does definitely devalue the area in one’s mind and one can easily see that this
affects residents of Sydenham but I think the Council should feel that there
are still important things in our suburb, it does still have a heart and people
still care about their surroundings.

Without seeming too precious about it, I wonder whether if this level-crossing
keeper’s house was in another part of Sydney it would be more valued- if this
was part of the streetscape in Petersham or Burwood, or if it were the
ferryman’s cottage at Watson’s Bay or Balmain it might have more people
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standing up for it. This just indicates the number of people who think they
can take a stand; it doesn’t actually change the value of the place itself.

I also strongly object to the removal of more than 20 trees. These are mature
trees, provide homes for many birds and insects, shade, a buffer from the
noise of the road and railway for residents of the surrounding streets and they
also look nice. Council has quite strict policies regarding the removal of trees
and this is exactly what this policy guards against. Having lived in Sydenham
for 20 years now I can report that many more birds are coming to and through
the area owing to the growth of trees in neighbourhood gardens and in
nearby parks. How can Council justify removing all these trees? The so-called
remediation of the land sounds like a “furphy” to me. Surely the best way to
allow land to recover would be to allow it to revegetate. I'm not sure what the
land is remediating itself from but no doubt all the surrounding properties
are in the same boat and life goes on. It seems as if allowing the demolition of
the house (a house needs residents, that's what it’s built for, and many people
need housing and would be glad to live there) and clearing the block of land
clears the way for redevelopment of the site so in itself the DA is not an
honest proposal.

I hope you will take my objection when considering this application.

i
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E-mail Message

From:

To: Council Internet Mailbox [EX:/O=MARRICKVILLE
COUNCIL/OU=MARRICKVILLE/cn=Recipients/cn=COUNCIL]

Cc:

Sent: 20/01/2011 at 1:03 PM

Received: 20/01/2011 at 1:08 PM

Subject: Re: Development Application - DA201000599

Dear Marrickville Council,

Development Application - DA201000599

Applicant Rail Corporation Of NSW.

I wish to object to the removal of 21 trees as requested in this application.

Railcorp were asked by Marrickville Council to tidy up the exterior of the
property last May 2010 to facilitate public safety especially at night. I
believe this request has led to this development application.

T do not believe that the only way to remediate this land is to remove every
tree. Sydenham doesn’t have many large trees or a group like these trees so the
removal of this habitat will have a large impact on the urban wildlife. I have
seen for myself that a large amount of birds live & forage in the trees of this
property.

I doubt that an ordinary ratepayer could get permission to remove all trees on
their property as Railcorp is requesting. I do not believe that Marrickville
Council should allow all the trees on the property to be removed & should
negotiate with Railcorp to keep as many as possible.

Replacing the trees is of little benefit because the trees take decades to grow
to the height of the current trees. I cannot see the purpose of leveling the
land & the Development Application does not say what Railcorp intend to do with
the land once they have finished remediation.

I ask that the application as it stands is refused. I ask that as many trees on
the property as possible are retained as they benefit both the urban wildlife &
the community.

file://C:\Documents and Settings\plnl1\Local Settings\Application Data\TOWER Soft... 25/01/2011
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Yours faithfully,

This email has been scanned for all viruses by the MessageLabs SkyScan
service on behalf of Marrickville Council.

file://C:\Documents and Settings\pln11\Local Settings\Application Data\TOWER Soft... 25/01/2011
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From: JanmEEEE ST i us@gpongTom].
To: Council Internet Mailbox [EX://O=MARRICKVILLE
COUNCIL/OU=MARRICKVILLE/cn=Recipients/cn=COUNCIL]

Cc:

Sent: 20/01/2011 at 1:05 PM
Received: 20/01/2011 at 1:05 PM
Subject: Re: DA201000599

Dear Marrickville Council,

Development Application - DA201000599
Applicant Rail Corporation Of NSW.

I wish to object to the removal of 21 trees as requested in this application.

Railcorp were asked by Marrickville Council to tidy up the exterior of the
property last May 2010 to facilitate public safety especially at night. I
believe this request has led to this development application.

I do not believe that the only way to remediate this land is to remove every
tree. Sydenham doesn’t have many large trees or a group like these trees so the
removal of this habitat will have a large impact on the urban wildlife. I There
is a large amount of birds that live & forage in the trees of this property.

I doubt that an ordinary ratepayer could get permission to remove all trees on
their property as Railcorp is requesting. I do not believe that Marrickville
Council should allow all the trees on the property to be removed & should
negotiate with Railcorp to keep as many as possible.

Replacing the trees is of little benefit because the trees take decades to grow
to the height of the current trees. I cannot see the purpose of leveling the
land & the Development Application does not say what Railcorp intend to do with
the land once they have finished remediation.

I ask that the application as it stands is refused. I ask that as many trees on
the property as possible are retained as they benefit both the urban wildlife &
the community.

Yours faithfully,

This email has been scanned for all viruses by the MessageLabs SkyScan
service on behalf of Marrickville Council.

file://C:\Documents and Settings\pln11\Local Settings\Application Data\TOWER Soft... 25/01/2011



Submission 10

MARRICKVILLE
HERITAGE wf SOCIETY..

DULWICH HILL ENMORE LEWISHAM S8 MARRICKVILLE PETERSHAM STANMORE
ST PETERS SYDENHAM TEMPE (BB & PARTS OF CAMPERDOWN & NEWTOWN

PO BOX 415 h ABN 75 016 843 096

MARRICKVILLE NSW 1475 Formed 1984
20 January 2011

Marrickville Council

Council’s Citizens’ Service Centre
PO Box 14

PETERSHAM NSW 2049

Attention: Planning Department
Dear Sir

DA201000599 — 117 RAILWAY ROAD SYDENHAM

The Society is concerned at this proposal to demolish the Station Master’s House at Sydenham
Station. In addition to the concerns of the Society and its members, we have been approached
by members of the public and asked to oppose this proposed demolition.

Appearing, at least from external inspection, to be remarkably intact, we wonder why this
exceptional 1880s cottage was omitted from the heritage listing of Sydenham station, which
we believe is listed on the State Heritage Register. We note that the house was built in the mid
1880s when the Illawarra Railway Line was opened, at which time the station was called
Marrickville Railway Station. In 1895 when the Sydenham to Bankstown line opened, the
name of the station was changed to Sydenham Station.

We are unaware of what affects the land that requires ‘remediation’, but it would certainly
seem that, were the land not earmarked by RailCorp as a potential development site, any such
remediation could be conducted without the need to demolish the cottage and remove many
of the trees on its site.

Of course we cannot plead for retention of the cottage on the basis that it is a heritage item.
On the other hand, it would be difficult for the applicant to argue that the Station Master’s
House is not of great local historical and heritage significance.

We would like to see the application refused, and the applicant instead asked to propose the
cottage for heritage listing. This delightful cottage could undoubtedly become a landmark
property within a charming pocket of Sydenham. Its size, location and setting suggest that it
would be eminently suitable for restoration and many alternate uses. If the applicant is
reluctant to take this step, we ask whether Council is in a position to propose it as a heritage
item under the current Draft LEP.

The station master’s house at 86 Station Street Tempe has been sold and is now privately
owned. This attractive cottage has been recommended by Paul Davies Pty Ltd Architects,
Heritage Consultants (in their report on Potential Heritage Items for Marrickville Council,
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June 2009) to be considered in the Marrickville LEP as part of the Tempe Railway Station
Group.

In summary we feel it is an oversight that this cottage is not among our LGA’s heritage items.
We respectfully ask Council to refuse this application and to take any steps that may be
available to it to provide it with heritage protection.

Sincerely

LORRAINE BEACH
Vice President
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AempE0nT
6/2/2011

To the General Manager of Marrickville Council

RE: DA 117 Railway Parade Sydenham

(I trust my application will be received as I was told an extension was given for this DA until 4/2/11. So I am only two
days over the due date and was previously told in writing, that submissions would be accepted up to 2 weeks after the
closing date.)

I wish to strongly object to the DA for 117 Railway Road on heritage grounds, and on environmental
grounds due to excessive tree removal.

This building is of great historical, social and architectural significance to me and my family, and I believe
the broader local community. This DA seeks the complete demolition of the original Sydenham Station’s
Station Master’s house! Too many historical buildings have been lost in the Sydenham/Tempe areas. The
loss of this building would be unacceptable to me. The Sydenham Station Master’s house enjoys a
prominent location on a corner block and is well known. Unfortunately, Railcorp has allowed the building
to become derelict in recent years, but it is obviously in good condition and can be saved!

Sydenham is one of the earliest railway stations in Sydney, and the station still maintains the original
platform waiting rooms and facilities. The train station and the station master’s house together make up a
historical group of buildings that represent the early building and expansion of our suburbs.

The Tempe Station Master’s house and station have heritage orders on them, and as such I see no reason
why the Sydenham Station Master’s house, and railway station, should not also be recognised for their
social, historical and architectural significance to our community.

Whilst it could be argued that there are other buildings in the local area that represent the same architectural
period as that of the Sydenham Station Master’s house, do these buildings have historical and social
significance to the community? Can they be connected to other historically significant buildings in the area
such as the railway station? Are they connected to the building of our suburbs? And are they secure from
future demolition?

With the push to knock down buildings to allow for the needs of development, we, as a community, need to
be careful which buildings we do dispose of to allow for residential and commercial growth in our suburbs.

I also object to the removal of 23 established trees from the site. This is excessive in the extreme and I do
not believe that all of these trees would need to be removed even if the demolition of the house was
approved.

Kind regards
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15 FEB 201

)
REFERENCE: DA201000599 HECEIVEL

Date:  ///~ ) ~en
Name:

Address: : —
Business hours contact number: q
Dear Kimberley Linden and Councillors of Marrickville Council,

In regards to the Notice of Proposed Development Application number: DA201000599
Applicant: Rail Corporation of NSW
Premises: Railway land — 117 Railway Road, Sydenham

We strongly object to the above application to demolish the old stationmaster’s house at 117 Railway
Road, destroy 21 established trees and remediate the land. Our reasons for objecting are:

1. We strongly object to the removal of 21 trees. The trees, some of which were planted by residents
still living in the street, are very large, they act as a noise and pollution buffer, are home to many
species of birds and provide welcome greenery in a suburb not overly endowed with trees. On 16
November 2010 the Marrickville Council endorsed its Draft Urban Forest Policy & Strategy.
Removing 21 established trees contradicts the stated policy of the Council in this strategy.

2. There is no information about the reasons for remediation. According to Coffee Geosciences who
applied to remediate this land in 2005, the site is contaminated with lead, asbestos and contaminated
fill. Their proposal did not proceed, and was opposed by local residents who were concemed that the
disturbance of the site would present a health hazard. If materials on the site present a danger to
residents when disturbed the present proposal would raise the same concerns.

3. Approval of the 2005 application to remove 6 trees and remediate the land was subject to many
conditions including :
e no injury to be caused by the emission of noise, dust, vapours or other impurities which are a
nuisance or prejudicial to health
to ensure the replacement of the canopy cover and the successful establishment of new trees
the trees to be replaced by the same number of trees known to reach a mature height greater
than 10m
e replacement trees to be super advanced stock, minimum 200 litre size containers
If granted, the current application should be subject to the same conditions

4. A condition of the previous application was the protection of street trees from trenching or
excavation works, with access routes not to be gained over the roots of street trees. The security bond
to ensure this was grossly inadequate, $1550 maximum, which would not be a deterrent to a
developer.
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5. Footpath access for residents and commuters. The footpath from Gleeson Avenue opposite the
railway station runs down Burrows Avenue towards Railway Road then ends abruptly. In order to go
to or from the railway station, people are either forced to step onto the road and navigate parked cars,
buses at the bus stop and rusty guard rails, or to cross the road and use the footpath outside the
property affected by the application. There would bé no safe access for residents and commuters
during demolition unless the footpath on the other side of the road was extended.

6. The proposal does not provide any information about the reasons for the application and the
proposed use of the land. We note that the proposed Marrickville Council’s 2010 Local Environment
Plan recommends changing the zoning of this property from 2A (low density residential) to R3
(medium density residential). We are aware of the fact that Marrickville Council is under pressure to
increase its quota of medium density housing but we oppose using a small comer of Railway Road in
an otherwise low density residential area for medium density housing rather than many of the other
streets in Marrickville which already contain medium density housing. All of the streets in this area of
Sydenham are zoned 2A, including Railway Road, and are streets of mainly flat residential buildings
with owner occupiers. We are concerned that the land is being remediated in order to build multi-
dwellings or developments that would impact adversely on the local residents and environment. We
would urge that no development application be considered until Rail Corporation indicates what its
intentions are in relation to this property.

7. Rail Corporation has not shown any regard for the amenity of local residents and commuters. Their
property, the historical stationmaster’s house built in the 1880s, has been let slip into a state of
disrepair. The land they own adjacent to the raiiway line in Burrows Avenue is not maintained, the
fence is derelict, the footpath dangerous and bordered by ugly rusty barriers. This neglect by Rail
Corporation does not inspire confidence that any proposal of theirs will improve the local
environment.

8. This area is used heavily by commuters on the Illawarra and Bankstown rail lines. We urge the
Council to consider possible uses of this site that would increase the amenity of local residents,
commuters and other visitors to the area, such as planting trees and landscaping to provide a gateway
from Marrickville and Sydenham to other suburbs serviced by the rail lines.
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E-mail Message

From:

To: Council Internet Mailbox [EX://O=MARRICKVILLE
COUNCIL/OU=MARRICKVILLE/cn=Recipients/cn=COUNCIL]

Cc:

Sent: 20/01/2011 at 2:11 PM

Received: 20/01/2011 at 2:08 PM

Subject: Online form: Lodge a comment on a DA

Application details

DA Number: DA201000599

DA Address: 117 Railway Road

Your personal details

Name: D

Address: N

TR T
QITHAT

Contact phone no: Wi
E-mail address: iy

Comment on application

Please select an option: Overall I am AGAINST the proposal

Enter your comments here: DA201000599 - I wish to express my concern and strongly
suggest that this application be denied.

The house, which is the old Station Masters house should not be destroyed. It
should be given/sold to the Department of Planning of NSW, which is the agency
responsible for Heritage. The suburb of Sydenham is one of Federation charm which
this house encompasses. Sydenham is enriched in history and this house is part of
that. Railway Road, where the house is situated is full with free standing
federation houses. The street even has sandstone gutters. It would be a outright
shame if this house was demclished. Other area's on Sydenham and Marrickville
which are not nearly as old as this house are heritage listed (for example - the
drainage pit in Garden st which was built in the 30's) which gives way for this
house to have already been on the heritage listing as it was build around the
1880's.

The house at 117 Railway R oad should be Heritage listed and it is a disgrace and
a shame that it not. Rail Corp have allowed the house to decay and fall into
disrepair and should be held responsible and pay for the house to be brought back
up to a decent standard.

Sydenham railway station is heritage listed and this house goes hand in hand with
the station

Another issue is, the birdlife that lives in the trees. The demolition of the
trees would have a terrible affect on them. The house premises has many native
birds that have established nests in the trees. Marrickville Council is
interested in conserving and preserving the Cooks River and it's plant and
birdlife. I'm positive these birds that live in the trees at 117 Railway Road
Sydenham have a direct result with the rejuvenation of the Cooks river as well.

In relation to the demolition of the trees still. Sydenham is under the flight
path, it has it's own train station, the highway is very close and Gleeson Ave
and Unwin's Bridge Road are very busy. There is a high concentration of pollution
in Sydenham, especially where the house is. The trees should stay as they help
provide clean air and vital oxygen for the surrounds.

If the house was demolished and a new building put in it's place, it will put on
due parking pressure on Railway road. Railway road is already at bursting point
with the parking situation and cannot handle any more cars. I'm sure that the new
building would have parking, however what about visitor parking.

file://C:\Users\pIn1 1\AppData\Loca\TOWER Software\TRIM5\TEMP\CONTEXT 4... 20/05/2011
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With further investigation, into the DA, it states that the land is contaminated
with acid sulphate. It is best to leave the land in it's current condition, to
not expose the acid sulphate.

Sydenham is the forgotten suburb of the inner west and is not maintained well by
the council unlike other suburbs in the surrounding area. The area of Sydenham,
with it's historical building should be preserved.

In closing, the house and trees of 117 Railway should stay and not be sold. The
house and land should be handed over to Heritage NSW and should be integrated
into part of a historical tour of the area. The land should be cleaned of debris
and opened up to the public. The house should be restored and the grounds even
turned into a green corridor or parklands for people to enjoy.

Please take my concerns into consideration. Should this applicaticn be approved
it will have an negative impact on the area and the street. It would also be a

severe blow to the heritage of Sydenham.

Respectfully

file://C:\Users\pIn1 1\AppData\Loca\TOWER Software\TRIMS\TEMP\CONTEXT 4... 20/05/2011
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E-mail Message

From: SofiE izh (G TR mismetmorny@amgEi o]
To: Council Internet Mailbox [EX:/O=MARRICKVILLE
COUNCIL/OU=MARRICKVILLE/cn=Recipients/cn=COUNCIL]

Cc:

Sent: 24/01/2011 at 11:48 AM

Received: 24/01/2011 at 11:48 AM

Subject: Objection to the removal of Sydenham trees and Stationmasters cottage

I would like to formally object to Marrickville councils plan to remove the 21
mature trees and Station Masters house in Sydenham.

Railcorp’s DA says it will cost $450,000 to demolish everything & remediate the
soil. With that kind of money you could renovate & keep a piece of Sydenham’s
history & have change left over. Having looked at the gorgeous & very similar in
design, renovated Station Master’s house at Tempe, I think it is imperative that
both the Sydenham cottage & the trees are retained.

‘We cannot keep losing our historical houses & the trees that surround them. They
are part of our culture and history. We must preserve them. Not just for human
cultural reasons but for the wildlife that live in the trees and surrounds, and
for the oxygen they provide our polluted inner city environment.

In fact I would even step forward as a caretaker of the cottage. It could serve
as an idyllic property for an art gallery, a music venue, or an artist residence.
With $450,000 the community could easily turn this property around and make it
into an asset for the inner-west community and somewhere the council will be
proud to say they saved!

If you are interested in discussing how this could be done, please contact me on
my number below.

Kind regards,

+++===+++

This email has been scanned for all viruses by the MessageLabs SkyScan
service on behalf of Marrickville Council.

file://C:\Users\pln1 1\AppData\Locah\TOWER Software\TRIMS\TEMP\CONTEXT 4... 20/05/2011
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E-mail Message

From: *
To: Council Internet Mailbox [EX:/O=MARRICKVILLE

COUNCIL/OU=MARRICKVILLE/cn=Recipients/cn=COUNCIL]

Cc:

Sent: 26/01/2011 at 10:35 AM

Received: 26/01/2011 at 10:35 AM

Subject: DA201000599 Demolition of the Station Master's house &, removal of 21

trees & remediate the land at 117 Railway Road Sydenham

The Assessing Officer, Marrickville Council Planning Department,

We write to note our cbjection regarding DA 201000599 by Railcorp to demolish the
Station Master’s house, remove 21 trees & remediate the land at 117 Railway Road
Sydenham.

We live in the area and often pass the house on our way to drop children off to
childcare. Though in a neglected state the house appears to be far from "beyond
repair".

We do not see the logic in spending $450,000.00 to destroy the building

and gardens. We feel the house has much value from a heritage perspective and
could be restored for residential sale or Railcorp use. The proposal in the DA
appears very short sighted in this regard, not to mention economically irrational
given the amount of money that would be spent carrying out the DA.

The local area surrounding the station masters house is extremely harsh with busy
roads, aircraft & traffic noise, rubbish and hard surfaces dominating. The
station master's house is like an urban ocasis in this environment with the trees
and house providing a real and perceived offset to the harsh surrounds. The
demolition of the house and clearing of the land would remove the last vestige of
softness and beauty in thig area. This proposal would be a severely retrograde
step for this area. Surely this is not the aim of council's planning policy.

Regards

This email has been scanned for all viruses by the MessageLabs SkyScan
service on behalf of Marrickville Council.
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E-mail Message

From:

To: Council Internet Mailbox [EX:/O=MARRICKVILLE
COUNCIL/OU=MARRICKVILLE/cn=Recipients/cn=COUNCIL]

Cc:

Sent: 20/01/2011 at 1:59 PM

Received: 20/01/2011 at 1:59 PM

Subject: OBJECTION TO Development Application 201000599 applicant: Rail

Corporation Of NSW.

T, SRS o° ISR - writing to object to

the DA 201000599 by applicant Rail Corporation of NSW.

I object the demolition of Master's building, which should be protected for its
historical and architectural value.

I object to the removal of trees which are mature and cover a large area.

The trees in this area shelters a number of native animals and their removal
would cause a negative impact on the native wildlife of the surrounding area.

Thank you for your time.
Important notice

Marrickville Council's Development Applications on Exhibition system is currently
experiencing technical difficulties, and unfortunately the associated
documentation is not linking to the DAs.

For further information regarding the application you are interested in, please
contact the Council officer responsible for the application on their direct line
(which is indicated on notification letters and onsite notices) or contact
Council on 9335 2222.

You may also view the application at the Administrative Centre from 8.30am to 5pm
Monday to Friday (public holidays excepted).

Council apologises for any inconvenience, and is working to rectify the situation
as soon as possible.

This email has been scanned for all viruses by the Messagelabs SkyScan
service on behalf of Marrickville Council.

file://C:\Documents and Settings\pln11\Local Settings\Application Data\TOWER Soft... 25/01/2011
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Proposed development application No. DA201000599
Applicant: Rail Corporation of NSW
Premises: Railway land — 117 Railway Road, Sydenham

We, the undersigned residents and commuters, object strongly to this proposal to demolish the old
stationmaster’s house at 117 Railway Road, destroy 21 established trees and remediate the land.

1. We strongly object to the removal of trees. The trees, some of which were planted by residents still
living in the street, are very large, they act as a noise buffer, are home to many species of birds
including wattlebirds, silvereyes, koels, parrots. willy wagtails, bulbuls, carrawongs, magpies and fruit
bats, and provide welcome greenery in a suburb not overly endowed with trees. Removal of these
trees would have a severe and negative impact on the environment of this street. On 16 November
2010 the Marrickville Council endorsed its Draft Urban Forest Policy & Strategy. Removing
established trees contradicts the stated policy of the Council in this strategy.

2. The proposal does not include any information about the proposed use of the land. We note that the
proposed Marrickville Council’s 2010 Local Environment Plan recommends changing the zoning of
this property from 2A (low density residential) to R3 (medium density residential). All other streets in
this arca are zoned 2A, including Railway Road, and are streets of mainly flat residential buildings
with owner occupiers. We are concerned that the land is being remediated in order to build units or
developments that would impact adversely on the local residents and environment.

3. Parking and traffic problems are already an issue for commuters, residents and their visitors. We
would urge that no development application be considered until Rail Corporation indicates what its
intentions are in relation to this property.

4, There is no information about the reasons for remediation. According to Coffee Geosciences who
applied to remediate this land in 2005, the site is contaminated with lead. asbestos and contaminated
fill. Their proposal did not proceed, and was opposed by local residents who were concerned that the
disturbance of the site would present a health hazard. If materials on the site present a danger to
residents when disturbed the present proposal would raise the same concemns.

5. Rail Corporation has not shown any regard for the amenity of local residents and commuters. Their
property, the historical stationmaster’s house built in the 1880s, has been let slip into a state of
disrepair. The land they own adjacent to the railway line in Burrows Avenue is not maintained, the
fence is derelict, the footpath dangerous and bordered by ugly rusty barriers. This neglect by Rail
Corporation does not inspire confidence that any proposal of theirs will improve the local
environment.

6. This area is used heavily by commuters on the Illawarra and Bankstown rail lines. [f the
stationmaster’s house cannot be restored, the residents urge the Council to consider possible uses of
this site that would increase the amenity of local residents, commuters and other visitors to the area,
such as planting trees and landscaping to provide a gateway from Marrickville and Sydenham to other
suburbs serviced by the rail lines.




Attachment D

1T 'd— 1S uswydeny

JO seale usayinos ayl uj Alienaiued
‘Apnis salaeq ay1 apIsINo seale

ay3 uo ‘Ajluolid Jo Js11eW B Se Ino
palJJied 3q maInay adellsH e Jeyy
"uojjepidelip

JO 1891y} J9pun 3auedyyjudis
98e3149H Jo sway juedyiudis

Se anuaAy dol||IH T pue ssnoH aieo
wJe4 9|EPUBUUY JO UOIBAIISUOD
Suipuny 1oy suondo a1edisaaul
jI2UNO) Yl paPUSWWOIRI SI 1|

LBy, ue
se Ajiienb Ajquapiyns 1ou Aey 0T0T
dI1NP jo [e1azeS Jjoye seaue 133[qns
9y} 01 UOIIR|3J Ul YIH JO saliepunoq
M3IASY "YDH Ul UOISAJU Ulelay

pUE SjUBWHEdI(] JUDWUIDAOL) "paLia)aid
10U S| SJUSWINJ0P [BUJDIX3 01 SIJUAIRLBY T
‘pa8pajmoud|oe ale Jesh
yaes [BP3IA 3||IAD1LIBIN 3] Ul S3IIIUS JO 3uqI|ed
ysiy Aj8useauau) ayz Suipaedals A19120S 8yl Aq
passaldxa sJUSWIIUAS AAIJSOd BYL "JUBWIUOUIAUD
3jing 8y1 pue AJolsly ui s3adxa pasiugodal
Suipnjoul ‘@seq s||pjs peouq e pue eale 3yl
10 98Spajmoud| BAISUBIXD SeY Ala120S 9y| "djgen|eA
s1 A131005 a8e1aH 3||IANdleIAl 941 Ag ‘1500 OU
1€ ‘12Uno) 03 PaJaY0 YoJeasal dAISUDIUL INOqe| Ay}

SIUdWIWOI 13Y10 €

‘widy1 01 papJoyje jou ale
- Juswdo|aaap Suipunouins J11ayledwAs /ansayod
"3l YOH ue uj 8ujaq Jo suyauaq

3yl 'snonuaj AjjeaisAyd paiapisuod si ealy, ue se
uonieayienb Jisyl 9104918y "9dedsiaslls pauisp
B 9JBYS J0U Op pue ‘JusJayip Aj[eaiisijAls ‘Jaylo
yoeo wouj paje|osi Ajjediydesdoad ase Aay ‘dnoud
VOH SIYy3 ul papnjaul s8uipjing ual Ajuo aJe 3Jayl
:19AaMOH "Suij|amp uoiesapa4 AlJes ue jo ajdwexa
32e3U] Ue s| 33s 10algns ayL "sJAIS 1USJIYIp

10 3A1lejUBSa.dal I BjOYM BY] UO pue ‘piepuels
Y81y e jo s| Suisnoy ayi jo Aujenb ayJ "ov6T

-088T woJy Suiduel Buisnoy Jo uo3ds|jod e sl
Jayjes ‘Buisnoy anbiun Jo uo1123(|03 e 10U S1 92 YIH

)sD am ‘seale ||e Jo Alluawe 21134159e pue {ensiA 3y}
os|e 1nq ‘suswdof@A3p aininy Jo ANUIIA BY1 U SWAY
afe13y 40 Ajuo Jou ‘uoi129304d JO S159131Ul BYL U]

VD1 3yl JO yInos ay3 o1 Ajjeaijnads

‘Apnis saineq |ned ay3 Aq jie1ap ul paujwexa

jou seale 953y3] Jo maiaaJs Apnis a8elay e 1no ALied
03 ue|d pjnoys |12uno) 1eyl s1sanbau pue s515333ng

'8 Hed 010¢
dJQINP 01 UOIIINPOJIUI BY1 JO UoIsUBdXS ue s1sanbay

"}9943§ J9JuUNH 03u] Suipes| peoy uosiud( Jo pud
UJ3YHOU 3y3 1B pa1eN}IS SI2YJ0 [BJASS pue Auadoud
Ano Suidaye yOH mau e jo uoreudisap ayl 01 5193[qo

TT'£8STT
TO'E'T

TT'TYSET
€0CT

A121005 a8elldaH
3|IMLIIBN

31€153 Weysima

IOV1IY3H

VOH

- uonRiqo

LBaly, ue

"WDY3 0] PIPJOL4E J0U e
- Juswdoianap Buipunouins d13ayledwAs /an1sayod
'9°] YOH ue u] ulaq jo syyauaq

9y 'snonuay AjeaisAyd pasapisuod si ealy, ue se
uonedyijenb Jjayl aJoja19y) ‘adedsianuls paulep
e 3Jeys 10U Op pue ‘JuaJAIp Ajjea1asyAls 1aylo
yoea wouy paje[os| Ajjeaiydes3093 ale Aay) ‘dnosd
VOH SIy1 ui papn|oul sSuipjing ual Ajuo aie a1y}
:JSASMOH ‘3ul||amp uollelapa4 Ajies ue jo sjdwexs
Joe3U| UB 5| 3315 199[qns Sy *S9JAIS JUaIYIp

*AoupAs o sued 19y1o Auew pue y9T 9||IAD1IBA BY1
‘WeYSIMIT UlyHm Sasnoy dy3 jo Auew o3 soueseadde




Attachment D
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Attachment E

1.3  [tems to be Listed in Heritage and Conservation
Registers

Heritage and conservation registers are to include assets of
state and local heritage significance. According to the Heritage
Act, an agency is required to include in its register:

s items listed on the State Heritage Regist
significant items); i |

e jtems listed on an environmental planning instrument (local
or state significant iteinsy);

s items subject to, or that could be subject to, an interim
heritage order (‘ otential local or state significant items).




